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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
National Oceanic 8nd Atmospheric Administration 
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 

Southwest Region 
777 Sonoma Ave., Room 325 
Santa Rosa, CA 95404-6526 
Tel (707) 575-6050 Fax (707) 570-3435 

December 10, 1998 FEW022:MH 

Mr. Douglas R. Porneroy 
Leader, Base Conversion/Biology Group 
Naval Facilities Engineering command 
900 Commodore Drive 
San Bruno, California 94066 

Dear Mr. POITJeroy: 

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) reviewed the “Revised Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the Disposal and Reuse of the 
Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS) in San Francisco, California (Revised Draft). 

NMFS appreciates the Navy’s effort to review potential impacts to fish resources in the Revised 
Draft. However, information regarding Federally threatened or endangered fish species in the 
Revised Draft is both incomplete and incorr+ On March g?. 1998, ‘the%ou@eti Oregon and 
California Coastal evoluti~narily&nificant,unit’(IESU) of.$inook salmon were proposed for 
listing as threatened under the Endangered Species Act. The significance of this listing relative 
to disposal and reuse of HPS is that this ESU is known to utilize the Guadalupe River and, at 
least, Coyote Creek and Alameda Creek, all tributaries to south San Francisco Bay. In fact, 
recent chinook populations in the south Bay have been encouraging. In a 1994 mark and 
recapture study by San Jose State University, approximately 200 chinook salmon were found. 
These salmon are also known to spawn in the lower reaches of the Guadalupe in September to 
late November. The south Bay distribution implies that adult chinook migrate in a southerly 
direction through the Bay to spawn in south Bay tributaries and the resulting juvenile life stages 
move out of the Bay in the opposite direction. This information was omitted in Section 3.13.4 of 
the Revised Draft. 

3 Fl-1 

Section 3.13.4 is also incorrect in stating that Central Coast steelhead may only stray in the area 
of HPS. Steelhead are known to use numerous south Bay tributaries including the three 
mentioned above as well Stevens Creek at the very bottom of the Bay. The use of south Bay 
tributaries may mean that incidents of steelhead ocurring in the vicinity of HPS occur frequently, 
not rarely, as suggested in the Revised Draft. In fact, revisions to the draft should note that 
conceivably both species occupy HPS waters as a migration route during the spawning season 
and as a foraging area as the juveniles make their way. to the open sea. . . 

. 
Because the probability forchinook and St&head to routinely transit the waters .off the HPS I 
shoreline is high, your analysis regarding potentially significant impacts to threatened and 10 Fl-2 

endangered species in Section 4.13.2may be in error. Specifically, potential impacts to water i 
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quality due to changes in surface water runoff or other discharges from the subsequent use of the 
HPS parcel may occur which in turn may affect these species. NMFS is aware that specific 
upgrades to the sanitary sewer and storm drainage systems have yet to be designed and the 0 Fl-2 d 

proposed options for water treatment are general in nature. However, NMFS strongly urges that 
the option providing best treatment of storm water be adopted by the City and County of San e 
Francisco. 

Another issue that may be problematic to disposal rather than reuse is the undecided final remedy 
for addressing submerged contaminated sediment at Parcel F. While the Revised Draft makes it 
clear that the proposed future land use for Parcel F will be considered in selecting the final 
remedy for this parcel, NMFS is troubled that the Department of Navy is using the Revised Draft 
to discuss conveyance of property out of Federal ownership before clarifying how, when or to 
what extent the contaminated Bay sediments will be dealt with prior to property disposal. 
Without this information, NMFS is not in a position to concur with the disposal of the property 
by the Navy. I( \ Fl-3 

There are two reasons for this position. First, as mentioned earlier, there is good reason to U’ 
surmise that out-migrating, chinook salmon and steelhead trout juveniles could use the area as 
feeding habitat. As noted in the Revised Draft, benthic invertebrates are exposed to the potential 
risk of the contaminated submerged lands and these same invertebrates conceivably could be 
consumed by foraging young fall-run salmon and steelhead leaving the Bay. 

The second reason concerns northern anchovy, a species federally managed under the Coastal 
Pelagics Fishery Management Plan, as authorized by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery 
Conservation and Management Act. The Revised Draft mentions that northern anchovy are 
common to the region of influence of HPS. While considered a water-column species, northern i 
anchovy are known to partially feed on ‘emergent zooplankton”, that is, demersal zooplankton 
that vertically migrate into the water column at night. It is possible that northern anchovy may 

i 

forage on these very same benthic invertebrates considered exposed to the contaminated I 
I 

sediments in parcel F. 

With regard to the development of four small wetland areas under the Proposed Reuse Plan, 
NMFS is keenly interested in this proposal assuming these are tidal wetlands. In fact, the agency 
would be supportive of any plan proposing to connect the wetland sites into a single wetland 0 F1-4 

once sediment cleanup was resolved. While the Revised Draft mentions that this would provide 
addtional habitat for waterfowl, shorebirds, and aquatic wildlife, NMFS is hopeful that this 
objective is intended to include benefits to fish resources and their prey. 

Lastly, your letter of November 9, 1998 states that my January 23, 1998 letter was a concurrence 
letter to your earlier draft EIS/ElR. To set the record straight, the January 23 letter was not a 
concurrence letter but rather a comment and response letter. 0 Fl-5 

In conclusion, NMFS reviewed the request for concurrence with the Navy’s determination that 
the actual property disposal and subsequent community reuse of HPS will have no adverse effect 
on these Federally threatened or endangered species. Based on the lack of information provided 



specifically to chinook salmon and steelhead trout in the south Bay and that the condition of 
contaminated sediments has not been adequately resolved, NMFS is unable to concur. That is, 
NMFS cannot acknowledge that the action you identified in the Revised Draft will have no 
adverse effect on NOAA’s trust resources at this time. In addition, NMFS recommends that the 
Navy keep in mind the agency’s concern for tidal wetlands and submerged lands and the 
important habitat function it plays in south San Francisco Bay’s ecosystem for supporting fish 
resources. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and please feel free to contact Mark Helvey of my 
staff at (707) 575-6078 if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Northern California 
Program Manager 

0 Fl-5 
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Response to Comment Fl-1: 

A discussion of the populations of chinook salmon and steelhead in the south Bay 
tributaries has been added to Section 3.13.4, subsection “Animals”, paragraph 8. 

Response to Comment Fl-2: 

No specific impacts on water quality have been identified as a result of reuse, and the 
quality of storm water discharges is projected to improve as HI’S is remediated. Specific 
upgrades to the sanitary sewer and storm drainage systems, though not yet designed, 
will meet both City and County of San Francisco and state NPDES permitting 
requirements. The permit requirements include development of BMPs to minimize or 
control the discharge of pollutants to the Bay and therefore are protective of aquatic 
resources offshore of HPS. Your recommendation to the City and County of San 
Francisco concerning treatment of storm water is noted. 

Response to Comment Fl-3: 

The Navy decision under consideration in the EIS is the disposal of Federal property. 
Navy is considering the environmental response actions necessary for remediation of 
contaminated sediments at Hunters Point Shipyard, including Parcel F, under the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
and the implementing regulations of the National Contingency Plan (NCP). Although 
under CERCLA Navy does not conduct consultations under Section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act, Navy is required by law to meet the substantive requirements of the 
Endangered Species Act and will do so by considering the Endangered Species Act as an 
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirement for the selection of a remedy for 
Parcel F. The remedy for Parcel F will be selected in consultation with the NMFS and 
documented in a future decision document under CERCLA and the NCP. 

Response to Comment F1-4: 

Navy acknowledges your support of any plan to combine the existing wetlands into a 
larger wetland area and consider benefits to fish resources and their prey in that process. 

Response to Comment Fl-5: 

NMFS indicates that it is unable to concur with Navy’s no adverse effect determination 
based on the lack of information provided concerning south Bay chinook salmon and 
steelhead populations, as well as the lack of resolution concerning the ultimate condition 
of the offshore (Parcel F) sediments upon disposal and reuse. The lack of information 
regarding threatened and endangered fish species has been addressed by subsequent 
additions to the EIS text (see response to Comment Fl-1). The ultimate condition of the 
offshore sediments will be protective of these species as discussed in the response to 
Comment Fl-3. Consequently, Navy believes that NMFS can now concur with Navy’s no 
adverse effect determination. 

Fl-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Mr. Gary J. Munekawa. Code 7032, Bldg.20911 
Engineering Field Activity, West 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
900 Commodore Drive 
San Bruno, CA 94066-5006 

Dear Mr. Munekawa: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the U.S. Navy’s Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Report (DEWR) for the Disposal and Reuse ofHunters Point 
Shipyard (HPS), San Francisco, California. Our comments are provided under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and the Council on Environmental 
Quality’s (CEQ) NEPA Implementing Regulations (40 CFX 1500-1508). 

In collaboration with the City and County of San Francisco, the Navy has prepared a DEIS/R to 
analyze the environmental impacts of the disposal and reuse of HPS. Navy disposal of the property, two 
reuse alternatives, and a No Action alternative are described. Disposal of the property would be a 
transfer of title, however, the reuse alternatives are considered in this NEPA document because reuse is 
an indirect effect of Navy action. The City of San Francisco Proposed Reuse Plan and the Reduced 
Development Alternative both propose a mix of future land uses including general industrial (16%). 
maritime industrial (7%). mixed use (33%. including combined living and working space), and 
residential uses (26%). cultural/education (11%). research and development (6%). Percentages are 
approximated by unit space and would be effective in 2025. The reduced development alternative would 
result in 49% as much industrial and maritime industrial development, 24% of the mixed use, 23% of the 
residential, 62% of the culturaVeducationa1 use, and 32% of the research and development. The DEIS 
states that the proposed reuse plan could potentially result in the creation of 6,400 new jobs while the 
reduced plan could result in 2,700. Under the No Action alternative, HPS would remain a closed 
property under caretaker status and would not be reused or redeveloped. Existing leases could be 
continued under the No Action scenario. 

We have rated the document EO-2, Environmental Objections- Insufficient Information. 
Please refer to the ratings summary for a more detailed description of EPA’s rating system (attached). 
Although we commend the Navy and the City and County of San Francisco on providing a much more 
detailed analysis in the revised DEIS/R, we object to the proposed prqject due to the number and severity 
of impacts in the following resource areas: traffic (unmitigable), air quality (unmitigable), noise, 
hazardous materials, water resources, utilities, and biological resources. Though the reuse alternatives 
have not altered significantly since the November 1997 version of the DEISAX, these impacts are new to 
the analysis. We believe that substantial changes to the proposed reuse alternatives or creation of new 
alternatives could be accomplished to protect human health and the environment. Our obj&tions are 
further clarified in the attached detailed comments. 



Please send two copies of the FEIS/R to David Farrel, Chief, Federal Activities Office (code: 
CMD-2) at the letterhead address at the same time that it is sent to EPA’s Washington, D.C. office for 
filing. Please contact David Farrel or Rosalyn Johnson of my staff at (415) 744-1584/74 if you have 
questions regarding pr comments. We look forward to discussing our objections with the Navy in a 
meeting which we will schedule in the near future. We would like to encourage the City and County of 
San Francisco to participate in this meeting in recognition of the fact that the reuse proposals are the 
product of a City and County of San Francisco planning process. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Tom Huetteman SFD-8 
Karen Henry CMD-6 
Roy Ford AIR-8 
Ken Israels AIR-8 

Deanna Wieman, Deputy Director 
Cross-Media Division 

Attachments (3): Summary of EPA ratings 
Detailed Comments 
Pollution Prevention/Environmental Impact Reduction Checklist for 

Military Base Closure and Reutilization 

c:/myfkttcrJdeihmtcrs~dci.wpd 002784 



SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS 

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize EPA’s level of concern with a proposed action. 
The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for evaluation of the environmental impacts of the 
proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the EIS. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION 

“LO” (Luck of Objections) 
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the 
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be 
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal. 

“EC” (Environmental Concerns) 
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the 
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitigation 
measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce 
these impacts. 

‘EO” (Environmental Objections) 
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide 
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred 
alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new 
alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. 

“EU” (Environmentally Unsatisfactory) 
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are 
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work 
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the 
final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ. 

Category I *’ (Adequtie) 
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(a) of the preferred alternative and those 
of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is necessary, 
but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information. 

“Category 2 ” (Insu#?cien t Information) 
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should 
be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably available 

h alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the 
environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should 
be included in the final EIS. 

“Category 3” (Inadequate) 
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the 
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum 

II of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS. which should be analysed in order to reduce the potentially significant 
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses. or discussions are 
of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the draft 

- EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally revised and 
made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the potential significant 
impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ. 

*From EPA Manual 1640, “Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.” 





EPA Co~unwuts on the Drawl Environmental Impact Slatcment 
for the Disposal and Reuse of Hunters Point Shipyard, San Francisco, California 

DETAILED COMMENTS 

GENERAL 

The reuse plans that are presented do not reflect a potential enhancement of the environment in 
the Hunters Point community. Though the reuse plans address job creation, and possible economic 
revitalization in the community, we are very concerned that the environmental viability of the reuse plans 
have not received enough attention. The reuse plans that are presented are vague, likely reflecting the 
uncertainties of drawing new businesses and jobs to this area of the city, but by their vagueness they 
suggest the possibility of additional emissions and contamination from future industrial sources and 
community exposure to toxins in the future. Even in their current form, the reuse proposals are expected 
to create significant, unmitigable impacts in the areas of air and traffic that could impact on the health of 
the Hunters Point community and the environment. Because residents of the community have lived in 
close proximity to hazardous wastes and toxic emissions from Navy and leasee actvities at HPS, we hope 
that the continuing NEPA process can be used to display those aspects of the reuse plans that are 
concerned with the Hunters Point community’s future health and the health of its environment in addition 
to future economic improvements. 

This DEIS/R is the second produced by the Navy and the City and County of San Francisco on 
the disposal and reuse of Hunters Point Shipyard. We commend the Navy on increasing the depth of 
analysis for the existing reuse alternatives. We consider the analysis of environmental impacts to be 
much improved over the November 1997 DEISR However, because there are more impacts and the 
severity of most of those impacts has increased, we have rated the proposed action Envimnmentd 
Objections- Insuffxient Information. The number and severity of impacts has increased in the 
following resource areas: traffic (unmitigable), air quality (unmitigable), noise, hazardous materials, 
water resources, utilities, and biological resources. We believe that changes to the proposed reuse 
alternatives or creation of new alternatives should be undertaken to protect the environment. 

When we submitted our comments to the Navy and the City and County of San Francisco on 
l/19/98 one of EPA’s concerns was that a full range of alternatives had not been developed for this 
project. It is unfortunate that in revising the DEIS/R the Navy and City did not work together to present a 
new reuse alternative that would avoid or reduce the environmental impacts associated with the existing 
reuse. A new alternative, presented as the proposed action, could have served to eliminate or reduce our 
early concerns regarding threats to human health and the environment. We suggested previously that 
land uses proposed under the current alternatives could be arranged and distributed differently, or that 
activities and plans could be incorporated directly into the alternatives that would, for example, reduce 
traffic and air quality impacts, and reduce potential exposures to hazardous materials. All or some of 
these of this ideas should still be used used to create a wider range of alternatives with reduced 
environmental impacts. See the Alternatives section of these detailed comments. 

The reuse plans’ principle objectives are described as follows on page 2-3: 

“to foster employment, business, and entrepreneurial opportunities; to stimulate 
and attract private investments, thereby improving the City’s economic health, tax 
base, and employment opportunities; to provide for the development of mixed- 
income housing; to preserve historic structures; to provide necessary 

-l- 

0 F2-2 

Same as 0 F2-I 

0 F2-3 



EPA Comments on the DrafI En6ronmental Impact Statement 
for the Disposal and Reuse of Hunters Point Shipyard, San Francisco, California 

infrastructure improvements; to remove conditions of blight; to encourage cost- 
and energy efficient measures; and to retain existing, viable industries and 
businesses at HPS.” 

These objectives are generally economic goals for the reuse planning process, and include no mention of 
objectives from, for example, the Sustainability Plan of San Francisco, a document endorsed by the city’s 
Board of Supervisors which would relate to planning for the enhancement of the community’s 
environment in the long-term. The text in Section 3.7 indicates that the Hunters Point Shipyard area 
(e.g., the soil and/or groundwater) contains a variety of chemical contaminants (e.g., volatile and 
semivolatile organic compounds, PCBs, petroleum hydrocarbons, pesticides, heavy metals, and dissolved 
solvents) from past industrial and shipping-related uses of the site. In addition to this environmental 
contamination from the past, an existing complex of industrial sites along the Army and 3rd street 
corridors contribute to local pollution. While the Navy will finalize plans in upcoming months for the 
degree of clean up that will be undertaken at the site, the reuse plans are vague enough that they do not 
preclude or set a goal of minimizing the possibility of future contamination and exposure to toxins. EPA 
Administrator Carol Browner summarized the following idea in a statement on Executive Order #12898 
on Environmental Justice: 

All Americans deserve to be protected from pollution-- not just those who can 
afford to live in the cleanest, safest communities. All Americans deserve clean 
air, pure water, land that is safe to live on, food that is safe to eat. 

The reuse alternatives and associated impact analysis do not provide assurance that the concept of 
Environmental Justice has been given due consideration in the NEPA process (see Environmental 

This apparent oversight can be remedied by analyzing additional reuse scenarios in the the Justice). 
FEIS/R that reduce the expected impacts of the currently proposed reuse alternatives. 

ALTERNATIVES 

The revised DEIS/R does not offer a full range of alternatives as required by NEPA. NEPA 
guidelines specifically require that the analysis “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all 
reasonable alternatives and for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the 
reasons for their having been eliminated” (40 CFR 1502.14[a]). This range, which is intended to sharply 
define the issues and provide “‘a clear basis of choice among options by the decision maker and the 
public,” should include “reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.” CEQ 
further refines this obligation in their “40 Most Asked Questions About NEPA” by citing that even when 
there exists a potentially large number of alternatives, “a reasonable number of examples, covering the 
full spectrum of alternatives, must be analyzed and compared in the EIS.” A mitigated alternative should 
be developed which seeks to reduce significant and unmitigable traffic and air quality impacts expected 
to result from both of the reuse alternatives. 

( 3 F2-3 

0 F2-4 

In its description of the proposed reuse action and alternative, the DEISR provides only general 
descriptions of the types of uses that “could” occur under either scenario; specific details are Iimited to 
potential areas in square feet for each major use category. While this might be appropriate for a 0 F2-5 
programmatic document, the DEIS/R identifies that no further NEPA or CEQA documentation is 
expected for this project. While we acknowledge that the Navy’s analysis is dependent upon the 

-2- 



EPA Commcnls on the Drawl Environmental Impact Statrment 
for the Disposal and Reuse of Hunters Point Shipvard. San Francisco. Calilornla 

specificity of the City’s reuse plan, the FEIS/R should contain a substantially more detailed description of 
the proposed action with attention to detailing the nature of the general industrial and maritime industrial 
businesses that City hopes to attract and believes are viable possibilities. For example, Hunter’s Point 
appears to have the facilities to undertake shipbreaking as a maritime industry, and the reuse plans give 0 F2-5 

no indication as to whether the City would consider it an acceptable use of the site. If that is an industry 
that the reuse plans might encourage, the nature of the expected activity and its adverse impacts on 
human health and the environment should be described in the FEWR. Also, in further describing the 
existing alternatives it seems that dredging of channels to allow modem vessels access to the shipyard 0 F2-6 
area could be necessary, impacts and mitigations for dredging should be addressed in the FEWR. 

RELEVANT, REASONABLE MITIGATIONS AND POLLUTION PREVENTION 

Pursuant to the Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 (PPA), “It is the policy of the United States that 
pollution should be prevented or reduced at the source whenever feasible; pollution that cannot be 
prevented should be recycled in an environmentally safe manner, whenever feasible; pollution that 
cannot be prevented or recycled should be treated in an environmentally safe manner whenever feasible, 
and disposal of other release into the environment should be employed only as a last resort and should be 
conducted in an environmentally safe manner.” The FEIS should describe mitigations for the reasonably 
foreseeable impacts of reuse that would encourage compliance with the PPA. Such general mitigations 
could include techniques for prevention of runoff from the site into San Francisco Bay, development of 
waste reduction and recycling strategies, and early commitments by local government bodies to work 
with new businesses in encouraging compliance with state and federal environmental regulations. 

CEQ’s “40 Most Asked Questions” about NEPA states that “All relevant, reasonable mitigation 
measures that could improve the project are to be identified, even if they are outside the jurisdiction of 
the lead agency, and thus would not be committed as part of the RODS [Records of Decision] of these 
agencies. [Sections 1502.16(h), 1505.2(c)] This will serve to [46 FR 180321 alert agencies or officials 
who can implement these extra measures, and will encourage them to do so. Because this EIS is the most 
comprehensive environmental document that would be prepared for the proposed reuse, it is an ideal 
vehicle in which to lay out not only the full range of environmental impacts but also the full spectrum of 
appropriate mitigation. EPA strongly encourages the Navy to incorporate pollution prevention measures 
(see below) into the text of the FEIS with preliminary commitments by the City and County of San 
Francisco (if those commitments are obtainable). Reuse planning for military bases is an excellent 
opportunity to incorporate tools to improve future reuse for protection of local communities and the 
health of the natural environment. 

As reuse plans continue, we encourage the City and County of San Francisco to develop a 
pollution prevention plan. A sample checklist of pollution prevention measures specifically designed for 
military base closure and reutilization is attached to this letter. At this time, this and other pollution 
prevention checklists are available on the intemet at www.hanford.nov/nolnrev/nena/annendix.htm or 
through EPA. 

0 F2-7 
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EPA Comments on the Draft Emironmcntal Impact Statement 
for the Diswsal and Reuse of Hunters Point Shipyard. San Francisco, California 

AIR QUALITY 

PM,, impacts are primarily local in nature and include some hazardous air pollutants (HAPS), as 
defined by section 112(b) of the Clean Air Act. Also, while ozone is a regional issue, there may be some 

[ 

i 
d 

ozone precursors, which are also HAPS, which have localized impacts. These impacts are currently the 
focus of a complaint under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 in Los Angeles, CA. The complaint 
is Communities for a Better Environment, Los Angeles Comunidades Asambladas Unidas Para Un F2-8 - 
Sostenible Ambiente (“LA CAUSA”) vs. South Coast Air Quality Management District, California Air 
Resources Board, filed in July, 1997. Analysis of the potential for impacts of HAPS from ozone 
precursors and PM,, should be addressed in both the Air and Environmental Justice sections of the 

10 
FEIS/R. 

Section 4.2 (page 4-27) indicates that cumulative toxic air contaminant emissions from multiple 1 
facilities could exceed acceptable exposure levels for individual ones and that there is no guidance as to 
the adequacy of buffer zones around proposed facilities (according to the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District). Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) increments exist for PM,, 
(patticulates smaller than 10 microns in diameter), which may assist with this portion of the analysis. 1 
The annual total suspended particulate (TSP) increment is 17 micrograms/cubic meter and 30 
micrograms/cubic meter over 24-hours (not to be exceeded more than once per year). The FEIS/R should 
estimate project emissions from all facilities and roads related to the proposed alternatives, and discuss 0 F2-9 

whether a PSD permit would be required for the proposed project. The FEIS/R should estimate the 
amount of increment the project and its alternatives would consume, and should discuss impacts to the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards and PSD increments from estimated emissions of the project 
and alternatives, considering the cumulative effects from aspects of construction, operation, and vehicle f 
traffic. 

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

We disagree with some of the assertions in the DEIS/R that the Hunter’s Point community (a I 
minority and low income population) would not be disproportionately impacted by the disposal and reuse 
of HI%. Specifically, we do not believe that the proposals for reuse are detailed enough to provide data 
to support the conclusion that none of the significant impacts would disproportionately effect the ’ F2-10 
minority and low-income residents of the HPS area, especially for toxic air contaminants from stationary 0 
sources, and PM,, emissions. This should be clarified by in&ding more detail on new and existing 
reuse alternatives and providing explicit descriptions of the modeling assumptions made for the traffic 
and Air analyses in the FEIS/R. 

The following statement appears in the EJ section “... some members of the community have 
suggested that residents of the Bayview-Hunters Point who work at HPS under the reuse plan alternatives 
may be disproportionately exposed to health risks because of the likelihood that they are exposed to 
potential sources of environmental contamination in their residential neighborhoods” In response to this 
community concern the City and Navy reply in the DEIS/R 1) concluding that there would be a 
significant impact would be speculative, 2) increased awareness of hazardous materials in the 

0 F2-11 

neighborhood (presumably through this process) should serve to reduce risk, and 3) that “other potential 
responses to this community concern, such as limiting HPS employment, would not be consistent with 

1 

the objectives of reuse.” I It appears, considering the lack of data on the proposed reuse plans, that it may ! 

4 



EPA Commenls on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Disposal and Reuse of Hunters Point Shipyard. San Francisco, California 

be speculative to conclude that there would be no significant impact. The DEIS/R seems to acknowledge 
in this statement that potential reuse industries could be a source of additional health risk to the 
community. The FEIS/R should include more specific information on prospective reuse industries that 
could pose additional health risk in order to make a more robust determination on levels of impact. If it 
is not possible to predict which industries may have an interest in the HPS area, perhaps the reuse 
proposals could define which types of industries would be acceptable neighbors to the residents of the 
community. 

At the beginning of Section 3.2 on Air Quality, the Navy suggests that the link between 
environmental factors and high incidences of respiratory illnesses and cancers are only assumed, citing 
studies that have purportedly found that “the poor health status of residents in . ..[the] Bayview-Hunters 
Point neighborhood...reflects. in large part, racial disparities in health status among San Francisco 
residents.” A second cited study, according to the Navy, “showed that cancer incidence during the 1993 
to I995 period was not meaningfully higher among the neighborhood population than among their 
counterparts in the rest ofthe Buy Area” [Italics added.] The Navy concludes that despite these results, 
“public concerns regarding human health and potential environmental factors persist...and are attributed 
to the concentration of air polluting industries in the neighborhood.” The suaestion by the Navy that 
health impacts on this community are not environmental in origin without ruling out environmental 
effects is short-sighted because it may lead less-informed readers of the DEIS to believe that asthma, 
hypertension, congestive heart failure, and diabetes mellitus (as mentioned by one of the cited studies) 
are the side effects of living in a minority or low-income neighborhood. To make this type of statement 
with any authority, the Navy should find studies showing that other groups (e.g., middle and high income 
whites) living under the environmental conditions typical of Bayview/Hunters Point exhibit a 
significantly different health response. In the absence of this type of supporting evidence, we strongly 
suggest that the text be removed from the document. The studies conducted by the Department of Public 
Health and others should be included in the appendices of the FEIYR, length permitting. I 

0 F2-11 

I- 
The FEIS/R should describe the Environmental Justice concerns related to minority and low 

income fisherpersons in the area of Hunters Point and other Bay fishing spots that could be at risk by 
consuming fish that have bioaccumulated contaminants from Hunters Point. c-l F2-12 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTE 

Under both reuse plans, most of the area in parcels D, E, and F would be put to use in industrial, 1 
or maritime industrial activities with a small portion of the area (Figure 2.2-l) proposed for research and i 
development, mixed use (work and residential space), or education reuse activities. Section 3.7, the t 

i 
Affected Environment section for Hazardous Materials and Waste, describes interim and proposed 
remedial activities for parcels D, E, and F (Figure 3.7-2) since remedial plans for these parcels have not I 

been finalized. We encourage the Navy and the City and County of San Francisco to consider that ! F2-13 
portions of these parcels could be remediated to a level that would minimize possibilities for future toxic 0 
contamination and community exposure to environmental health risks. Reuse proposals should be 
included in this process that would not potentially contribute to future environmental health risks to the 
residents of the Bayview/Hunter’s point neighborhood, even if there are compelling economic reasons for ! 
the structure of the remediation plans and the proposed reuse alternatives. Incorporating such alternative 1 
proposals into the existing plans or into new alternatives in the EIYR process would be consistent with 1 
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EPA Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Stalement 
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EPA’s desire to see an expanded range of alternatives (see Alternatives) for this project which would 
provide “a clear basis of choice among the options by the decision maker and the public.” 

The Human Health Risks section for parcel F (page 3-116) indicates that the Navy “has not 
prepared an HHlU [Human Health Risk Assessment] for Parcel F, because there is no pathway for 
human exposure to the submerged contaminated sediments.” The pathway for human exposure to 
contaminated fish does exist through recreational, commercial, or subsistence fishing. EPA strongly 
recommends that this pathway be evaluated and the results incorporated into the HHRA and the FEIYR 
(if the timing of the study permits). 

0 F2-14 

Explain in the FEIS/R how institutional controls will be used to protect future users from any 
residual contamination, particularly below the depth of soil cleanup. 

Ecological Risk (Page 3-103). In addition to Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons, metals, and other 
CERCLA regulated substances could pose a risk to Bay receptors and will be included in the 
groundwater monitoring program for Parcel B. The FEWR should reflect this information. 0 F2-16 

Interim Removal Actions (Page 3-103). Include the exploratory excavations removal action and 
tank farm (IR-6) removal action in the FEIS/R. These have not been included in the DEIS/R. 

The Explanation of Significant Differences was signed by the Navy on October 13, 1998. Again, 
in addition to TPH mentioned in the DEIS/R, please note that metals and other CERCLA regulated 
substances could pose a risk to Bay receptors and will be included in the groundwater monitoring 
program for Parcel B (Page 3-104. Paragraph 2). The FEWR should reflect this information. 

0 M-18 

Page 3- 106. Paragraph 2. Second %ichloroethylene”? This should probably be 
tetracloroethylene. 

Page 3-109. Paragraph 1, last sentence. EPA understands that the small Cesium 137 spill was on 
the ground behind Bldg 364 not in a secondary containment vault (see last sentence of paragraph 2 on 
page 3-l 10). Please elaborate or correct this in the FEWR. IO F2-20 

Page 3-l 12. First full paragraph, last sentence. ROD for Parcel D expected to be signed in 1999. 

Page 3-l 12. Second to last paragraph. Please confirm whether cesium and other radioactive _ _ 
contamination noted in the DEIYR was found at bldg 707 and provide supporting documentation. ‘0 .F2-22 



CHECKLIST FOR MILITARY BASE CLOSURE AND REUTILIZATION 

- How Can Military Base Closure and Reutilization Affect the Environment? 

c- 

L 

C 

v 

- 

Military base closure and reutilization projects can have a variety of effects on the environment. These 
impacts map include air quality effects from demolition/construction dust and increased 
vehicle/aircraft emissions, hazardous materials and waste management concerns (including Installation 
Restoration Program sites, unexploded ordnance, PCBs, asbestos, iead-based paint, and underground 
storage tanks), noise impacts, pollution of surface water and groundwater sources, impacts to 
biological resources, and soil erosion and contamination. 

Also see checklists on Ecosystem Preservation and Protection, Energy Management, Water Use, 
Landscaping, Waste Site Investigations and Cleanup Activities, Solid Waste Landfills, 
Building/Housing Construction, Airports, and Water Use. 

What Questions Should Be Asked To Ensure That These Effects Are Minimized or 
Eliminated? 

Air Oualitv Concerns. Demolition and construction as part of military base closure activities can cause 
air quality impacts from fugitive dust and construction equipment emissions. In addition, proposed 
base reuse plans may result in an increase of air pollutants from mobile sources (e.g., vehicles and 
aircraft) and point sources (e.g., generators, incinerators, and storage tanks). 

l Are there opportunities to reduce the adverse effects of air emissions by considering alternative reuse 
plans for the military base? 

+ Will fugitive dust reduction measures (such as ground watering and reduced speed limits on 
unpaved roads) be incorporated into demolition/construction activities? 

l Are adequate containment measures specified to avoid the accidental release of friable asbestos 
during demolition or modification of structures? 

c 

Hazardous Material/Waste Mananement Concerns. Concerns associated with military base closure 
and reuse projects include the management of hazardous materials and wastes (such as solvents, 
pesticides, aviation fuels, POL, and heavy metals), remediation of existing Installation Restoration 
Program (IRP) sites, removal of unexploded ordnance, and management of asbestos, PCBs, lead-based 

e paint, and underground storage tanks. 

+ Are there provisions for reducing potential spills and uncontrolled releases of hazardous materials? Is 
I there a spill prevention and control plan? 

l Will new and reused underground storage tanks be equipped with leak detection mechanisms, 

* secondary containment systems, spill and overfill protection, and cathodic protection? 

* Will PCB-contaminated equipment be removed prior to base closure? Will remaining 
- PCB-contaminated equipment be routinely inspected for leaks? Will transformers be retrofilled with 
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non-PCB-containing oils? J 

l Are measures specified for the proper removal and disposal of structural material containing toxic 
lead-based paint associated with demolition activities? l 

Noise Concerns. Noise associated with demolitionlconstruction equipment and planned land uses, 
such as airfields or industrial activities, can affect both humans and wildlife. 

l If aircraft operations are planned to continue, are noise buffer zones and a wide range of sound 
attenuation measures, such as noise barriers and concrete bunkers, included to reduce noise impacts? 

Surface Water Concerns. Surface water quality could be affected by spills or leaks of hazardous 
materials and by contaminated storm water runoff. 

* Does the project require the preparation of Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plans, 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans, and Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plans? 

l Will oil/water separators be installed to prevent fuels, oils, and other residual contaminants in storm 
water runoff from contaminating any nearby streams or other surface water? 

l Do construction designs incorporate provisions to reduce storm water runoff/sediment transport? 
Such designs include creating landscaped areas that are pervious to surface water, minimizing areas of 
surface disturbance, and constructing runoff/sediment transport barriers around soil stockpiles. 

New Use Concerns. Public utilities, such as wastewater treatment facilities, solid waste landfills, and 
electricity/natural gas supplies, may be affected by military base closure and reuse projects. Reuse 
plans may propose new commercial and residential uses that would increase water and 
electricity/natural gas consumption and increase wastewater and solid waste disposal requirements. 

I 

I  

l Does the project require the collection of inert demohtion/construction wastes, such as wood, 
metals, concrete, and asphalt, for reuse or recycling to decrease potential impacts on landfills? 

* Will energy efficiency and water conservation devices be incorporated into all new residential and 
commercial structures? 

Bioloeical Resources Concerns. The construction of new or expanded facilities could require the filling 
of wetlands and could result in habitat loss from the siting of structures and utilities. Potential 
impacts to wildlife could result from noise and dust during demolitiorJconstructon activities. 

l Does the siting of any new construction take into consideration avoiding proximity to wetlands, 
wildlife habitat, and ecologically sensitive areas? l 

l Are measures included to avoid disturbing the habitat of any threatened or endangered species 
located on or in the vicinity of the military base? 

l Are measures specified to control construction runoff, such as the use of berms, silt curtains, straw 
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bales, and other erosion control techniques? 

Ir l Will native trees and vegetation be planted to increase favorable habitat for wildlife and help 
prevent erosion? l 

L Ceolow/Soils Concerns. Demolition/construction activities may cause soil erosion and soil 
contamination. 

* Can existing facilities and paved areas be remodeled and used to minimize soil disturbance caused 
by extensive new construction? 

- l Does the project call for preparation of soil erosion and sediment control plans? Are specific control 
measures suggested, such as seeding exposed soil, watering to prevent fugitive dust, and using 
sediment basins and fences? 

c 

Other References 

Army Regulation 200- 1, Environmental Protection and Enhancement. 

Army Regulation 220-2, Environmental Effects of Army Actions. 

U.S. Department of the Interior, Denver Service Center. September 1993. Guiding Principles of 
Sustainable Design. National Park Service (NPS) publication number NPS D-902; GPO publication 
number GPO 777442. 

C 
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Response to Comments 

I Letter F2: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

7 Response to Comment F2-1: 

8 
0 

It is true that the Revised Draft EIS/EIR identified significant impacts that were not 
identified in the earlier Draft. Based on a reassessment of appropriate factors for 
determining the significance of impacts, the Final EIS analysis reduced or eliminated 
some of the impacts identified in the Revised Draft EIS/EIR related to air quality, 
hazardous materials and waste, water resources, utilities, and cultural resources. Please 
refer to the response to Comment F2-10 regarding the reduced level of significance of air 
quality impacts. 

Hunters Point Shipyard (HI’S) is a 493-acre facility located in a dense, urban region, 
where freeways and arterial roadways are projected to become increasingly congested 
whether or not HPS is reused. For this reason, it is not surprising to find significant 
impacts associated with any reuse proposal that provides jobs, housing, and a strong 
economic base, as desired by the commtity. All of the significant impacts identified in 
the Final EIS, with the exception of one project and one cumulative traffic impact, are 
proposed to be mitigated to less than significant levels. 

The Proposed Reuse Plan was developed with substantial public input and support, as 
described in EIS Section 1.6 and in response to Comment F2-3, below. The EIS’s 
programmatic analysis of this alternative, along with the Reduced Development and No 
Action Alternatives, effectively brackets a reasonable range of reuse options, and further 
alternatives need not be considered. Nonetheless, the U.S. EPA’s concerns regarding 
compliance with environmental regulations and mitigation measures can be addressed 
through development of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan required under state law 
(California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA]), as described in responses to Comments 
F2-3 and F2-4. 

Response to Comment F2-2: 
Because economic revitilization of the Bayview-Hunters Point area is needed and desired 
by the community, the Proposed Reuse Plan emphasizes the economic benefits of the 
project. However, a major component of the Proposed Reuse Plan is to enhance the 
environment by creating an attractive, high-quality project where persons can work, live, 
and visit. The current condition of HPS is an underutilized industrial area contaminated 
with hazardous substances, placed by U.S. EPA on the National Priorities List. By 
contrast, the Proposed Reuse Plan envisions remediation of HPS under the direction of 
U.S. EPA to a level that would safely allow a mix of new uses and would result in 
significant environmental improvement over the current environment. The Proposed 
Reuse Plan, as explained in the response to Comment F2-3, is the result of a multi-year 
community planning effort that considered a number of land use alternatives. The 
chosen alternative, called the Education and Arts Alternative, would change the former 
largely industrial shipyard area to a mix of educational and cultural facilities, residences, 
commercial uses, industrial uses, and research and development uses. The Proposed 
Reuse Plan sets aside about 124 acres (50 hectares [ha]) for open space uses, including 
wetlands. 
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Response to Comments 

While the Proposed Reuse Plan designates some of the area for maritime and industrial 
uses, the emphasis on industrial or maritime uses is less than under other alternatives 
considered and rejected, including an industrial use alternative and a maritime use 
alternative (see Section 2.4 of the EIS). The provision for maritime and industrial uses at 
HI’S is in part in recognition of the public trust designation of approximately 238 acres of 
HPS. Public trust areas, under the jurisdiction of the State Lands Commission, must be 
used for purposes consistent with the public trust, such as maritime commerce, 
navigation, fishing, or environmental and recreational purposes. Also, 55 acres of HPS 
are designated by the Bay Conservation and Development Commission in its Seaport 
Plan as port priority uses. Allowable uses for these acres include marine terminals, ship 
repair, and marine support transportation services (see Section 3.4.3). Although the 
Proposed Reuse Plan allows a mix of uses, it does not ignore environmental 
considerations. Among the stated objectives and policies in the Lund Use Alternatives and 
Proposed Draft Plan are the following: 

Objective 13: 

Policy 1: 

Policy 2: 

Policy 3: 

Objective 14: 

Policy 1: 

Policy 2: 

Ensure that Hunters Point Shipyard is developed according to 
established environmental quality standards. 

Prior to completion of any new construction or occupancy, ensure 
hazardous materials remediation by the Navy to levels appropriate for 
the planned uses. 

Ensure that all new development and uses do not increase health risks 
to current of future residents of Hunters Point Shipyard and its 
environs. 

Encourage the development and use of innovative environmental 
technology. 

Achieve a balance between conservation, use and development of 
Hunters Point Shipyard’s natural resources. 

Protect and enhance the Shipyard’s remaining natural resources. 

Encourage the development of open space that reflects the natural and 
historic qualities of Hunters Point Shipyard. 

To the extent U.S. EPA allows residual contaminants to remain at HPS after remediation 
under the Installation Restoration Program (IRP), institutional controls would protect 
new occupants and workers from significant exposure to remaining contaminants. 
Future occupants of HPS are unknown and specific impacts associated with individual 
projects cannot be detailed. Therefore, the EIS impact analysis addresses uses at a 
programmatic level. It should be noted that future proposals for specific industrial or 
other uses within HPS would be evaluated to ensure that their impacts fit within the 
“program” evaluated in this EIS. If significant impacts not identified in this document 
might occur as a result of specific subsequent proposals, additional environmental 
analysis would be required under state law and would likely result in additional, site- 
and use-specific mitigation. 
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U.S. EPA states that residents of the community have lived in close proximity to 
hazardous wastes and toxic emissions. However, Navy, the City, and lessees are all 
regulated under Federal, state, and local hazardous material and hazardous waste 
regulations, and toxic emissions are regulated by the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (BAAQMD). 

87 Response to Comment F2-3: 
58 In determinin g the scope of alternatives to be considered under NEPA, the emphasis is on 
89 what is “reasonable.” Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible 
90 from a technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (40 Questions No. 2a, 
91 46 Fed. Reg. 18026 [March 23, 19811, as amended, 51 Fed. Reg. 15618 [April 25, 19861). 
92 Screening potential HPS alternatives for feasibility involved developing a statement of 
93 purpose and need, developing a broad range of alternatives that met the need, and 
94 developing criteria (e.g., technical, economic, and environmental factors) to screen the 
95 alternatives. The City used this approach during its extensive efforts to develop 
96 comprehensive reuse alternatives for HPS during its reuse planning process, as described 
97 in EIS Chapter 1. The City has been jointly working with the community on a focused 
98 effort to develop and evaluate land use alternatives for the reuse of HPS since early 1994. 
99 Through this planning process, a wide range of land use alternatives was identified and 

100 evaluated. The result of the multi-year planning process was the Proposed Reuse Plan 
101 evaluated in the EIS. 

102 The Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process presents unique circumstances for 
103 determining the reasonable range of alternatives. Reuse is controlled through the local 
103 zoning process, a process under the exclusive authority of the state as a part of its police 
105 powers. Federal agencies have no control over the specific use of property once title 
106 transfers. Consequently, the reuse planning process conducted by the local zoning 
107 authority is the best indicator of what reuse alternatives are practical and feasible. By 
108 analyzing the Proposed Reuse Plan in conjunction with the Reduced Development 
109 Alternative and No Action Alternative, the EIS effectively brackets a range of reuse 
110 options, and no further alternatives are necessary under NEPA. An alternative that 
111 would m-arrange uses on the site would result in environmental impacts that are similar 
112 to those of the Proposed Reuse Plan, since the impacts identified in the EIS are virtually 
113 all associated with the type and intensity of uses proposed, rather than the location of 
114 those uses. An alternative that meets the project objectives and incorporates activities or 
115 plans to reduce or avoid identified environmental effects would be equivalent to the 
116 Proposed Reuse Plan plus mitigation measures proposed in Chapter 4 of the EIS. 
117 Implementation of mitigation measures associated with either alternative would result in 
118 the “mitigated alternative” sought by U.S. EPA. 

119 Proposed Reuse Plan objectives were developed by the City and the San Francisco 
120 Redevelopment Agency with substantial community input well in advance of the Board 
121 of Supervisor’s endorsement of the Sustainability Plan as non-binding policy for the City 
122 and County of San Francisco. Nonetheless, some of the objectives of the Sustainability 
123 Plan are relevant to the Proposed Reuse Plan, as described in Section 4.4.2 of the EIS 
124 under the subheading “Less Than Significant Impacts.” 

Response to Comments 
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125 The EIS describes the contamination at HPS. The remediation process is being conducted 
126 under the Installation Restoration Program (IRP) in compliance with the Comprehensive 
127 
12s 

Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). Prior to or during 
reuse, substantial remediation activities will be conducted by Navy, under U.S. EPA 

120 oversight, to remediate contamination at HPS. Institutional controls will eliminate 
130 significant impacts during or/and after completion of CERCLA cleanup activities. In 
131 addition, while specific future industrial users of HPS are unknown, the EIS analyses the 
132 potential for use and generation of hazardous materials by those future users. Potential 
133 impacts would be addressed through application of existing regulatory programs, such as 
134 the City’s Hazardous Materials Ordinance, described in Section 4.7.2; the Resource 
135 Conservation and Recovery Act and the California Hazardous Waste Control Act, 
136 enforced by the City’s Department of Public Health through the certified unified 
137 program; BAAQMD’s permit program; and permit programs under the Clean Water Act 
13s and the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance. 

139 
140 
111 
142 
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144 
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15s President Clinton, in announcing his Five-Part Plan for Revitalizing Base Closure 
159 Communities, emphasized local economic redevelopment of the closing military facilities 
160 and creation of new jobs as the means to revitalize these communities. The Reduced 
161 Development Alternative would provide only 2,700 new jobs over a 25-year period and 
162 would not achieve the social and economic community objectives represented by the 
163 Proposed Reuse Plan. Based on the EIS’s analysis, this alternative would contribute to 
164 significant traffic congestion, although to a lesser extent than the Proposed Reuse Plan. 
165 Within the urban context of the project area, the EIS authors consider it infeasible to 
166 develop an alternative of even lesser intensity than the Reduced Development Alternative 
167 that could both eliminate these unavoidable significant environmental effects and achieve 

Response to Comments 

As stated in the response to Comment F2-2, the Proposed Reuse Plan would result in 
environmental benefits, including infrastructure improvements, additional open space, 
and provision of jobs and housing for the community. The EIS describes these benefits, 
describes the impacts associated with disposal and reuse, and considers environmental 
justice issues in Section 5.5. Potentially significant impacts would be reduced or 
eliminated via mitigation measures proposed for inclusion in the project. 
Implementation of these mitigation measures would be assured through a Mitigation 
Monitoring Program, required under state law, which would be adopted by the San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency Commission following certification of the EIR under 
CEQA. As explained in the responses to Comments F2-1 and F2-4, analysis of additional 
alternatives is not required. 

Response to Comment F2-4: 
As explained in the responses to Comments F2-1 and F2-3 above, the Proposed Reuse 
Plan was developed with considerable public input through a screening process. The 
Proposed Reuse Plan, Reduced Development Alternative, and No Action Alternative 
constitute a reasonable range of reuse options consistent with community objectives, and 
the EIS describes a resulting range of impacts. Alternatives considered and eliminated 
from further study are described in revised Section 2.4, along with reasons for their 
elimination. 
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206 l Industrial Waste Ordinance: Dischargers to the City’s sanitary sewer must pre-treat 
I 207 discharges and implement pollution prevention, reclamation, and waste minimization 

20s measures as required by the Public Utilities Commission (PVC). 

the community’s stated economic and social objectives, which include development of a 
variety of land use districts fostering a range of employment opportunities. 

Mitigation measures provided in Chapter 4 of the EIS would be applied to the Proposed 
Reuse Plan prior to implementation, making this alternative a “mitigated alternative” to 
the greatest extent feasible. As discussed in the response to Comment F2-1, all impacts, 
with the exception of one project and one cumulative traffic impact, are proposed to be 
mitigated to a less than significant level. Compliance with mitigation measures would be 
assured through development and adoption of a Mitigation Monitoring Program, which 
is required under state law. For reuse of HPS, the Mitigation Monitoring Program would 
specify who is responsible for implementing each mitigation measure in the EIS/EIR, 
when measures must be implemented, and how and by whom their implementation and 
effectiveness would be monitored. 

Response to Comment F2-5: 
The EIS clearly acknowledges that the analysis of impacts associated with the community 
reuse alternatives is programma tic in nature and that the local redevelopment authority 
could be required to undertake additional environmental analysis under state law (CEQA 
Guidelines 5 15162 and 15163). See Section ES.l, last paragraph, and Section 1.1, fourth 
paragraph. While the types of uses that would occupy HPS have been identified (EIS 
Section 2.5), the future occupants of HPS are unknown, and additional detail regarding 
future uses is not available at this time. 

Response to Comment F24 
In the San Francisco Bay Area, the agencies responsible for permitting dredging and 
dredged material disposal projects have formed the Dredged Material Management 
Office (DMMO). This interagency work group reviews dredged materials testing 
programs and testing results to evaluate the adequacy and suitability of the materials for 
disposal or reuse in proposed locations. Dredging projects cannot be‘approved without 
concurrence from all permitting and commenting agencies, including the Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission, San Francisco Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Compliance with institutional 
controls for handling dredged materials would ensure that potential impacts associated 
with these activities would be less than significant. 

Response to Comment F2-7: 
Mitigations for the reasonably foreseeable impacts of reuse are fully documented in the 
EIS. In addition, the City has numerous mechanisms to encourage businesses to prevent 
pollution through ordinances and programs such as the following: 

l Hazardous Materials Ordinance: Businesses must report the quantity of hazardous 
materials they store and prepare waste reduction strategies and waste minimization 
plans. 
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209 l Reclaimed Water Ordinance: Developments over 40,000 square feet must implement 
210 reclaimed water measures (e.g., install dual piping) during development. 

211 l National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits: The City’s 
212 permits require the City to implement pollution prevention programs for its 
213 sewer/storm water outfalls. As part of the City’s pollution prevention programs, the 
214 City provides educational materials on pollution prevention to the City’s residents 
213 and businesses and assists businesses in pollution prevention activities. 

216 l Solid waste program: The city operates a household hazardous waste facility for 
217 residents and small businesses, conducts waste minimization audits of businesses, 
218 and sponsors numerous solid waste recycling programs. 

219 All of these programs would apply to future development at HPS. 

220 

221 
222 
223 
224 
225 
226 
227 
228 
229 

230 The action being reviewed in the EIS is disposal and reuse of a deactivated Navy facility. 
231 By definition, the reuse alternatives addressed in the EIS are general in nature and do not 
232 reflect specific development proposals. The referenced “pollution trading” program 
233 implemented by the South Coast AQMD is not proposed at HPS. It is acknowledged that 
234 some specific chemicals, such as benzene and chlorofluorocarbons, are toxic air 
235 contaminants (TACs) that could be emitted both regionally and locally as a result of the 
236 Proposed Reuse Plan. However, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency intends to 
237 implement measures to ensure that local TAC emissions from stationary sources are 
235 reduced the greatest extent feasible. The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency has 
239 committed to requiring all potential stationary sources of TACs allowed at HPS to be 
240 evaluated and permitted as one facility. New potential stationary sources would only be 
241 allowed if the estimated incremental TAC health risk from all stationary sources were 
242 consistent with BAAQMD significance criteria for an individual facility. This mitigation 
243 measure would effectively ensure that no significant impact occurs as a result of TAC 
24-4 emissions from stationary sources. To control TACs from mobile sources, the EIS 
235 identifies the proposed HPS Transportation System Management Plan (TSMP), which is 
246 intended to reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled (see EIS Section 4.1.2, 
247 subheading “Significant Unmitigable Impact.” Furthermore, reformulation of gasoline 
245 and diesel fuel is projected to.reduce regional TAC emissions from mobile sources over 
249 time, whether or not reuse of HPS occurs. 

Response to Comments 

Response to Comment F2-8: 
The referenced Federal civil rights complaint charged that a major air pollution strategy 
(i.e., allowing trading of air pollution credits) violates the civil rights of people living in 
low-income, minority communities. The legal challenge questions pollution trading. 
Under the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (AQMD’s) “smog markets,” 
Los Angeles-area manufacturers can buy and scrap old, high-polluting cars driven by 
motorists and, in return, collect credits without having to clean up emissions from their 
operations. Oil refineries had released about 590 tons of hydrocarbons into the air over 
the previous 3 years in exchange for scrapping more than 7,400 old cars. The complaint 
asks the U.S. EPA to overturn the program and withdraw all funds to AQMD. 
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Response to Comment F2-9: 
There are no specific industrial development proposals or users of emission credits under 
consideration in connection with this EIS. While the types of uses that would occupy 
HPS have been identified (see EIS Section 2.4), the future occupants are unknown. 
Therefore, project-related stationary sources cannot be described in detail at this time. 
Without specific information about the types of pollutants, how these pollutants would 
be emitted (e.g., stack locations and parameters), locations of receptors, and 
meteorological conditions, it is impossible to quantify the resulting risk from the 
stationary sources of the various types of facilities that could be located at HPS. 
Consequently, discussion of Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) analyses and 
requirements is not applicable to this document. PSD requirements do not apply to 
generalized land use plans, although they could be triggered as specific development 
projects are proposed. Further analysis of hazardous emissions from industrial facilities 
would be speculative. 

As discussed in the response to Comment F2-10, the significance of the cumulative TAC 
emissions has been reduced to a less than significant level in the EIS, based on 
reassessment of appropriate factors for dete rmining significance. In addition, the San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency intents to take measures to reduce TAC emissions from 
stationary sources to the extent feasible, as discussed in the response to Comment F2-8. 

Response to Comment F2-10: 
After careful review of appropriate factors, the three significant unmitigable air quality 
impacts identified in the Revised Draft EIS/EIR have been reduced to a less than 
significant level under NEPA. As discussed in EIS Section 4.2, former Significant Impacts 
1 and 2, “Ozone Precurso r Emissions from Increased Traffic” and “PM10 Emissions from 
Increased Traffic,” are considered less than significant because traffic-related ozone 
precursor and PM,, emissions are not expected to cause or contribute to a violation of 
Federal or state ambient air quality standards. 

Former Impact 3, “Toxic Air Contaminants from Stationary, Mobile, and Cumulative 
Sources” is considered less than significant because at this time, no specific types or sizes 
of stationary sources have been proposed. When specific projects are proposed, 
BAAQMD will evaluate the significance of stationary source emissions. As discussed in 
Section 3.2.6, subheading Toxic Air Cont aminants, BAAQMD requires that any 
incremental increase in emission of TACs from new or modified stationary sources be 
evaluated for human health impacts, especially cancer risk. BAAQMD can deny a permit 
if the estimated excess cancer risk is greater than certain threshold values. In addition, 
the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency has committed to measures to reduce TAC 
emissions from stationary sources to the extent feasible, as discussed in the response to 
Comment F2-8. Exposure to toxic air contaminant emissions from mobile sources would 
be roughly proportional to traffic volumes on the area roadway network. Reuse of HPS 
would not result in traffic volumes on the local roadway network that would be 
unusually high in comparison to traffic volumes on comparable types of roadways 
elsewhere in the urbanized portions of the Bay Area. Furthermore, the BAAQMD’s 
impact assessment guidelines (BAAQMD, 1996) do not include a requirement for 
including mobile sources of toxic air contaminants when evaluating impacts. Therefore, 
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29-t exposure to TAC emissions from stationary, mobile, and cumulative sources would be 
2% considered less than significant. 

301 There is no evidence to suggest that the Bayview-Hunters Point community has any 
302 disproportionate exposure to PM,,. Federal PM,, standards are not violated anywhere in 
303 the San Francisco Bay Area and have not been for many years. There is no evidence that 
30-l PM,, conditions in the Bay Area represent localized impact situations. The general 
305 uniformity of PM,, concentrations throughout the Bay Area (California Air Resources 
306 Board [CARB], 1993-1997) clearly indicates that PM,, conditions in the Bay Area are a 
307 regional pollution issue, not a localized issue. The uniformity of PM,, concentrations also 
308 indicates that localized concentrations of emission sources of PM,, are not the dominant 
309 contributors to current PM,, conditions. 

310 The BAAQMD Clean Air Plan identifies widely distributed emission sources (wood 
311 smoke during the winter, fuel combustion associated with industrial and commercial 
312 land uses, and resuspended dust from vehicle traffic) and photochemically generated 
313 aerosols as the major contributors to PM,, in the Bay Area. The Bayview-Hunters Point 
314 commtity is not disproportionately impacted by any of these sources. 

315 Although not discussed in the 1997 Clean Air Plan, sea salt is an additional component of 
3’16 PM,, in the Bay Area. Sea salt would be expected to affect the San Francisco peninsula, 
317 coastal Marin County, and coastal San Mateo County more than other parts of the Bay 
318 Area. The average chloride content of PqO samples from the Arkansas Street station is 
319 two to four times higher than the chloride content of Pq, samples from other locations in 
320 the Bay Area (CARB 1993-1997). Based on average chloride content, sea salt accounts for 
321 about 15 percent of the PM,, levels measured at the Arkansas Street station. 

322 The EIS estimated the amount of PM,, that would be generated by vehicle traffic under 
323 the reuse alternatives. These emissions (vehicle exhaust, tire wear, and re-suspended 
324 roadway dust) would be distributed throughout the Bay Area in proportion to the 
325 distribution of project-related traffic. These regional emissions have been estimated at 
326 264.3 lbs (120 kg) per day using the project-level analysis methodology promulgated by 
327 the BAAQMD. Because the calculated emissions would result from all projected vehicle 
32s trips to and from HPS, the impacts would be spread over a large part of the region. 

329 To estimate what percentage of the Pq, emissions would be experienced locally, 
330 supplemental dispersion modeling (Appendix B) has been performed. Results for four 
331 specific locations are given below: 

332 l 4.5 - 9.9 micrograms per cubic meter (3.0 to 6.6 percent of the Federal standard) 
333 around the intersection of Evans and Third Streets. 

Response to Comments 

The Proposed Reuse Plan, although general in nature, is detailed enough to support the 
EIS’s conclusions with respect to both the significance of impacts as well as whether or 
not these impacts would disproportionately affect minority and low-income residents of 
the HPS area. As requested in the comment, additional modeling data have been 
provided in the EIS. Refer to Appendix B and Tables B-33 through B-39. 
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33-l l 1.5 - 2.8 micrograms per cubic meter (1.0 to 1.9 percent of the Federal standard) 
33.5 around the intersection of Palau and Third Streets. 

335 l 1.3 - 5.7 micrograms per cubic meter (0.9 to 3.8 percent of the Federal standard) 
339 around the intersection of H Street and Spear. 

340 These concentration increments apply to locations 50 feet (15 m) from the roadway 
341 centerlines. Concentration increments further away from the intersections would be 
342 lower. The modeled peak 24-hour concentration increments are less than the estimated 
343 sea salt content of peak PM,, levels monitored at the Arkansas Street monitoring station. 

2344 Monitoring data from the Arkansas Street station already include m-suspended roadway 
345 dust generated by traffic on Highway 101, Highway 280, Sixteenth Street, and other 
346 roadways in the immediate neighborhood. The resulting m-suspended roadway dust 
337 contribution is expected to be at least as great as the increments generated by future 
343 traffic in the HPS area. Consequently, future PM,, concentrations with build-out of the 
349 Proposed Reuse Plan are expected to be similar to PM,, concentrations currently 
330 monitored at the Arkansas Street station. Thus, PM,,, levels in the Bayview-Hunters Point 
351 neighborhood are expected to remain well below the level of the Federal PM,, standards, 
352 resulting in no disproportionate PM,, impacts from traffic associated with the Proposed 
353 Reuse Plan. 

354 Developing additional detail for this programmatic analysis of potential impacts would 
3s5 be highly speculative and is not warranted. Details on vehicle emission rates used for the 
356 EIS analyses and procedures used for the PM, dispersion modeling are provided in 
3s7 Appendix B. 

3% 
359 
360 
361 
362 
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364 
365 
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367 
368 
369 
370 
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372 

l 11.3 - 13.4 micrograms per cubic meter (7.5 to 8.9 percent of the Federal standard) 
around the intersection of Innes and Donahue. 

Response to Comment F2-11: 
While the potential types of industries that could develop at HPS have been identified (as 
described in EIS Section 2.4), the future occupants of HPS are unknown; therefore, 
project-related stationary sources cannot be described or evaluated in detail at this time. 
As discussed in the responses to Comments F2-8 and F2-9 above, it is impossible to 
quantify the potential health risk that emissions from a future industrial facility could 
pose to the community. Nonetheless, in the absence of specific data, the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency plans to mitigate for potential health effects of TAC emissions 
from stationary (industrial) sources in a highly conservative manner to ensure that the 
project would not adversely affect (disproportionately or otherwise) the surrounding 
Hunters Point community. The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency has committed to 
requiring that all potential stationary sources of TACs allowed at HPS be evaluated and 
permitted as one facility. New potential stationary sources would be allowed only if the 
estimated incremental health risk from all stationary sources of TACs were consistent 
with BAAQMD significance criteria for an individual facility. 
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390 The level of contaminants in fish reflect the overall water quality of the areas in which 
391 they feed. When there are numerous sources of industrial pollution within the range of a 
392 species, it is not possible to determine the contribution of each source to the 
393 bioaccumulated contaminants within that species. 

39-I The submerged contaminated sediments offshore of Hunters Point in Parcel F are being 
395 addressed under the Navy’s IRP program. The final remedy for these sediments will be 
396 determined by the Navy in conjunction with U.S. EPA and the San Francisco RWQCB. 
397 The selected remedy will be protective of human health and the environment and will be 
3% consistent with land reuse. 
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Response to Comments 

With respect to the commentor’s concern about health risks in the Bayview-Hunters Point 
neighborhood, the purpose of the referenced discussion in EIS Section 3.2 is to disclose 
known public concerns regarding health risks in the community and to summarize the 
conclusions from published research on this topic. The two referenced studies (Glazer, et 
al. 1998 and Aragon and Grumback, 1997) have been included as an attachment to these 
responses to comments. The EIS does not suggest that health conditions in the 
community are “not environmental in origin.” Since there is public concern about this 
issue, the acknowledgement of these studies has been retained. As discussed in the 
response to Comment F-2, the developer of HPS would be required to meet a number of 
environmental goals. 

Response to Comment F2-12: 
It is acknowledged that a large majority of people who fish San Francisco Bay are 
minorities and low-income. Section 3.9 of the EIS lists various beneficial uses of San 
Francisco Bay waters, including fishing. Candlestick Point includes two fishing piers. 
The San Francisco Department of Health monitors fishing conditions at Candlestick Point 
and posts warning signs as appropriate. Fishing and water-contact recreation are not 
currently permitted at HPS and would be similarly restricted in the future under reuse. 

Response to Comment F2-13: 
Navy policy regarding the remediation of hazardous materials and waste is consistent 
with U.S. EPA’s comment regarding remediation “to a level that would minimize 
possibilities for future toxic contamination and community exposure to environmental 
health risks.” As stated in Section 4.7.2, “Prior to real property conveyance, Navy is 
required by law to remediate the property to a level consistent with the protection of 
human health and the environment, taking into consideration the intended land uses.” rr 
The EIS analyzes potential impacts resulting from reuse (as well as Navy disposal and No 
Action). Based on reassessment of appropriate factors for determining significance, the 
EIS does not identify any significant impacts related to residual contamination remaining d 
at HPS (see Section 4.7). Thus, no expanded range of altemqtives is required to address 
impacts related to hazardous materials and waste. As required by law, Navy would 
include appropriate covenants, conditions, or restrictions in the conveyance document to 1 
ensure the protection of human health and the environment, taking into consideration the 
intended land uses. From a hazardous waste and materials perspective, both reuse 
alternatives are tenable, differing primarily in cost, methodology, and type of Y 
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administrative controls. Regarding an expanded range of alternatives, please see the 
response to comment F2-4. 

Response to Comment F2-14: 
Text in the discussion of Parcel F has been revised to acknowledge that there is a potential 
pathway for human exposure to contaminated sediments in Parcel F through ingestion of 
contaminated fish. Navy is addressing this issue under the IRP in consultation with U.S. 
EPA’s Superfund Program, Federal Facilities Cleanup Branch. Your comment has been 
forwarded to Navy’s remedial project manager handling the CERCLA actions at HPS. 

Response to Comment F2-15: 
Institutional controls related to residual contamination at HPS will be developed by Navy 
in conjunction with U.S. EPA, Superfund Program, Federal Facilities Cleanup Branch. 
These controls will be included in the conveyance document for the HPS property. 

Response to Comment F2-16: 
Section 3.7.3, heading “Parcel B”, has been revised with recent data from the IRP. The 
fifth paragraph has been revised to include “metals and other CERCLA-regulated 
substances” as posing a potential risk to Bay receptors and for inclusion in the 
groundwater monitoring program for Parcel B. 

Response to Comment F2-17: 
Section 3.7.3, heading “Parcel B”, has been revised with recent data from the IRP. 

Response to Comment F2-18: 
The date of the signing of the Explanation of Significant Differences has been added. 

Response to Comment F2-19: 
The description of Parcel C has been revised with recent data from the IRP. The 
referenced sentence has been deleted. 

Response to Comment F2-20: 
All discussion of radiation issues has been moved to Section 3.7.4, Basewide Compliance 
Programs. The location of the cesium and associated elements has been revised to 
“asphalt adjacent to the secondary contaminant vault.” 

Response to Comment F2-21: 
The sentence about the signing of the CERCLA ROD for Parcel D has been deleted from 

the EIS. 

Response to Comment F2-22: 
Building 707 was a kennel and was not a source of radioactive contamination. The 
contamination was present on a concrete pad adjacent to building 707, where drums 
containing radioactive waste were stored. This finding was documented in the Hunters 
Point Shipyard, Draft Final Parcel E Remedial Investigation Report (U.S. Navy, 1997g). 
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CANCER INCIDENCE AMONG RESIDENTS OF THE BAYVTEW-HUNTERS POINT 
NEIGFIBORHOOD, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 

1993-199s 

Summary 

As a follow up to the finding by the San Francisco Department of Health that the incidence of 
breast and cervical cancer among women in Bayview-Hunters Point was elevated during the time 
period 1988- 1992, we reviewed cancer incidence in the neighborhood. for the period 1993- 1995, 
the most recent years for which cancer reporting is considered complete. We compared the 
observed number of cancers, that is, cancers that had actually occurred among the residents 
during the three-year period, 1993- 1995, with the expected number, that is, the average number 
that would be expected to have occurred if Bayview-Hunters Point residents had the same cancer 
rate as their counterparts in the Bay Area as a whole. 

We obtained information on the cancers that had occurred in the area from the Northern 
California Cancer Center’s Greater Bay Area Cancer Registry, the regional cancer registry that 
covers the entire Bay Area. We estimated the approximate number of cancers that would be 
expected to occur by applying 1993-1995 Bay Area cancer rates to estimates of the Bayview- 
Hunters Point population during that time period. Both the cancer rates and the population 
estimates were specific for gender, race/ethnicity, and age group. 

Our findings for the three-year period, 1993-1995, were that the observed numbers of cancers 
among Bayview-Hunters Point residents were very similar to the expected numbers. There were 
no meaningful increases. Specifically: 

l Forty-five invasive breast cancers were diagnosed among women in Bayview-Hunters Point, 
compared to 52.5 expected. The number of breast cancers was not elevated in women under 
50 or women aged 50 years or older, nor in African American women in either age group. 
The number of breast cancers diagnosed each year and the stage at diagnosis (the proportion 
of cancers diagnosed at an early stage) is consistent with the possibility that the observed 
increase during 1988-l 992 could be explained by increased breast cancer screening starting 
in the late 1980s. 

l Six invasive cancers of the uterine cervix were diagnosed among women in Bayview- 
Hunters Point, compared to 5.3 expected. The number of cases in African American women 
and in the two age groups was small; none was meaningfully increased. 

l The observed numbers of cancers of the bladder, brain, colon, lung, prostate, rectum, as well 
as leukemia, non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma, cancers among children and adolescents, and the 
total of ail cancers combined, were not meaningfully increased over the expected number. 

The elevated breast and cervical cancer incidence seen among women in Bayview-Hunters Point 
during 1988- 1992 did not persist during the period 1993- 1995. 

t 



Introduction 

In August of 1995, in response to residents’ concerns about a possible elevation in cancer rates in 
Bayview-Hunters Point, the San Francisco Department of Public Health issued a report on the 
incidence of cancer among residents of the area during the five years, 1988- 1992. The report 
reviewed data on cancers diagnosed among residents of the seven census tracts that include the 
area, and compared them to cancer rates in both the five-county Bay Area (Alameda, Contra 
Costa, Marin, San Francisco, and San Mateo counties), and in San Francisco alone. The findings 
for that five-year time period were: 

l The incidence of invasive breast cancer was elevated in comparison to both the Bay Area 
and San Francisco, especially among African American women younger than 50 years, in 
whom the elevation was statistically significant at the 95 percent confidence level. A total of 
107 cases was observed in comparison to an expected 83 cases based on Bay Area rates, and 
84.5 cases based on San Francisco rates. Among African American women less than 50 
years of age, the observed number of cases was 28; the expected numbers were 13.5 based 
on Bay Area rates, and 14 based on San Francisco rates. 

l The incidence of invasive cervical cancer was higher, at a statistically significant level, than 
would be expected in comparison to both Bay Area and San Francisco rates. Twenty-two 
cases were observed compared to 8.5 based on Bay Area rates, and 11.5 based on San 
Francisco rates. 

l The incidence of other cancers, specifically, cancer of all anatomical sites combined, lung 
and bronchus, prostate, colorectal, bladder, brain, leukemia, and childhood cancers, was not 
elevated in comparison to either Bay Area or San Francisco rates. 

A review of the incidence of cancer among Bayview-Hunters Point residents during the three 
years, 1993-1995, the most recent time period for which cancer reporting is considered relatively 
complete, is described below. 

Methods 

d 

J 

We compared the number of cancers that had occurred among residents of the Bayview-Hunters 
Point area during the three-year period, 1993-1995 (the “observed number”), to the number of 
cancers that would be expected to have occurred, if the residents had the same cancer rates as the 
entire Bay Area (the “expected number”). As in the 1988-1992 evaluation, the Bayview-Hunters 
Point area was defined as San Francisco County census tracts 230-234,606, and 610. The 1990 
population of these census tracts totaled 27,704 persons, of whom 17,097, or about 62 percent, 
were African American. We also reviewed cancer cases among the small number of residents of 
census tract 609, which was not included in the previous analysis and is not included in this 
analysis. 

. . 

2 

- 



c 

- 

Y 

b- 

L 

h- 

- 

In 1990, approximately 22 percent of the African American population of San Francisco lived in 
Bay-view-Hunters Point, so that the cancer rates for the African American population of San 
Francisco are heavily influenced by cancer rates in Bayview-Hunters Point. For this reason, we 
used the entire Bay Area rather than San Francisco alone as the reference population. In general, 
cancer rates are lower in the Bay Area as a whole than in San Francisco; consequently, expected 
numbers based on Bay Area rates would tend to be lower than expected numbers based on San 
Francisco rates, and the ratio of observed to expected numbers would be higher. 

For some cancers, the assessment was done for in situ as well as invasive cancer cases. In situ 
cancers are cancers that show no evidence of invasion; the malignant process has not spread 
beyond the body cells in which it originated. For bladder cancer, in situ cancers were included 
with invasive cases. The Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End Results Program of the National 
Cancer Institute uses the combination of in situ and invasive cancers as the accepted method for 
calculating bladder cancer rates, because of lack of agreement about which pathological 
descriptions indicate in situ or localized invasive cancer. Breast and cervical cancers were 
assessed both for invasive cases only, and, in order to measure the proportion of early stage 
diagnoses, for the combination of invasive plus in situ cancers. 

Cancer cases 

The Northern California Cancer Center’s Greater Bay Area Cancer Registry (GBACR), the 
regional cancer registry which collects data on all newly diagnosed cancers in the Greater Bay 
Area, provided information on cancer cases that had been reported as of October 1997 for the 
Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood during the three years, 1993 to 1995. The observed cases 
included all cancers diagnosed in Bayview-Hunters Point residents whose address at the time of 
diagnosis was assigned to one of the seven census tracts that include the area, plus three cases 
with addresses which had a Bayview-Hunters Point zip code but could not be assigned to a 
census tract. The data were reviewed for any cancer cases that had occurred among the small 
number of residents of census tract 609. 

Expected numbers 

To calculate the approximate number of cancers that would be expected, we first had to obtain 
estimates of the population of the seven Bayview-Hunters Point census tracts during 1993 to _ 
1995. Since cancer rates vary by gender and race/ethnicity as well as by age, it was important _ 
that the population estimates be specific for these variables. 

The California Department of Finance (DGF) Demographic Research Unit has issued 1990 mid- 
year census tract population estimates, specific for gender, five-year age group, and 
race/ethnicity (Hispanics, non-Hispanic Asian/Others, non-Hispanic African Americans, and 
non-Hispanic whites), derived from the U.S. Census, but such specific estimates are not available 
for intercensal years. We were able to obtain 1990 and 1995 census tract population estimates 
from the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG). ABAG used econometric models 
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based on various data sources to project census tract populations through 2005 for five broad age 
groups, O-4,5- 19,20-44,45-64, and 65+ years (Projections 96 by census tract, ABAG, Oakland, 
California, May 1996). ABAG estimated an overall population increase of about 7.3 percent in 
the seven Bayview-Hunters Point census tracts between 1990 and 1995, predominantly in the age 
group 45 years and over. We derived the 1993-1995 population from the ABAG data by linear 
interpolation between the 1990 to 1995 populations. However, the ABAG estimates are not 
specific for gender or race/ethnicity. We therefore combined the DOF estimates of the 1990 
census tract populations with the ABAG data to estimate gender-, and race/ethnicity-specific 
populations within the above five age groups, and, for females, also for the 20-49 and 50-64 year 
age groups. This was done by applying the percentages in each of the DOF gender, 
race/ethnicity, (and for females five-year age category) groups to the 1993-1995 populations we 
had derived from the ABAG estimates. 

The expected numbers of cancer cases were then calculated by applying the 1993- 1995 Bay Area 
average annual rates of invasive cancer by age, gender, and racdethnicity groups (Department of 
Health Services, Cancer Surveillance Section, unpublished data) to the corresponding 1993- 1995 
population estimates for the seven census tracts. 

Comparison between observed and expected numbers of cancers 

We compared the observed and expected numbers, calculated standardized incidence ratios 
(SIRS) by dividing the observed number by the expected number, and estimated 99 percent 
confidence intervals, based on the Poisson distribution, around the SIRS. The confidence interval 
is a measure of statistical significance. If the confidence interval includes the value of 1, the 
difference between the observed and expected numbers is not considered statistically significant. 
The CSS routinely uses 99 percent confidence intervals for statistical comparisons of numbers of 
cancer cases occurring in census tracts because there are almost 6000 census tracts in California. 
Using 99 percent confidence intervals, about 30 census tracts would be expected to have a 
statistically significant excess for any given cancer at any given time, and 30 census tracts would 
be expected to have a statistically significant deficit, just by chance. 

Other data review 

Since the time period of the current review is only three years, we also obtained from GBACR 
information on in situ and invasive breast and cervical cancers diagnosed among Bayview- 
Hunters Point residents from 1985 to 1995. We reviewed the number of breast and cervical 
cancers diagnosed per year and the stage at diagnosis, that is, whether the cancers were localized 
or had already spread beydnd the breast or cemix when they were first diagnosed. 

Results 

Tables 1,2, and 3 show the observed numbers of cancers among Bayview-Hunters Point 
residents during the three-year period, 1993-1995, and the approximate numbers that would be 
expected if Bayview-Hunters Point residents had the same cancer rates as the entire five-county 
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Bay Area. Also shown for each cancer is the SIR and the 99 percent confidence interval around 
the SIR. Table 1 shows the cancers which were included in the earlier evaluation, cancers of all 
anatomical sites combined and other selected cancers, excepting breast and cervical cancers, 
which are shown separately in Tables 2 and 3. Breast and cervical cancers were elevated during 
the 1988 to 1992 time period. Table 2 shows invasive breast and cervical cancers, and Table 3 
showsinvasive plus in situ cancers of the breast and cervix. In Tables 2 and 3, cancers are 
shown in the age and race/ethnicity categories analyzed in the earlier evaluation. 

Observed and expected numbers for cancers of the bladder, brain, colon, lung, prostate, and 
rectum, for leukemia and non-Hodgkin’s lymphoma, for cancers in children and adolescents 
(ages 0- 19 years), and for cancers of all anatomical sites and all ages combined, are shown in 
Table 1. None of the observed and expected numbers for the various cancers were substantially 
different from one another. In some cases the observed numbers were lower than the expected 
numbers, and in some cases higher, so that the SIRS vary from 0.6 to 1.7. However, the 
numerical differences between the observed and expected numbers are small and the 
corresponding confidence intervals are wide. All the differences between the observed and 
expected numbers are well within the range of what can be expected to occur through normal 
fluctuations. Using 95 percent confidence intervals (not shown) does not affect the results. 

Forty-five Bayview-Hunters Point women were diagnosed with invasive breast cancer between 
1993 and 1995, compared with 52.4 cases which would be expected on average (Table 2). Fewer 
cases were diagnosed than expected among women in both age groups (O-49 years ‘old, and 50 or 
older), but the differences were within the limits of normal variation. Thirty-three breast cancers 
were diagnosed among African American women, compared to an average expected number of 
35.0. Fewer cases than expected were diagnosed in African American women under 50 years old 
(6 cases compared to 8.2 expected), while the number of cases diagnosed was equal to the 
number expected (27 and 26.8 cases respectively) in older African American women. Again, the 
difference between the observed and expected numbers among younger African American 
women was consistent with normal variation. 

Six invasive cervical cancers were diagnosed among Bayview-Hunters Point women over the 
three-year period, compared to an average of 5.2 expected cases (Table 2). To protect the 
privacy of individuals, specific numbers are not shown for fewer than five cases. As can be seen 
from the SIRS, any differences between the observed and expected numbers were small. 

The data shown in Table 2 for invasive breast and cervical cancers is shown in Table 3 for the 
combination of invasive plus in situ cases. Again, the numbers of observed cases are all close to 
the average numbers expected, both among women of all races combined, and among African 
American women. 

Table 4 shows the annual incidence of invasive plus in situ breast cancers among women in 
Bayview-Hunters Point from 1985 to 1995, the numbers diagnosed per year among women of all 
races combined and among African American women. Among African American women, the 
numbers fluctuated between 8 and 2 1 per year, the higher numbers occurring during the years, 
1988 to 1992; the average number per year was 15. Also shown is the percentage of cancers that 
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were diagnosed at an early stage, that is, cancers that were classified as either in siru or localized, 
relative to the total number of invasive cancers. The percentage of early stage cancers increased 
fairly steadily from 1988 onward. 

Table 5 combines the data in Table 4 into three time periods, and shows the annual averages of 
invasive breast cancers and the percentages of early stage cancers during the periods 1985 1987, 
1988- 1992, and 1993-1995. This shows the increase in the annual average of cancers diagnosed 
as well as the increase in the average percentage of early stage diagnoses from the period 1985 
1987 to the period 1988-1992. The average number of cancers diagnosed dropped during 1993- 
1995, but the average percentage of early stage cancers continued to increase. 

Table 6 shows the average numbers and average percent of early stage diagnoses (in situ or 
localized) for cervical cancer for the same three time periods. The average annual number of 
cases increased from the period 19851987 to the period 1988-1993, then decreased during the 
period 1993- 1995. The percentage of early stage diagnoses was similar during 1985 1987 and 
1988- 1992 (77.8 percent and 77.1 percent) but was higher during 1993-1995 (84.6 percent). The 
cancers that occurred among the residents of census tract 609 during the three-year period were 
not increased. The total number was less than five. 

Discussion 

During the three years, 1993 to 1995, Bayview-Hunters Point residents, both female and male, 
had approximately the number of cancers that they would be expected to have if they had the 
same cancer rates as their equivalent age, gender, and race/ethnicity groups in the entire Bay 
Area. This was also true for breast and cervical cancer, which were elevated from 1988 to 1992, 
as well as for other individual cancers. From 1993 to 1995, women under 50 and women 50 and 
over, both African American women and women of all races, were diagnosed with breast and 
cervica1 cancer at about the same rate as their counterparts in the Bay Area as a whole. The 
elevations seen in the earlier five-year period, 1988 to 1992, were not evident during the more . 
recent three-year period. The review of the numbers and the stage at diagnosis of breast cancers 
diagnosed annually from 1985 to 1995 showed an increase in the percentage of early stage, that 
is, in situ or localized cancers, from 1988 onward. 

For cancers such as breast and cervical cancer, the number diagnosed during a particular time 
period and the stage of the cancers when they are first diagnosed, will be influenced by the 
amount of screening being conducted among the population. Mammography potentially can 
detect breast cancers several years before they are large enough to be felt by palpation, because 
many breast cancers tend to grow relatively slowly. Consequently, an increase in the amount of 
mammography being done among a group of women can lead to a temporary increase in the 
breast cancer incidence rate. As the amount of screening increases, cancers may be diagnosed 
over a relatively short time period that without mammography would have been diagnosed 
several years later when the cancers were large enough to be felt as lumps in the breast. The 
incidence rate may decline as breast cancer screening becomes a routine part of healthcare, but 
the percentage of early stage diagnoses will remain higher than it was before the screening was 
implemented. Similarly, intensification of cervical cancer screening has the potential to detect 



cervical cancer before women have symptoms that would cause them to seek medical attention, 
and may lead to a temporary increase in the numbers of cervical cancers diagnosed. Although 
specific information on breast and cervical screening programs in Bayview-Hunters Point was 
not obtainable, there are anecdotal reports that breast cancer screening programs in the Bayview- 
Hunters Point neighborhood started in the late 1980s. The breast cancer data are consistent with 
this explanation; it is possible that some of the elevated numbers of cancers diagnosed during the 
l988- 1992 time period may be due to increased screening during that time. 

- 

- 

The data are not as clear for cervical cancer; while the average number of cases per year doubled 
from the 19851987 period to the 1988-1992 period (14 and 27 cases respectively), the 
percentage of early stage diagnoses did not increase between the two time periods (77.8 percent 
and 77.1 percent respectively). During the 1993-1995 period, the average number of cases 
dropped to 11 per year and the percentage of early stage diagnoses rose to 84.6. This is still 
consistent with a screening effect. 

c 

- 

Cancer registry assessments of cancer incidence in particular geographic areas have to be 
interpreted with caution because the available data include only the patient’s address at the time 
of diagnosis; there is no information on the length of residence at that address. Many cancers 
have a long latency period, that is, there may be a long time, up to 10 or 20 years or more, from 
the initiation of the carcinogenic process to the development of a cancer that can be diagnosed 
clinically. If there were a past exposure in a given area that conveyed an increased cancer risk, 
many of the people exposed could have moved out of the area before any cancers that they may 
have developed were diagnosed. 

Cancer incidence data are not complete for more recent years. Because of the need to collect 
treatment information and to perform extensive quality control procedures, there is always a lag 
period of about 6 to 18 months until data are complete enough to be analyzed. Also, when the 
numbers are small, as happens when an assessment is done in a relatively small population over 
a short time period, the numbers can fluctuate randomly; chance can play a large role in the 
number of cancers that occur. 

In summary,‘the elevated breast and cervical cancer incidence seen among women in Bayview- 
Hunters Point during 1988-1992 did not persist during the period 1993-1995. 



Table 1. 
THE INCIDENCE OF INVASIVE CANCER IN BAYVIEW-HUNTERS POINT 

19931995 

Males 

Observed Standardized 
number Incidence 
199319952 Ratio3 

10 1.3 

4 1.7 

21 1.2 

6 1.3 

36 0.9 

a 0.9 

76 1.0 

<56 <l 

4 1.7 

248 1.1 

Females 

Cancer 
Category 

Bladder5 

Brain 

Colon 

Leukemia 

Lung 

NHL 

Prostate 

Rectum 

Expected 
number 
1993-951 

99% 
Confidence 
Interval4 

Expected 
number 
1993-951 

Observed Standardized 
number Incidence 
199319952 Ratio3 

99% 
Confidence 
Interval4 

8.0 4 0.8 0.1 - 4.6 0.4 - 2.1 

0.0 - 7.4 46 

17.7 

4.5 

38.1 

9.0 

73.0 

6.3 

0.2-3.1 . 46 ~56 0.6 

0.5- 1.7 17.5 

<56 

10 0.6 0.4 - 2.1 

0.2 - 3.1 *56 1.1 0.3 - 2.6 

o.a- 1.5 24.7 19 0.8 0.5 - 1.8 

0.3 - 2.4 0.3 - 2.3 5.2 7 1.3 

0.7 - 1’.3 n.8. n.a. n.a. n.8. 

<56 Cl 0.1 - 3.7 0.2 - 3.1 

0.0 - 7.4 

0.8 - 1.2 

Child 8 adol.7 <56 

All cancers 
combined 

221.2 

<56 0.6 0.1 - 3.7 

0.8 - 1.2 178.7 182 0.9 

t Expected numbers are based on: A) 1994 popUlaUOn eMmateS dedved from 1990 population data from the California Department of Finance t-ether with 1996 
population data and 1995 projections from the Assodatton Of Bay Area ~wnments; and B) 

2 Cancers reported to GBACR as of October 1997. 
1993-1995 average annual cancer rates for the five-county Bay Area. 

3 The standardized incidence ratio equab the observed number of cases divided by the expected number. 
4 Approximate 99% confidence interval around the standardized tnddence ratto based on the Poisson distribution. 
5 Bladder cancer cases and expected numbers indude both invasive and in Mu cases. 
6 Data not shown for fewer than 5 cases. 
7 Cases in children and adolescents aged O-19. 
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Table 2. 

BAYVIEW-HUNTERS POINT 
INVASIVE BREAST AND CERVICAL CANCER INCIDENCE AMONG WOMEN 

Cancer Racelethnicity Age Group 

Y 

Breast 

Cervix 

All races 
combined 

00-49 
50-85+ 
Ail ages 

African American 
W-49 
58-85+ 
All ages 

Ail races 
combined 

w-49 
56-85+ 
Ail ages 

African 
American 

w-49 
56-85+ 
All ages 9 

19931995 

Expected Observed 
number number 
199319951 1993-l 9952 

Standardized 
Incidence 
Ratio3 

99% 
Confidence 
Interval4 

12.2 8 0.7 0.2 - 1.5 
40.2 37 0.9 0.6 - 1.4 
52.4 45 0.9 0.6 - 1.2 

8.2 6 0.7 0.2 - 1.9 
26.8 27 1.0 0.6 - 1.6 
35.0 33 0.9 0.6 - 1.5 

*55 
<55 
5.2 

<55 
c55 
6 

<55 
65 
*55 

1.3 
1.0 
1.2 

0.1 -4.8 
0.1 - 3.8 
0.3 - 3.0 

<55 
(55 
<55 

1.3 
0.5 
0.9 

0.1 - 6.1 
0.0 - 3.9 
0.1 - 3.2 

1 Expected numbers are based on: 1994 population estimates derived from 1990 population data from the 
California Department of Finance together with 1990 population data and 1995 pmjections from the Association of 
Bay Area Governments; and 1993-1995 average annual cancer rates for the five-county Bay Area. 

2 Cases reported to GBACR as of October 1997. 
3 The standardized incidence ratio equals the observed number of cases divided by the expected number. 
4 Approximate 99 O/6 confidence intenral around the standardiied incidence ratio based on the Poisson distribution. 
5 Data not shown for fewer than 5 cases. 
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Table 3. 

Cancer Racelethnicity Age Group 

BAYVIEW-HUNTERS POINT 
INVASIVE PLUS IN SlTU BREAST CANCER INCIDENCE AMONG WOMEN 

1993-199s 

Breast: invasive All races 
and in situ 

00-49 
50 - 85+ 
All ages 

African American 
00-49 
50 - 85+ 
All ages 

Cervix: invasive All races 
and in situ 

00-49 
50-85+ 
All ages 

African American 
00-49 
50-85+ 
AU ages 

Expected 
number 
1993-19951 

13.9 e13.95 <l 0.3 - 1.5 - 
48.6 47 1.0 0.6 - 1.4 
62.5 57 0.9 0.6 - 1.3 

9.0 <s.os <l 0.2 - 1.9 
32.5 32 1.0 0.6- 1.5 
41.5 39 0.9 0.6 - 1.4 

18.8 18 1.0 0.5 - 1.7 
6.2 5 0.8 0.2 - 2.3 

25.0 23 0.9 0.5 - 1.5 

13.0 
4 
17.1 

Observed Standardized 99% 
number Incidence 
1993.19952 

Confidence 
Ratio3 Interval4 d 

:6 
13 

0.8 0.3 - 1.8 
0.5 0.0 - 2.3 
0.8 0.3 - 1.5 

, d 

II 

1 Expected numbers are based on: 1994 population estimates derived from 1990 population data from the 
California Department of Finance together with 1990 population data and 19g5 projections from the Association of 
Bay Area Governments; and 1993-1995 average annual cancer rates for the five-county Bay Area. 

2 Cases reported to GBACR as of October 1997. 
3 The standardized incidence ratio equals the observed number of cases divided by the expected number. 
4 Approximate 9g”/$ confidence interval around the standardized incidence ratio based on the Poisson distribution. 
5 Data not shown for fewer than the expected number of cases because of the smag number of in situ cases. 
6 Data not shown for fewer than 5 cases. 



Table 4. 

BAYVIEW-HUNTERS POINT 
BREAST CANCER INCIDENCE AMONG WOMEN 

ANNUAL NUMBER OF INVASIVE PLUS IN SITU CASES AND PERCENTAGE OF EARLY STAGE DIAGNOSES 
1905-1995 

- 

Z 

- 

- 

c 

- 

Women of all races combined African American women 

Year Total number of 
breast cancers1 

Percentage early 
stage diagnoses2 

Total number of 
breast cancers1 

Percentage early 
stage diagnoses2 

1985 17 53 13 54 
1986 17 53 9 56 
1987 19 47 11 55 
1988 27 59 21 67 
1989 23 70 17 65 
1990 23 61 14 64 
1991 23 52 19 53 
1992 27 63 20 65 
1993 15 73 8 63 
1994 21 81 14 79 
1995 21 62 17 59 

1 Cases reported to GBACR as of October 1997. 
2 The percentage of early stage cancers equals the number of localized plus in situ cancers divided by the total 

number of all cancers, multiplied by 166. 

Table 5. 

BAYVIEW-HUNTERS POINT 
BREAST CANCER INCIDENCE AMONG WOMEN 

THE ANNUAL AVERAGE NUMBER OF CASES AND AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF EARLY STAGE DIAGNOSES 
DURING THREE TIME PERIODS 
1985-l 987,1988-l 992,1993-l 995 

Time period 

1985-l 987 

1988-1992 

1993-l 995 

Women of all races combined 

Annual average of Average 
invasive plus in percentage early 
situ cancers1 stage diagnoses2 

16 51 

22 61 

15 72 

. . 

African American women 

Annual average of Average 
invasive plus in percentage early - 
situ cancers1 stage diagnoses2 

10 55 

16 63 

11 67 

1 Cases reported to GBACR as of October 1997. 
2 The percentage of early stage cancers equals the number of localized plus in situ cancers divided by the total 

number of all cancers, multiplied by 166. 
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Table 6. 

BAYVIEW-HUNTERS POINT 
CERVlCAL CANCER INCIDENCE AMONG WOMEN 

THE ANNUAL AVERAGE NUMBER OF CASES AND AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF EARLY STAGE DIAGNOSES 
DURING THREE TIME PERIODS 
1988.1987.1988.1992,1993-1995 

Women of all races combined African American women 

Time period Annual average of Average 
invasive plus in 
situ cancers1 

percentage early 
stage diagnoses2 

Annual average of 
invasive plus in 
situ cancen 1 

Aveage 
percentage early 
stage diagnoses2 

19851987 23 85.2 14 77.8 

1988-l 992 47 82.5 27 77.1 

1993-1995 21 91.3 11 84.6 

1 Cases reported to GBACR as of October 1997. 
2 The percentage of early stage cancers equals the number of localized plus in situ cancers divided by the total 

number of all cancers, multiplied by 100. 
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Bayview-Hunters Point Health & Environmental Assessment Project 
Summary of Current Research Findings 

The Bayview Hunters Point Health & Environmental Assessment Task Force is a 
collaborative effort between Bayview Hunters Point neighborhood residents and the 
followi;ig organizations: Golden Gate University Environmental Law & Justice Clinic; 
Southeast AKanse for Environmental Justice; Northern California Cancer Center; Lead 
Poisoning Prevention Project; Southeast Health Center, University of California, San 
Francisco; San Francisco Department of Public Health; California Department of Health 
Services, and more. 

Community Health Research 

Challenges faced by the Task Force in conducting community health research have 
included the following: (1) Being responsive to community concerns; (2) developing 
ongoing communication with the community and earning community trust; (3) 
acknowledge and support environmental equity concerns independent of our research 
efforts; (4) asking and studying feasible research questions relevant to the community; (5) 
recognizing the limitations of epidemiology to establish ‘causal links’ between complex 
environmental exposures and adverse health outcomes and acknowledging that a 
‘negative’ study does not rule out the occurrence of environmentally-related illnesses; (6) 
maintaining a broad approach to community health and supporting community efforts at 
health promotion, disease prevention, and health protection; and, (7) securing funds to 
conduct needed community health assessments and research. 

Research Committee 

The Task Force’s Research Committee consists of three subcommittees: (1) 
Environmental Technical Advisory Subcommitree (ETAS). (2) Community Health Survey 
Subcommittee, and (3) Community Health Profiles Subcommittee. The results in this 
summary report are based on the Community Health Profiles. 

Community Health Profiles 

The purpose of the Community Health Profiles (CHPs) is to develop a comprehensive 
health needs assessment (“health profile”) of BVHP for community residents, cornmunity- 
based organizations, and community and city planners. Each CHP will specifically present 
primary health data. analysis, and interpretation. The goals are summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1. Goals of Communitv Health Profiles 
I. to assess community health needs; 
3. to provide community and city planners with accurate health data and information; and 
3. to serve other San Francisco communities by analyzing, whenever possible, other 

communities, neighborhoods, or districts. 
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Although the primary emphasis is on the BVHP community, whenever data are available 
and analyses are feasible, the CHPs will also provide the primary data for other San 
Francisco communities. BVHP HEAP is committed to supporting the efforts of other San 
Francisco communities by providing them with useful and relevant health-related data and 
information. 

The CHPs are short summary reports to be compiled into a binder and each report will be 
periodically updated. A primary goal of these Profiles is to assess community health needs 
for the purposes of community education and planning, and not specifically to compare 
neighborhoods or racial/ethnic groups. Although some comparisons across racial/ethnic 
groups or geographic locations are unavoidable, valid conclusions or inferences drawn 
from these comparisons are limited because (1) the Profiles are not designed to test causal 
hypotheses and (2) individual-level risk factor data are often not available to sort out 
‘causal associations’. Instead, the hope is that these reports will be used by community 
and city planners, educators and organizers to develop educational materials, identify 
problem areas requiring further research, allocate needed resources, assist community 
planning and define other necessary projects for BVHP. 

All Community Health Profiles will become available to the general public. 

Summary of Key findings 
Preventable hospitalizations 
For the period 199 1- 1992, hospitalization rates for asthma, chronic obstructive pulmonary 
disease (COPD), hypertension, congestive heart failure (CHF), and diabetes mellitus were 
evaluated for San Francisco neighborhoods as defined by Medical Service Study Areas 
(Appendix A) [I]. In addition to serving as indicators of increased incidence and 
prevalence of these diseases, these conditions are regarded as Ambulatory Care Sensitive 
(ACS) conditions and also serve as indicators of hospitalizations that are preventable by 
appropriate primary care. BVHP has among the highest hospitalization rates in all age 
groups not only in the City of San Francisco but also in the State of California for asthma 
(Figure I), hypertension (Figure 2.), congestive heart failure (Figure 3). and diabetes 
mellitus (Figure 4). 

Cancers amenable to primary and/or secondary prevention 
For the period 1987-1993, age-adjusted incidence rates for breast, cervical, colorectal, 
lung, and prostate cancer by raceiethnicity and by neighborhood (as defined by City 
Planning District boundaries - see Appendix B) were evaluated (Figures 5-8) (21. African 
American males have significantly higher lung cancer rates compared to other ethnic 
groups (Figure 5A) and BVHP has among the highest male lung cancer rates compared to 
other neighborhoods (Figure SB). Likewise, African American males have significantly 
higher prostate cancer rates compared to other ethnic groups (Figure 6A) and BVHP has 
among the highest male prostate cancer rates compared to other neighborhoods (Figure 
SB). White females have the highest breast cancer rates in San Francisco, followed by 
African American, Latino, and Asian females (Figure 7A). Compared to other S.F. 
neighborhoods, BVHP has among the highest age-adjusted breast cancer rates (Figure 
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7B). Latin0 females have the highest cervical cancer rates in San Francisco, followed by 
African American, Asian, and white females (Figure 8A). Compared to other S.F. 
neighborhoods, BVHP has among the highest age-adjusted cervical cancer rates (Figure 
8B). 

Breast cancer incidence 4% survival 
For each racial/ethnic group, the San Francisco Bay Area has among the highest age- 
adjusted breast cancer rates in the State of California (Figure 9). Invasive breast cancer is 
the most commonly diagnosed cancer among women in San Francisco in all racial/ethnic 
groups. White females have the highest rates, however, for women under the age of 45, 
African American women have the highest breast cancer rates [3]. For the twenty-one year 
period 1973-1993, the survival experience after a diagnosis with invasive breast cancer 
was evaluated for San Francisco women [3]. During this period, 9624 women were 
diagnosed with 10,098 cases of primary invasive breast cancer. 

Overall, survival after the diagnosis of breast cancer has improved in San Francisco since 
1973. However, differences in survival experience exist between racial/ethnic groups: 
African American race and Chinese ethnic@ were associated with an increased breast 
cancer mortality rate, after adjusting for age, period of diagnosis, stage, and tumor 
histology,. Compared to white women, African American women had a 43% increased 
rate of breast cancer deaths and Chinese had a 20% increase (T’able 2). For each 
consecutive seven-year period (1973-1979, 1980-1986,1987-1993), African American 
women died from breast cancer at 33%. 46%. and 54% higher rates than white women 
(Table 3), after adjusting for age, stage, and tumor histology. The disparity between 
breast cancer mortality has grown over this period. Compared to white women with 
similar local stage breast cancer at diagnosis, African American women had a 77% higher 
rate of breast cancer deaths, after adjusting for age, period of diagnosis, and tumor 
histology. Compared to San Francisco overall, BVHP has an 87% higher age-adjusted 
breast cancer mortality rate and reflects, in large part, the higher breast cancer mortality 
rates for San Francisco African American women [4]. 

Leading specific causes of death 
For the six-year period 1990-1995, leading causes of death were evaluated in BVHP and 
San Francisco overall utilizing age-adjusted mortality rates and standardized expected 
years of life lost (SEYLL) [4,5). Compared to San Francisco males, BVHP maleshad a 
15% higher ischemic heart disease mortality rate, 48% lower AIDS mortality rate, 484% 
higher homicide mortality rate, 44% higher lung cancer mortality rate, and 90% higher 
stroke mortality rate, (Figure 10). Compared to San Francisco females, BVHP females 
had a 50% higher ischemic heart disease mortality rate, 87% higher breast cancer mortality 
rate, 23% higher stroke mortality rate, 15% lung cancer mortality rate, and 255% higher 
AIDS mortality rate (Figure 11). 

Standardized expected years of life (SEYLL) lost is a mortality measure that gives more 
weight to deaths that occur at younger ages and allows a higher ranking of preventable 
causes of premature deaths that occur more commonly in younger people (e.g., homicides, 
accidents, etc.). Using this metric it is clear that for BVHP males homicide is the leading 



. 

cause of death, followed by AIDS, ischemic hearth, disease, lung cancer, and stroke 
(Figure 12). And for BVI-IP females, ischemic heart disease is the leading cause of death 
followed by breast cancer, stroke, AIDS, and lung cancer. For comparison of ranking, 

c San Francisco SEYLLs are shown in Figure 13. 

The poor health status of residents in BVHP reflects, in large part, the &al disparities in 
health status among San Francisco residents. For example, based on current San, 
Francisco race and age-specific mortality rates, S.F. African American males have a life 
expectancy of 59.9 years compared to 64.6 years for U.S. African American males and 
73.1 years for U.S. white males (Table 5) [5]. The last time males had a life expectancy 
this low was 27 years ago (1970) for U.S. African Americans males and 57 years ago 
(1940) for U.S. white males. The differences between San Francisco and U.S. male life 
expectancy estimates is largely explained by the impact of the AIDS epidemic in San 
Francisco. The AIDS epidemic has taken the already poor health status of African 
Americans and has lowered it even further. 

C 

Of special concern for African Americans, especially males, is death from violence. An 
African American male born in San Francisco today has and a 1 in 20 crude lifetime risk of 
dying from homicide [5]. This is about eight times the lifetime risk of San Francisco white 
males. The 484% increase in male homicide mortality rates comparing BVHP to SF. 
largely reflects the homicide rate among African American males that are concentrated in 
BVHP. However, as a neighborhood, BVHP African American males had a 65% higher 
age-adjusted homicide rate compared to S.F. African American males. This means that 
the lifetime risk of dying from a homicide for a BVHP African American male is even 
higher than 1 in 20 [5]. 

Toxic air contaminants emissions 
BVHP has the highest concentration of air polluting industries compared to other San 
Francisco zipcodes. In fact, the only zipcode second to BVHP is the San Francisco 
International Airport (61. 

- 
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San Francisco Female Breast & Cervical Cancer Rates - 

figum 5A - Female Breast Cancer Rates 1987-1993 
By Race/Ethnicity and Age-adjusted 

F;Sure 6A . Female Cervical Cancer Rates 1987-1993 
BY RaceIEthnicity and Age-adjusted 
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San Francisco Male Lung & Prostate Cancer Rates 

j=;3~rc '+A. Male Lung Cancer Rates 1987-l 993 J%+ufe 8A. Male Prostate Cancer Rates 1987-1993 
qace/Ethnicity and Age-adjusted - J 
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i-1y-c y. Annual Age-adjusted invasive Breast Cancer Rates by 
Selected Counties and Race, California Cancer Registry 1989-I 993 
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TA\ c 3. Adjusted Rate Ratios for RaceEthnicity from Multivariable Cox Models* 
Stratified by Era of Diapnosis, Breast Cancer in San Francisco 1973-93 (N = 9414) 

Breast Cancer 
Dcachs Ail Deaths 

Variable Hazard Hazard 
No. Rate Ratio (95% C.1.) Rate Ratio (95% C.I.) 

Model 1: Years 1973-79 
Racclcthnicity 

white 2346 1.00 (Refuena) 1.00 (Refcnncc) 
African American 235 1.33 (1.08 - 1.63) 1.18 (1.00 1.38) - 

L&II0 153 0.95 (0.71 - 1.25) 0.90 (0.73 1.11) - 
Asian/other 272 0.90 (0.72- 1.13) 0.83 (0.70 - 0.98) 

Model 2: Years 1980-86 
Race/ethnicity 

white 2252 1.00 (Reference) 1.00 (Reference) 
Afrian Amcdan 294 1.46 (1.18- 1.81) . 1.29 (i.iO- 1.51) 

Latino 187 1.02 (0.77 - 1.36) 0.86 (0.69 - 1.07) 
Asian/other 372 1.15 (0.92 - 1.43) 1.00 (0.85 - 1.18) 

Model 3: Years 1987-93 
RaceJethnicity 

White 2156 1.00 (Reference) 
AfricanAmuicaa 331 1.54 (l.i6- 2.04) 

Lathe 246 0.80 (0.54 - 1.18) 
Asladotha 570 1.12 (0.85 - 1.47) 

l Ail models adjusted for age, summary stage, and histological grade 

1.00 (Reference) 
1.32 (1.06 - 1.64) 
0.71 (0.53 - 0.95) 
1.10 (0.90 - 1.33) 

. 

%bk It. Adjusted Rate Ratios for RaceIEthnicity from Multivariable Cox Models* 
Stratified by StaRe at Diagnosis, Breast Cancer in San Fraricisco 1973-93 (N = 8988) 

Breasst Cancer 
Deaths Ail Deaths 

Variable 
No. 

Hazard 
Rate Ratio (9S5b C.I.) 

HSZWd 
Rate Ratio (95% CL) 

hlodei 1: Local Stage 
RaceJethnicity 

white 3764 1.00 (Reference) 1.00 (Refcrcna) 
African American 415 1.77 (1.35 -2.32) I .26 (1.06 - 1.49) 

Latino 302 1.11 (0.76 - I .62) 0.99 (0.80 - 1.23) 
Asian/odler 700 1.28 (0.98 - 1.65) 0.91 (0.77 - 1.07) 

. 

hlode12: Regional Stage 
Racc/ethnicity 

White 2229 1.00 (Reference) 1.00 (Refuence) 
African Amerian 310 1.43 (1.19 - 1.73) 1.25 ( i .07 - 1.46) 

LAIO 217 0.95 (0.73 - 1.23) 0.86 (0.70 - 1.06) 
Asian/other 400 1.03 (0.85 - 1.25) 1.02 (0.87 - 1.19) 

Model 3: Distant Stage 
Race/ethnicity 

white 451 
African American 92 

Latin0 35 
Asian/other 73 

1.00 (Reference) 
1.15 (0.88 - 1.50) 
0.62 (0.40 - 0.94) 
0.82 (0.60-1.11) 

1.00 (Reference) 
I.17 (0.92 - 1.48) 
0.66 (0.45 - 0.96) 
0.94 (0.70 - 1.19) 

l All models adjusted for age, en of diagnosis. and histological grade 
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F ;guse r2. 
Dayview-Hunters Point (94 124) Leading Specific Causes of Death 1990-l 995 San Francisco Leading Specific Causes of Death 1990-l 995 

Proportionate SEYLL for Males ( SEYLL = 28754 ) Proportionate SEYLL for Males ( SEYLL = 776759 ) 
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Population and years 

San Francisco 1987-1995 

Males 

White African Latin0 Asian 
American / other 

64.9 59.9 73.9 76.5 

73.1 64.6 na na 

68.0 60.0 na na 

1 62.1 na na na 

*Gardner P, Hudson BL. idvance report of final mortality statistics, 1993. Mont: 

‘,I United States 1993* 

United States 1970* 

United States 1940’ 

yt Birth based on San Francisco Mortality Data 987 - 1995 

Females 

. . 

kite African Lat.& Asian 
American I other: 

79.2 72.5 . ."" 86.5 83.7 

79.5 73.7 na na 

75.6 68.3 na na 

66.6 na na na 

y vital statistics report; vo144 no 7, supp 



Medical Scrvicc Study Area 
San Francisco by Zip Code Cluster, 1990 
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United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmenti Policy and Compliance 

600 lhrrison Street. Suite 516 
San Fnnciaco, CaJifornia 94 107-I 376 

\ 

January 4,1999 

ER 98/703 

Gary J. Munekawa 
Engineering Field Activity, West 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
900 Commodore Drive 
San Bruno, CA 94066-5006 

Dear Mr. Gary J. Munekawa: 

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the Revised Drafl Environmental Impact Statement 
(RDEIS) for the Disposal and Resuse of Hunters Point Shipyard, City and County of San 
Francisco, and has no comments to offer. 

Thank you fdr the opportunity to comment on this document. 

Patricia Sanderson Port 
Regional Environmental Officer 

cc: Director, OEPC (w/orig. incoming) 
Regional Director, FWS, Region I 
San Francisco Planning Department 



Response to Comments 

Letter F3: Department of the Interior, Office of Environmental Policy and 
Compliance 

Response to Comment F3-1: 
No response required. 

F3-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Kesponse to Comments March 2000 
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CALIFORNIA 

Ir HISTORICAL 
RESOURCES 

INFORMATION 
Ir SYSTEM 

ALAMEDA 
MARtN Notihwert lnfomution Cmtu 

CONTRA COSTA MENDOCINO 8AN MATE0 
MONTEREY SANTACLARA 

Sonoma State Unhfmity 

!i&ENt TO 
8ANTAcmJZ 

1801 East CotaU Avemw 

!sDuND Rohnerl Park Calbmia 949283809 
SANFRANClscO SONDW Tel: 707.884.2494 ’ Fax: 707.8843947 

YOLO E-mail: nwicosonoma.edu 

December 15, 1998 File Number: 98-SF-8 1 E 

Engineering Field Activitity West 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Attn.: Mr. Gary Munekawa, Code 7032, Bldg. 209/l 
900 Commodore Drive 
San Bruno, CA 94066-5066 

RE: Disposal and Proposed Reuse of Hunters Point Shipyard, San Francisco, CA 

Dear Mr. Munekawa: 

Our offtce has no additional comments on the above referenced document. Thank you for S 1-1 
your continued concern for protecting our historical heritage. IO 

’ : 

Record Search Coordinator for 

Leigh Jordan, M.A. 
Coordinator 



Response to Comments 

Letter Sl: California Historical Resources Information System 

Response to Comment Sl-1: 

No response required. 

9-l Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments h-larch 2000 
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STATE OF CALiFORNlA PETE WILSON. c3ownor 

- SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 
THIRTY VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 2011 
SAN FRANCISCO. CALIFORNLA 94102-6080 
PHONE: (415) 557-3686 

I 

December 30, 1998 

- 

Commanding Officer 
Engineering Field Activity, West 
Attn: Mr. Gary Munekawa, Code 7032, Bldg 209/l 
900 Commodore Drive 
San Bruno, California 94066-5006 
City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco Planning Department 
Attn: Ms. Hillary Gitelman 
1660 Mission Street, Fifth Floor 
San Francisco, California 941036426 

SUBJECT: Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for 
Disposal and Reuse of Former Hunters Point Naval Shipyard, San Francisco, 
California; BCDC Inquiry File No. SF.SB.7 126.1. 

Dear Mr. Munekawa and Ms. Gitelman: 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Revised Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Revised DEI!YEIR) for the disposal and reuse of the 
former Hunters Point Naval Shipyard. Although the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (Commission) has not reviewed the document, the following are staff . 
comments based on our review of the Revised DEI!YEIR in the context of the Commission’s 
authority under the McAteer-Petris Act (California Government Code Sections 66600 et. seq.) and 
the federal Coastal Zone Management Act. 

One of the Commission’s charges under the McAteer-Petris Act is to reserve adequate 
shoteline areas for those water-oriented uses that must be located on the shore of the Bay, such as 
ports, airports, and water-related industry (Section 66602). Areas needed for the region’s port 
development are reserved in the San Francisco Bay Area Seaport Hun (Seaport Plan) and the Sun 
Francisco Buy Plan (Bay Plan) as port priority use areas. These ateas must be reserved by federal, 
state, and local agencies for cargo handling and related activities, thereby avoiding situations in 
which other uses preempt use of the shoreline, and the Bay is filled to accommodate port and 
marine terminal development. 

Under the federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as amended, federal activities or 
federally-approved, funded, or licensed activities that affect the coastal zone must be consistent 
with the Commission’s plans and policies for the San Francisco Bay segment of the coastal zone 
(16 USC 1456 (c)). Accordingly, federal agencies or applicants for federal funding for projects in 
the coastal zone must submit a consistency determination to the Commission prior to commencing 
their project. In the case of base reuse and transfer of ownership to local governments, the 
Commission must concur with the federal agency that the reuse plan and transfer of ownership is 
consistent with the Commission’s management program before the transfer occurs or the reuse 
plan implemented. 

Dedicated to making San Francisco Bay better. 



Gary Munekawa 
Hillary Gitelman 
December 30, 1998 
Page 2 

As the Revised DEWEIR correctly states, the Seaport Plan and the Bay Plan designate a 55- 
acre area at the Hunters Point Shipyard for port priority use. This designation is part of a carefully 
balanced long-term plan for port growth in the San Francisco Bay region. The proposed reuse plan 
re:flects this designation in reserving 55 acres in the southeast portion of the shipyard for maritime 
industrial use. 

The Revised DEIS/EIR correctly states that a consistency determination is required to ensure 
that the disposal of Hunters Point Shipyard is consistent with the Commission’s management 
program for San Francisco Bay. The Revised DEIYEIR continues to state that a consistency 
determination will be submitted to the Commission by the Navy before the Record of Decision 
under the National Environmental Policy Act is issued. 

Please contact Steve McAdam, Deputy Director and Chief of Regulatory Services, at your 
earliest convenience to discuss the procedures for submitting a consistency determination. 

Sincerely, 

s~-L- 

LINDA SCOURTIS 
Coastal Program Analyst 

LS/bb 

cc: Nadell Gayou, Resources Agency 
Tom Conrad, San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 

BCDC File: Base Closure - Hunters Point 
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Response to Comments 

Letter S2: San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 

Response to Comment S2-1: 
Navy submitted a consistency determination to the San Francisco Bay Conservation and 
Development Commission (BCDC) on January 12,1999. BCDC administratively executed 
the consistency action on March 8, 1999, as documented in Letter of Agreement for 
Consistency Determination No. CN l-99. This letter is reproduced in Appendix B of the 
EIS. 

s2-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000 
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s2-2 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments h-larch 2000 
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Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 

January 6.1999 

Hillary E. Gitelman 
San Francisco Planning Dept and Redevelopment Agency 
1660 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94 103 

Subject: HUNTERS POMT SHIPYARD REUSE PLAN 
SCH#: 95072085 

Dear Hillary E. Ciitelman: 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named environmental document to selected state agencies for 
review. The review period is closed and none of the state agencies have comments. This letter 
acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 0 s3-1 

environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Please call the State Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the 
environmental review process. When contacting the Clearinghouse in this matter, please use the eight-digit 
State Clearinghouse number so that we may respond promptly. 

Sincerely, 

Antero A. Rivasplata 
Chief, State Clearinghouse 



ResDonse to Comments 

Letter S3: Governor’s Office of Planning and Research 

Response to Comment S3-1: 

No response required. 

s3-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000 
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Ir, ,. 

MICHAEL YAKI 
MEMBER 

- BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

- 

C 

CHAIR, 
COMhKlTEE ON ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, 

TRANSPORTATION AND TECHNOLOGY 

December 17, 1998 

Dear Friends: 

I am writing to express my support for a 30 day extension of the Hunters Point Reuse IO Ll-1 
Plan Environmental Impact Report (EIR) public review period. 

The environmental review process is a necessary first step towards the completion of any 
redevelopment project and the input of the public is a crucial component of this process. 
Historically, good faith efforts to make the public a true partner in the initial planning 
phases of development projects has proven to be essential for timely completion. 

The most recent EIR for the Hunters Point Shipyard was released November 2,1998 for 
a sixty day public review period that coincided with the busy holiday season. Various 
neighborhood, environmental and community development organizations have contacted 
my offrce concerned that the timing of the public review period made it difficult to 
conduct adequate and thorough analysis of the plans and findings of the EIR. 

I strongly believe that a thirty day extension will allow time for all San Franciscans to 
contribute to this process and provide meaningful suggestions and feedback. 

Thank you for your consideration of this request. 

Member, Board of Supervisors 

L 
. 

- .  

401 Van Ness Avenue l Room 308 l San Francisco, California 94102-4543 l (415) 554-7901 . FAX (415) 554-7904 l TDD(415) 554-5227 
I>. . I ,. I> . , I n I h 



ResDonse to Comments II 

Letter Ll: Michael Yaki, San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

Response to Comment Ll-1: 

The Redevelopment Agency Commissioners and the Planning Department 
Commissioners extended the public comment period on the EIR to January 19,1999, at 
the December 17,1998 public meeting on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. 

w  

Ll-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000 
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Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 

TOM AMMIANO 

December 17, 1998 

President Hector Chinchilla and Commission Members 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1660 Mission Street, 5”’ Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94 103 

President Lynette Sweet and Commission Members 
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 
770 Golden Gate Avenue, 3ti Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94 102 

Dear Commissioners: 

I am writing to request that you extend the public comment period for the Environmental 
Impact Statement/Report for the Disposal and Proposed Reuse of Hunters Point Shipyard by one 0 L2-1 

month, until February 5,1999, and that you hold a third public hearing on the EIS/EIR in 
Hunters Point in January. 

Given the complexity of the EIS/EIR, it seems only reasonable not to limit public 
comment to the holiday season when people’s schedules are focused on family and friends. The 
future of the Hunters Point Shipyard is critical to the surrounding community, both in terms of 
economic development and environmental health and safety. It is therefore vital that we make all 
elements of the community feel that their voices are heard and that their ideas are addressed in 
key planning documents. 

Finally, I appreciate your hard work on this project: I realize that both Commissioners 
and members of your staff have invested a great deal of time and energy to reach this point in the 
process. Thank you for your time and consideration. 

1 
Supervisor Tom Ammiano 

401 Van Ness Avenue l San Francisco, California 941021535 
Reception: (415) 554-5144 l TDD (415) W-5227 l supammiaao@lol.com 



Response to Comments 

Letter L2: Tom Ammiano, San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

Response to Comment L2-1: 

The Redevelopment Agency Commissioners and the Planning Department 
Commissioners extended the public comment period on the EIR to January 19,1999, at 
the December 17,1998 public meeting on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. 

The Redevelopment Agency and Planning Development Commissioners did not schedule 
a third public hearing. 

L2-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000 
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ALL,IAKCE FOR A CLEAN WATERFR0h-T 
i A Network of San Francisco Environmenlel Orga&aljons 

November 9, 1998 

City and County pf San Francisco 
San Pruncisco Plpning Dcparlxncn~ 
1663 Wsuon Styr~l. Fjflh Floor 
San I;raJclxo, CA 94 103 
Alkn; Mu. Hill- Gitehu84~ 

Engnxxnng FM@ Activity West 
Naai Pcciiiticr ~ngincering Command 
WI co‘mmodorc 3Iiw 
,s:: %unc. CA %W6-SO06 
;rxn: Ma. 13.~ )duneknwR. Code 7012, Eldg 2091 I 

I 

WC t:.c WI&~&I orgs;~Wls end inCividu;ris request ;) thirty dny c&nllon to the dcad~;~ for pubirc COUIXGCIX fc!r ‘i;: 
tnr-.;oamntal inpact SlatctncnvRqxut for the Disposal and Propored RWMC of Hun&n POW Shipyard Ironr JZUUX~ .3, 0 Pl-1 
%!I to Ftb,w 5, i999. WC furth@ request that a third public hea@ be held ir !znuWy, prcfcrably ir, tiJjr.lCTX I’ox 

‘Lu: pckxl of ti+ p:oposcd for piiolic comment is simply inadquatr for the community 10 productively rcv%v 0 ti;‘nc,l; 
c’ !rh16 itzprurq. AlIhough the comma period runs nixty calendar days, it is importnnt to rcxognr7~ thzc rt uu TL;U 
timup the Thnnksaving, Chnslmar and New Ycan Holiday season AE II re~lt, what was a uxty day cOmmcnt pcr10d nt~i 
fcr & pract~csl ~~I~~CXCS been redvced to slightly tnore rhiny daya when one WCC into acaunt the three we& uuiy 
MOCUU~~ with liday vacations during t.htC pcnod afthe year. 

% As !he Planni?g epamncnt and the Navy will rcmernbcr, we lodged a similar mnccrn lati year when the pm-sus VCRIO~. af 
thla documcn; wp n:tesod during the Tbenksgiving, Chrimnac, ricw Yearr holiday UXUOII. Our conccms sso;U runn:ng 6 
FJbl:c wznxxnt wad during the Iroliday season have not changul in the casuing months and MI the !G;r~y ai;L the is? 
E T~.XIL%C PIAIL&I~ Dcpanment have been rctl\indcd of our scheduling concern rqxaedty over IL yw. u OI;C; W;C : .! 
i. 2iii.A. one c&d K&P csr&lu& that the Agencies had inlend (0 bo co&ontional Hilfr th;: public, k~~~i;;g ;,s IL\.:: ,.,: 
;I:;( AC Cnii~~ of the relcasc flit in thr: &cc of rcpc;rtcd rcquuts and ittpul. Dcspilc rppcaranccs Wwecr. we xi; c~.Jx.; ._ 
,+d %ra an &pan d :Le PiaEning Depanncnt and it is OtIr hope that the extcnmon w havt! ~~u?rslcd well k &T’LZ 

:‘W you for y UT Lrind aticnuoli. 
‘I 

Contact: & W, Arc Ecology 633 Market Stroct, Suite 1107, San Franci-. CA 94 103 Phone 4 1 S-49S-1786 



Response to Comments 

Letter Pl: Alliance for a Clean Waterfront 

Response to Comment P&l: 
The Redevelopment Agency Commissioners and the Planning Department 
Commissioners extended the public comment period on the EIR to January 19, 1999, at 
the December 17,1998 public meeting on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. 

The Redevelopment Agency and Planning Development Commissioners did not schedule 
a third public hearing. 

Pl-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000 
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November’ i 6, 1998 

Ci; and County of San Francisco * 
San Francisco Planning Department ’ 
1660 Mission St., 5* Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 \ 
Attn: Ms. Hillary Gittleman 

Engineering Field Activity West 
Naval Facilities Engineer&g Command 
900 Commodore Dr. -’ 
San Bruno, CA 94066-5006 
Attn: Mr. Gary Munekawa, Code 7032, Bldg. 2090 

\ 

I  

._ ,  L I ,  .~ .  .  .  .  .  .&,d 

San Francisco CA 94103 

415.431.BIKE 

415.4312468 fax 

stbcoipc.org 

. 
We submit this letter to formally request a thirty-day zxtension to the deadline for public 
comment for the Environmental Impact Statement/Report for the Disposal and Proposed Reuse 
of Hunters Point Shipyard from January 5, 1999 to February .5, 1999. Additionally, we request 0 P2-1 

that an additional public hearing be held in January, preferably in the Bayview-Hunters Point 
commilnity. * I 

, 

Although the current public comment period is sixty calendar days, the fact that it runs through 
the Thanksgivmg and Winter Holiday seasons effectively reduces it to about thirty days. The 
Planning Department and Navy may remember when numerous environmental and community 
organizations requested an extension last year for the same reason. . 

As a volunteer based organization, with limited staff time, the thirty day extensiop will allow our 
members to review the document, discuss its contents with allied environmental and 
neighborhood organizations, and develop comments that will both address our concerns, improve 
the report, and expedite its approval. 

Thank you for your attention to this important request. 

Alex Lantsberg _ 

- 
, 

, 

. SFBC HPS EIR extensions request.doc 
Page I of 1 

s~~pp. ha ~nydar EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR - Lerh Shahurn PROfRAU DIRECTOR *Mary Brown MfMRERSttlP DIRECTOR 

.OARD 0~ D~RECIOR~. Stephanie lilting-lees l Rate Biehert l Stace~ Candllo -be Carroll l Rohert Collins - Stuarl Coulthord l Paul Dam l John Fall - Kathleen Ravlland l Dave Svdel 

-ko Letunic PRESIDER1 - Marianne Skocfek SlCRElARV l led Strawser TREASURER I 



Response to Comments 

Letter P2: San Francisco Bicycle Coalition 

Response to Comment P2-1: 

The Redevelopment Agency Commissioners and the Planning Department 
Commissioners extended the public comment period on the EIR to January 19, 1999, at 
the December 17,1998 public meeting on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. 

The Redevelopment Agency and Plannin g Development Commissioners did not schedule 
a third public hearing. 

P2-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000 
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December 16, 1998 

Hillary Gitelman 
City and County of San Francisco Planning Department 

1660 Mission Street, Fifth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject: Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report for 
the Disposal and Proposed Reuse of Hunters Point Shipyard 

Dear Ms. Gitelman: 

I am submitting comments on behalf of the San Francisco Bay Trail Project on the Revised Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) for the Disposal and 
Reuse of Hunters Point Shipyard (I-IPS), dated October, 1998. The Bay Trail Project is an 
organization administered by the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) that coordinates 
implementation of the Bay Trail. When complete, the Bay Trail will be a continuous 40Omile 
network of bicycling and hiking paths that will encircle San Francisco and San Pablo bays in their 
entirety. It will link the shoreline of all nine Bay Area counties, passing through 47 cities (including 
San Francisco), and will cross seven of the eight toll bridges in the region. To date, approximately half 

the length of the proposed system has been developed. (Enclosed for your reference are a map of the 
Bay Trail system, a full-color map of the alignment through San Francisco, a copy of a more detailed 
map of the alignment through the area, and a fact sheet about the Bay Trail.) ’ 

The reuse of Hunters Point Shipyard is an exciting project that will balance economic development 
and environmental protection by providing for the development of mixed-income housing, fostering 
employment and business opportunities, removing conditions of blight, preserving historic structures, 
and increasing public access to the area’s shoreline. These are commendable objectives that will 

reintegrate the Shipyard into the social and physical fabric of the surrounding neighborhoods. We are 
concerned, however, with the lack of specific information and commitments in the EIS/EIR regarding 

the development of bicycle and pedestrian facilities, especially along the shoreline. 

P3-1 
The project’s design objectives,-standards and guidelines, reproduced in Appendix D of the EIS/EIR, 0 
specifically mention a “system of shoreline trails n and state that “[rlecreational walkers and bicyclists 

will be accommodated on an extension of the Bay Trail located in an open space corridor along much 

Admmsrared by the Assoaa11on 01 Bay Area GOverntWntS 
P 0 Box 2050 * Oaklard CaMorma 94604-2050 

Joseph P Bon MetroCenter - 101 Eghlh Street *Oakland Calllorma 94607.4756 
Phone 510.464.7935 

Fax 510-464-7970 
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of the Shipyard’s shoreline.” Specific design guidelines include providing “opportunities for 
maximum public access and use of the waterfront” as well as ua corridor for the Bay Trail . . . close to 

the Bay shoreline, and linking up with the regional Bay Trail alignments to the north (India Basin), 
and south (South Basin and Candlestick Point State Recreation Area).” Finally, the document’s 
concept plans show a trail that winds through the entire site, mostly along the shoreline. Similarly, 
page 2-7 of the EIS/EIR states that the reuse plan Uwould open areas of I-IPS for public use and would 
include public access-trails along the waterfront, including a possible link to the regional Bay Trail.” 
Page 3-13 mentions that the “trail system will run along the HI’S waterfront and provide access for 

pedestrians, bicyclists and non-motorized vehicles.” Unfortunately, despite the above, the EIS/EIR 
contains little evidence of planning for the trail system or of a commitment to develop the trails: 

. According to page 3-13, the ‘proposed San Francisco Bicycle Plan includes the addition of 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities at I-II?%” However, the City’s bike plan does not cover pedestrian 
facilities and, regarding HPS, only states that the uspecific streets at the easternmost sections of [the 
Hunters Point bike route] may vary depending on the land use pattern and street network when 
this area redevelops.” 

. Pages 4-3 to 4-4 state that “[fluture transportation conditions have been assessed assuming that . . . 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities would be provided.” However, figure 4.1-2, “Proposed Traffic 

Routes Within the Project Site,” shows no shoreline trail and only one commuter bike route, and 
nowhere is there a satisfactory description of the trail system or mention of the bike route. 

l To compensate for a potential increase in cycling and walking, mitigation 4 of the “Transportation, 
Traffic, and Circulation” section (Page 4-15), requires *completion of planned pedestrian and 

bicycle facilities as part of adjacent development.” Again, however, there is little information 
provided about these facilities, and not enough to judge the effectiveness of this mitigation measure. 

We request that the Final EIS/EIR include a map and an adequate description of planned and 
proposed facilities for pedestrians and bicyclists. This is especially important in making 
transportation mitigation 4 meaningful. 

In closing, I offer our assistance to the City in planning bicycling and hiking facilities as part of the 
HPS reuse plan, and in integrating these facilities with the Bay Trail spine alignment. The Bay Trail is 
a unique regional resource that will provide residents of the Bayview/Hunters Point neighborhood 

and the rest of the Bay Area with greater transportation options, increased access to the outdoors and 
the shoreline, and inexpensive recreation, exercise and sightseeing opportunities. Call me at 5 10/464- 

79 15 if you have any questions about the comments in this letter, would like additional information 
about the Bay Trail, or need technical assistance on developing trail segments. 

3 P3-1 

Niko Letunic 
Bay Trail Planner 

Enclosures 
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A FEW FACTS ABOUT 
THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY TRAIL 

When complete, the Bay Trail will be a continuous 400-mile recreational corridor that will encircle 
the entire Bay Area, connecting communities to each other and to the Bay. It will link the 
shorelines of all nine counties in the Bay Area and 47 of its cities. To date, 210 miles of the Bay 
Trail, or slightly more than half its ultimate length, has been developed. 

The Bay Trail provides easily accessible recreational opportunities for outdoor enthusiasts, 
including hikers, joggers, bicyclists and skaters. It also offers a setting for wildlife viewing and 
environmental education, and it increases public respect and appreciation for the Bay. 

The Bay Trail also has important transportation benefits: it provides a commute alternative for 
cyclists, and it connects to numerous public transportation facilities, including ferry terminals, 
light-rail lines, bus stops and Caltrain, Amtrak, and BART stations. Also, the Bay Trail will 
eventually cross all the major toll bridges in the Bay Area. 

The Bay Trail provides access to commercial, industrial and residential neighborhoods; points of 
historic, natural and cultural interest; recreational areas like beaches, marinas and fishing piers; and 
over 130 parks totaling 57,000 acres of open space. It passes through highly urbanized areas like 
downtown San Francisco as well as remote natural areas like the San Francisco Bay National 
Wildlife Refuge. Depending on the location of its segments, the Bay Trail consists of paved multi- 
use paths, dirt trails, bike lanes, sidewalks or signed bike routes. 

State Senate Bill 100, authored by Senator Bill Lockyer and passed into law in 1987 with the 
endorsement of the entire Bay Area legislative delegation, advanced the concept of a “Ring around 
the Bay.” SB 100 directed the Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAGI to develop an 
alignment for the Bay Trail as well as funding and implementation plans. 

Implementation of the Bay Trail is being coordinated by the Bay Trail Project, a nonprofit 
organization housed at ABAG. To carry out its mission, the Project raises funds 
for trail construction and maintenance, ensures consistency with the adopted 
Bay Trail Plan, provides technical assistance, enlists public participation in trail- 
related activities, and publicizes the Bay Trail and its benefits to the region. 

To learn mow about the Bay Trail, contuct Niko Letunic of the Bay Trail Project at 
510/&X7915 (MkoL@abag.ccrgov), or visit www.abag.ca.gov/bayareahytrad. 
(November 1998) 

Admmslerd by the Assouetm of Say Area Governments 
P 0 Box 20s - Oakland Cakfornia 94604-2060 

Joseph P Son MetroCenter * 101 Eghlh Street * Oakland Caklofma 94607-4756 
Phone. 510.464-7935 

Fax 510~464~7970 
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2 Response to Comment P3-1: 

Response to Comments 

Letter P3: San Francisco Bay Trail 

Figure 4.1.2 has been revised to include proposed bicycle routes within HPS. The 
implementing document for reuse, Design fir Development (City and County of San 
Francisco, l%nnin g Department and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1997c), 
sets forth street designs for HPS in Figures 15, 16, 17, 21, 22 and 24. Sidewalks, as 
depicted in these figures, would range from 10 to 15 feet (3 to 4.6 meters) in width. A 
discussion of the plans for HPS in the San Francisco Bicycle Phn (City of San Francisco, 
Department of Parking and Traffic, 1997) has been added to Section 4.1, subsection 
“Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation.” 
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SAN FRANCISCO BRANCH 

December 17, 1998 

Honorable Hector J. Chinchilla 
President 
San Francisco Planning Commission 
1660 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94 103-24 14 

Re : Revised EIR for Naval Shipyard 

Dear President Hector : 

The revised draft EIR/EIR (the “new Eir”) provides much more information 
about the environmental hazards at the shipyard and the remediation 
program for the site installation restoration program (“IRP”). 

It also looks at ways to cover contaminants and hazards that might remain 
after the IRP is completed. 

Finally, the new EIR addresses design development and clean-up in parallel 
phases and provides more complete health and safety measure through the 
course of the development. 

I support moving the process forward. 

Respectfully submitted. 
0 P4- 1 

President 

1290 Fillmore Street l San Francisco, CA 94 175 l Suite 109 l (4 15) 922-0650 l Fax: (4 15) 922-0856 - 



Response to Comments 

Letter P4: National Association for the Advancement of Colored People 

Response to Comment P4-1: 

Comment noted. 
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Revised Draft EWEIR for the 
Disposal and Reuse of Hunters Point Shipyard 
Public Hearing, December 9,1998 

SPEAKER REGISTRATION / COMMENT CA 

PLEASECHECK YOUR AFFILIATIONBELOW: . . ' - 

Individual ( no.afftliation) -Citizen’s Group 1 
Private Organization Elected Representative 
Federal, State or 
Local Government. 

Regulatory Agency ‘- 

: 

Name: 
Organizkion (if applicable): 
Your Community: 

- -Street Address (optional): .- 
City/State/Zip (optional): 
Phone # (optional): . 

_ 
Do. you wish to speak this evening? .m Yes m No 

If you cvish to provide written comments only, please write your 
comments below and.turn them in at this meeting. Thank yap. 

* P5-1 0 
._ - 

Tdm in tonight 01 mail by January 5, 1999 to: Engineping Field Activity We& 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 900 Commodore Drive, San Bruno, CA ’ 
94066-3006, Attn; Mr. Gary Munekawa (Cole 7032GM), Building 209/l. 

(ctmlitfue on reve~~e.~~necessmy) 

c 

h 

b- 



ResDonse to Comments 

Letter P5: Southeast Alliance for Environmental Justice 

Response to Comment PS-1: 

The Redevelopment Agency Commissioners and the Planning Department 
Commissioners extended the public comment period on the EIR to January 19,1999, at 
the December 17,1998 public meeting on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. 
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San Fmuisco Planning and 
Urban Reseati bsociatlon 

January 5,1999 

Ms.HillaryGitelman 
San FranciscoPlaMing Dcpmt 
Via fax 5584426 

RE; 509O.lB 
703/m 1600 

Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environ.mental 
Impact Report for the Disposal and Proposed Reuse of Hpnterrr 
Point Shipyard, San Francisco, Cdifornia 

SPLJR has rwicwcd the subject cbcmmtandbelicvcsthatitmcctstht 
requircmcnts of a program-level EIR under CEQA SPUR recommends that 
theErSmbc-wbilesofncnlayf#lthatcomidnationofau 
factar5, such as clean- 
the document, there WV3 ’ 

and rerncdiation, may not be ojhmally covered iu 
be Other future vcnw~ t0 c0nsidc.r those issues as 

&velopmcnt procc&. 

We believe that the SUISC of Huntets Point Shipyard is of such impmtance to 
the sod and economic health of San Fran&co thatthcc&ficati0~ 
issuance of tk Final EIREIS, and ROD proceed with all d&Iii spmi. 

Thank you for the opporlullity to comment on this doalmeat 

Sincerely, 

cc: Thomas Conrad, SFRA 749-2526 

JC Con Hunters Point EIR 

317 !suaer slmet suits so0 
SmRndscaCA%lO&4303 

(TKLl ilS.7Bl.a726 
(P&K) L15.781 n9l 

SP-orp 
httpil/ww.spur.q . 

0 P6- 1 



Response to Comments 

Letter P6: San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association 

Response to Comment P6-1: 

Comment noted. 
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FROM : c= Expert bietwork SF,CA MD-L PmtqEtci.: 415 34s 0680 PO1 

m Date: 

I To: 

m At: 
The Gw7EcCofporationLkI. 

Ahwclla DALtxEwilvm 
H FAXIW 

DlRE~CTM,RpAL 
n W Pages: 

(m-m 

FACSIMILE n Reference: 

Dear Madam: 

05 January 1999 

Ms. Hilbry Gitleman 
_ _ 

San Francisco Planning Department 

[415J -26 

-10 
- 

Revised Draft ElSElR for the Disposal and 
Reuse of the Hunters Point Shipyard 

I urge the City accept the referenced document as futlilling the requirements and 
intent of the regulations to which it is addressed, and to keep the process of redeveloping 
the Hunters Point Shipyard moving forward. In well wer 30 years spent in U&W-I and project 
planning, I have yet to see a perfect en&onmental impact report, EIR or OS, and perfection 
is not the point-moving the process forward in an environmentally sound manner is. In a 0 P7-1 

summary review of the revised document, It is my obsewtion that it is, at me vary least, 
adequate. To keep rehashing this document is not likely to further improve the product or 
the process. 

furthermore, the four master de&lopers under consideration for redevelopment of 
the Shipyard by the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency in their presentations to the 
community all expressed commitment to moving the site cleanup forward seeking out 
innovative technoiogies used at other bases being redeveloped around the U.S. The 
community will continue to be concerned and involved in the cleanup process. There will 
be no lack of ongoing concern or ouersight. 

lt is in the interests of the community and the City of San Fran&co to proceed with 
the redevelopment of the Shipyard as wpeditiously as possibhx Any deverlopment4ated 
problems of the City’s Southeast waterfront [the ball park to ball park side of the City] such 
as trafk and other Infrastructure [water, swege treatment, etc.] and their environmental 
and quality-of-life impacts need to be addressed by the City on an area-wide basis and 
not on a project-by-project basis. There is still much to do, but the City’s commitment to 
sustainability should keep the end goal of a heakhful and attractive Cii on target. 

Therefore, I urge you to move the prow ss forward with the acceptance of this 
d-ent. 

Marcia Dal~LeWinter 
Member, The Mayor’s Hunters Point Citizens Advisory Committee 
Member, SPUR’s Base Marketing Committee [for the Hunters Pdnt Sbipyard’j 

2ao5%cmfnento3L~sulto301 
3m Fmmeiwe. CA 6411+2616 
Tabphono 6 Fax: (rts] u&M60 
l mril: mkrrintmr@oafthliik.net n x Normal n Urgent rn- confllal 



Letter P7: CANTECCorporation Ltd. 

Response to Comment P7-1: 
Comment noted. 

Response to Comments 

P7-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000 
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II ave San Francisco Bay Association 

- January 7,1999 

San Francisco Planning Department 
City and County of San Francisco 
Attn: Hillary Gitelman 
1660 Mission St. 5th Fl. 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

1 

1736 Franklin Street. Fourth Floor l Oakland, California 94512 

phone (510) 452-9261 fax (510) 452.9266 

website: www.savesfbay.crg 

ernail: savebay@savesfbay ag 

Engineering Field Activity West 
Naval Facilities Engineering 
Command 
Attn: Gary Munekawa, Code 
7032, Bldg. 209/l 
900 Commodore Drive 
San Bruno, CA 94066-5006 

Re: Comments on the revised draft EIS/R for the Hunters Point Shipyard 

Dear Ms. Gitelman and Mr. Munekawa: 

This letter provides comments on the revised draft Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report (EIS/R) for the Hunters Point Shipyard. The revised EIS/R IO PS-1 

is substantially improved, but unfortunately we still believe it is inadequate. 
We also request that the comment period be extended for an additional 
month. Releasing the revised EIR during the holidays has made it difficult to 

lo 
P8-2 

conduct a proper review of the document. 

We understand that the EIR says it is not intended to assess the impacts of 
remediation, but is intended to assess the impacts of reuse. However, 
remediation is a critical component of reuse and property cannot be conveyed 
unless it has been remediated to protect human health and the environment. 
Therefore, the EIR must also assess the impacts of remediation. 

The following lists our substantive concerns: 

Regarding hazardous materials and wastes in Parcel F, the EIR states there is 
no need for a human health risk assessment, “because there is no pathway for 
human exposure to the submerged contaminated sediments.” This is 
completely inaccurate. It is well-known that people regularly fish in the area 
for subsistence purposes. 

The EIR correctly states that the “primary exposure pathway for fish is 
ingestion of contaminated prey and incidental ingestion of sediment,” and 
that “portions of parcel F are characterized by concentrations of chemicals that 
are generally toxic to aquatic life.” 

0 P8-3 

0 P8-4 



The EIR states that some chemicals “such as DDT, PCBs, and mercury, have 
high bioaccumulation factors, which means that they accumulate and are 
magnified in the natural food chain.” In other words, the higher up the food 
chain, the greater the level of exposure. Clearly human health is jeopardized 
because of exposure to toxic chemicals from consumption of Bay fish. 
Therefore a human health risk assessment must be conducted. 

Regarding contaminated sediment remediation, we find most of the 
alternatives unacceptable. Two of the remediation alternatives propose 
placing contaminated sediments in a confined aquatic disposal facility. They 
differ in that one proposes constructing a wetland on top of the disposal 
facility. We do not consider this remediation. This view is shared by the Bay 
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), which denied 
approval of a similar proposal for the Bay West Cove (Shearwater) project at 
Oyster Point. 

In reference to disposing of contaminated sediments in a confined aquatic 
disposal facility, the EIR says “reusing material in an environment that 
isolates the contaminants from sensitive biological receptors would largely 
eliminate these concerns.” Research conducted by BCDC and others has 
found no evidence of successful confined aquatic disposal projects. 

There is evidence, however, of projects which were catastrophic failures, such 
as the Ross Island project in the Portland area. Monitoring at Ross Island 
found that contaminants were leaching from the disposal facility and were 
having significant adverse impacts on habitat and wildlife. The sediments 
had to be redredged and placed in an upland disposal facility. 

We also do not support capping contaminated sediments in place. 
Contaminated sediments should be disposed of at an off-site permitted 
landfill. 

We are also concerned about storm water runoff impacts on Bay water 
quality. The EIR acknowledges that the storm water system does not meet 
City of San Francisco standards and will require substantial repairs or 
replacement. We believe an on-site treatment facility should be developed. 

We urge you to incorporate these changes in the final EIR. Thank you for the 
opportunity to provide comments. 

Sincerely, 

.I>. 4, /<L...L-L --; 

D&id Lewis 
Executive Director 

0 P8-4 

0 P8-5 

0 P8-6 
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2 ‘Response to Comment PB-1: 
3 Please see responses to specific comments, below. 

16 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

22 

23 
24 
75 
21, 
27 
28 

29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
3-l 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 

Letter PS: Save San Francisco Bay Association 

Response to Comment PB-2: 
The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency Commissioners and Planning Department 
Commissioners extended the public comment period on the EIR to January 19,1999, at 
the December 17,1998 public meeting on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment PB-3: 
Remediation is being conducted under the Installation Restoration Program (IRP) 
pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act (CERCLA) and under other Navy compliance programs. As stated in EIS Section 3.7, 
Navy’s goal is to remediate HPS to a level protective of human health and the 
environment, consistent with the intended reuse. Potential impacts associated with 
residual contamination remaining after remediation has been completed are addressed in 
EIS Section 4.7. Specific issues related to the IRP are being handled in the IRP process. 

Response to Comment P&4: 
As discussed in the response to Comment P&3, remediation is being conducted under the 
IRP pursuant to CERCLA. Text in the discussion of Parcel F has been revised to 
acknowledge that there is a potential pathway for human exposure to contaminated 
sediments in Parcel F through ingestion of contaminated fish. Navy is addressing this 
issue in consultation with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

Response to Comment P&5: 
The alternatives presented in the Revised Draft EIS/EIR were summa rized from the Parcel 
F feasibility study, prepared under the IRP pursuant to CERCLA. This EIS is not a 
decision-making document for environmental cleanup at HPS. The final remedy for 
Parcel F will be developed in consultation with U.S. EPA and will be documented in the 
CERCLA Record of Decision. Your comments have been forwarded to the remedial 
project manager handling the CERCLA actions at HPS. 

Response to Comment P&6: 
The commentor’s preference for an on-site treatment facility is noted. As stated in the 
EIS, remediation and mitigation measures included in Section 4.9 are expected to improve 
storm water quality, and the quantity of storm water discharged is expected to remain the 
same or decline. Thus no impacts would occur and no additional mitigation is required. 
Nonetheless, on-site storm water treatment could be proposed and constructed at HPS as 
a result of a policy decision by the City/San Francisco Redevelopment Agency in 
consultation with the HPS developer. This decision would be made separately from the 
EIS and would likely include a consideration of overall development costs and potentially 
competing community objectives. Construction of an on-site treatment facility would be 
subject to City environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act. 
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RE: Revised T)ruiI, Hunters Point Elide! 

Dear Mr. Munekawa: 

San Francisco ‘To~norrow wou\d like to offer the following conuncnts on the 
EIR&JS for the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard Reuse Plan. WC also strongly 
endorse the colnmenrs submitted by ARC Ecolol=y which were lxeptired in 
cooperation wit11 San E’rancisco Tomorrow ald the other members of the 
Alliallce for a Clean Waterfront. 

San Francisco Tomorrow is concerned with the shoti shrift given 10 
transportation and specifically 1.0 public transit, in this document. Because air 
pollution remains the most significant unmiligable impact of this pro.icct, it is 
irresponsible not to address transit more rhnrotlghly as a mitigation. 

‘Ihnsprtrtion, Traffic, and CilcuMon 

TO’d 
- 

Will ycru want IO live in San Francisco - tomorrow? 

I 0 P9-1 

0 P9-2 
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19 '99 01:59pM 

San Fmnciscti Tmnorrow 

These mitigation measures are vagr~c I\nd ul~enforccable. The decision on what 
e]$nl~l~ts 10 i1lcJudc in the TSMP should bc based OJI s&k goals. such as 
reaclling 50YU of employees using altcnlatlve transportation by the time b\rildout 
is complete. ~1x1. how call adcquatc transit scrvicc be cnsurcd withollt IO 

P9-2 

tindirrg? Specific fimding requiremcnrs should be part of the TSMP, and could 
inclllde n fransir assessment on new businesses i\S part of the sale or lease of the IO P9-3 

properly. 

Also, wl)y is “errcouraging bd hiring practices” listed Only as a pOSSibh? 

ejenlept of the TSMP, when it is onq of the cott~erstones of the project? It also 
seems inappropriate to inch& the shuttle only as a possible element. A shuttle 
system linking key transit systems. such as Cal-Train, Barl, SamTrans, and the 
Third Strctt light rail line, sllould be studied as possible mitigalion of trat’lic 
impacts for the project. 

Sillcc tJlc decisions wde by he TMA will impact hc lreighbor-hood at iargc. it 
seems only reasonable that the nciglrborhood be reprcsentcd OII ttre T.MA. It is 
also pot clear fiam this EIR what he chain of colnrnand will bc; will the 
C:o&illating Commince make decisions based 011 the rccotnmcndations Of the 
CAc anJ TMA? Wilj the CAC have a greater say dm the TMA? Please 
clatifj, this. 

The TSMP should include additional clemcnts tO etwwage transit use; 
subsjdi& Transit. passes for HPS employees. and a provision thl fees will be 
&l-ged for commuter parking that will make ir more expcfisivc lhan the 
subsidized rransit fares. 

0 P9-4 

0 P9-5 
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CI Sllollld the TMA Iracle tlrc tillal responsibility for determillhg the &ments Of 
the ‘fSMI’? This seems like a clear conflicl: of c;oursc they’ll Watlt free parking 

* for their tenants, and mass transit tiurded by MUNl rather than by a transit 
assessmem. 1’1~~ (‘AC should lwc equal input irkro tile creation of the TShiP. 
Again. please cfari@ the proms for tipproving allit implementing tllc TSMP. 

Ir 
&gc 4-u Impxt 3, Unnwl demand fbr Public Transportation.... The Propostd Rcurc PIXI includct o 
transit ilnplcnw~totion plan 10 accotwnodatc public klnryontitiou dcnrwd associate with anttcipated 

C land usuj. 

There are 110 tables shgwirlg currelrt or allticipatcd MUN1 ridcrship. In fact. this 
L is the only paragraph coaccming public transit in the entire section of 

Trtinspotiation Itr~pircts ! Why ha$ tr~ass Lransil been left ot~t of this documer,r? 

L Trcrnsit is OHC of tllc fiiw mitigations availabio ts alleviate the: imyacls of air 
polhltion on the n2ighborhoo~‘s poptllation: The lack of transit infonrlation 
makes ic hpassible to properly assess tlrc Transportation or Air QuaJity 

II impacts cited in this document. 

The tramit mirigatioll mcasurcs should be tied to specific goals for Ozone and 
PM 10 Emissions from the project. Also, how can the vehicle crrrissions 
analysis assurtre tramit USC arld nonvchiculur travel modes, wheu information 011 

- tJwm is not provided in this docuumM 

Wit1 you want to live in San Ffancisro - tomorrow? 

I 0 P9-7 

0 P9-8 

Why isn’t the transit implcmaltati~~ plan that is cited lrerc incfudccl in this 
document, ar least tls part of the Reuse Han ill Appendix D? 1 can’t find it 
anywhcrt in this docur~~r~t. If this is a componcnI of fhe Reuse Plan, 8 
descrip!ian of it itnd an analysis of iti hpacts ~nust bc included in this 
documu\ t. 

I 
Air Quality 

0 P9-9 



Sun Frunciico Tomorrow 

This is mentioned in thr: corltaxt 011 its impact on traffic and cot~gcstion, but not 
ill tcnns of its wgative impact on the proposed ope~z space and werlands. Could 
you please include a drawing of the proposed bridge, showing its location ia 
conjunction with rhr: proposed IarId uses, and its land use and ope11 space 
impacts? 

0 I%10 

Also. itI comection with traffic impacts. YOU stare that 35% of the project 
employees will be City residents. That nmbcr seems high compared to other 
studies I’ve w?il, which would put the proporlio~r of City n%idcnlS Working at 
(he site at below 60%. Can you please explain where this figure came from? 

Soci6cconomics 

The rationalization Tar asserting that local residcnls will quali@ to purchase the 
(1ffordable or market me units is not clear. Could you prescnl thjs ih table form, 
quantify) the number of 10~1 resjdenrs who will qualify for market-rate housing, 
and, separately, rhe nwnbcr who will qualify for rho aflordable units? Also. 
what provisions are included in the Reuse Pla~l t’or giving preference to lock:i 
residents’? This should be a ucccssary nritigaalion for tbc Social Justice. 
Transportation, and ,&ir Qualily impacts. 

Jane Morrison(SGI-1482) 

I 
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Response to Comments 
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4 
3 
6 
7 
s 
9 

10 
‘11 

12 At this programma tic stage of planning, the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
13 approach is the most efficient and effective means for mitigating traffic impacts and 
l-2 assuring appropriate transit development at HPS. This approach is described in Section 
15 4.1.2, under the discussion of the Significant Unmitigable Impact. 

16 To reduce vehicle n&es traveled, traffic congestion, and air quality impacts and to ensure 
17 that transit ridership is encouraged and transit services meet or exceed demand for those 
1s services, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and its designees would fund and 
19 adopt a TDM approach. A performance standard for the TDM program could be 
20 established by the Transportation Management Association (TMA) that would require 
21 future tenants at HPS to meet or exceed the mode splits used for the EIS analysis. For 
22 example, the Transportation System Management Plan (TSMP) could be charged with 
23 achieving 12.9 percent of work tips to and from HPS via transit. 

24 

25 
26 
27 
2s 
29 
30 
31 
32 

33 The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency would have the uhimate responsibility for 
34 establishing the TMA and implementing the TAMP. The San Francisco Redevelopment 
35 Agency could 1) ask City departments or the Board of Supervisors to fund certain 
16 improvements, 2) fund certain improvements via its own tax increment revenues, and/or 
37 3) require future tenants of HPS to fund and implement improvements. The precise 
38 funding mechanisms cannot be established until required improvements are identified 
39 and reuse of HPS is initiated. 

Letter P9: San Francisco Tomorrow 

Response to Comment P9-1: 
Please refer to specific comments by the Alliance for a Clean Waterfront (Letter 12). 

Response to Comment P9-2: 
Specific transit improvements for HPS are identified in the Hunters Point Shipyard 
Transportation Plan (San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1996), which is available for 
review at the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. A discussion of potential transit 
improvements has been added to Section 4.1, subheading “Public Transportation.” These 
potential improvements, as well as those transit improvements assumed to exist by 2010 
and 2020 in the 1994 Regional Transportation Plan for the Sun Francisco Buy Area (RTP) 
(MTC, 1994), were considered when developing modal split data for future conditions. 

Response to Comment P9-3: 
The TSMP envisions a phased approach to development and transit improvements at 
HPS, under which some development would proceed, transit service would be expanded, 
additional development would proceed, and additional service would be provided. 
Thus, development and transit service are interrelated, and development would provide 
a funding mechanism and ridership for transit, while provision of transit would allow 
more development. It is anticipated that at any time in the development process, transit 
service would meet the demand of existing residents and employees of HPS, and transit 
ridership would meet or exceed levels discussed in P9-2. 

P9-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000 



51 Members of the Bayview-Hunters Point community would not be excluded from the 
52 TMA. See Section 4.1.2, Significant Unmitigable Impact, first bullet. 

53 The TMA would have no funding authority, but would prioritize investments, monitor 
54 
55 

compliance with the TSMP, and make recommendations to the Redevelopment Agency 
Commission. The TMA would represent diverse perspectives, and conflicts of interest 

56 are not anticipated. See also response to Comment P9-3. 

62 The TMA could establish a performance standard for the TSMP that would require future 
63 tenants of HPS to meet or exceed the transit mode splits used in the traffic analysis, as 
64 discussed in response to Comment P9-2. The TMA could also establish annual and 
65 progressively higher goals for non-auto travel. 

66 Response to Comment PP7: 
67 Please see the response to Comment P9-5. 

Response to Comments 

Response to Comment P9-4: 
The “local hiring” and “shuttle service elements” of the TSMP have been revised. Both 
elements are now “required” instead of “possible.” Please see Section 4.1.2, subheading 
“Significant Unmitigable Impact,” regarding the shuttle service element. See response to 
Comment Pll-12 regarding local hiring. 

Response to Comment P9-5: 
The TMA would be appointed by the Mayor. The TMA and the coordinating committee 
are one and the same and would include property owners, community members, 
representatives of the CAC, and appropriate City staff. The role of the coordinating 
committee would be to prepare a TSMP for HPS and monitor its implementation to 
ensure the effectiveness of the measures. 

Response to Comment P9-6: 
See the elements of the ‘ISMP regarding “Employee Transit Subsides” and “Parking 
Management Guidelines” in Section 4.1.2, subheading “Significant Unmitigable Impact.” 
These elements would require major employees to provide a transit subsidy system for 
their employees and create guidelines to discourage automobile use. 

Response to Comment PPS: 
MUNI ridership information is not available for HPS. Observations indicate ridership is 
light. Please see the discussion of HPS ridership in Section 3.1.1, subheading “Public 
Transportation.” Public transit is an integral part of the traffic analysis and planning and 
design for HPS. Refer to the Des&z@ Development (City and County of San Francisco, 
Planning Department and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1997~) and the 
Hunters Point Shipyard Transportation Plan (San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1996), 
both available for review at the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. 
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86 Response to Comment P9-10: 
87 The proposed alignment of Yosemite Bridge has not been determined. The bridge is a 
9s possible future project, totally separate and distinct from the disposal and reuse 
89 alternatives analyzed in the EIS. Yosemite Slough is currently surrounded by open space 
90 (see revised EIS Figure 3.41). Land to the north and west of the slough is zoned “P” for 
91 use as some form of public use, including open space, public structures, and use of 
92 government agencies, including accessory nonpublic uses in conformity with the General 
93 Plan and other applicable codes. Land to the south is zoned for “Restricted Light 
94 Industry Special Use District.” Environmental review of Yosemite Bridge is outside the 
95 scope of this document and will occur when a project has been defined. 

96 

97 
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Response to Comment P9-9: 
It is not feasible to directly measure ozone precursor or PM,, emissions from vehicle 
traffic. Therefore, there is no purpose served by trying to phrase transportation 
mitigation measures as air pollutant emission goals. The analysis of traffic-related air 
quality impacts is based on the trip generation and traffic distribution analyses presented 
in EIS Section 4.1, Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation. Appendix B, Table B-12 
describes the basis for the non-vehicular travel assumptions used in the traffic analyses. 
The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency has agreed to implement the TMA and TSMP 
(see response to Comment P9-4), the goal of which would be to ensure that assumed 
levels of transit use are achieved. 

Response to Comment P9-11: 
The comment refers to the percentage of trips (generated by users at HPS) that would 
begin and end in San Francisco. Appendix B, Table B-12 shows the origin and destination 
information used in the traffic analysis. This information is from the City&e TruveZ 
Behavior Survey (City and County of San Francisco, 1993b) and is not adjusted for local 
hiring. Local hiring practices are an element of the TSMP. See Section 4.1, “Significant 
Unmitigable Impact.” 

Response to Comment P9-12: 
The median household income for San Francisco is $33,413. This means that 50 percent of 
the household incomes in San Francisco are less than $33,413 and 50 percent are greater. 
HUD uses this City-wide median income statistic to determine eligibility for affordable 
housing, as discussed in EIS Section 4.6.2. “Affordable” units are targeted at households 
earning between 60 percent and 100 percent of this City-wide median income, that is, 
annual household incomes ranging between $20,048 and $33,413. The table below shows 
the median household income for the census tracts in the Hunters Point vicinity as 
depicted in Figure 3.6-l. 
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113 

114 Because information on individual household income is not publicly available, it is not 
115 possible to quantify the number of local residents eligible for affordable housing in the 
116 South Bayshore planning area. With regard to affordable housing preferences for local 
117 residents, please refer to EIS Section 4.6. 

Response to Comments 

Source: 1990 Census, Table 19, “Income and Poverty Status in 1989.” 
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January 19,1999 

LI Via Hand-Delivery 
Ms. Hillary Gitelman 
Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1660 Mission Street, Fifth Floor 
San Francisco, CA 941036426 

RECEIVED . .s- 

Via Facsimile and First-Class Mail 
Mr. Gary J. Munekawa, 
Code 7032, Bldg. 209/l 
Engineering FieId Activity, West 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Environmental Planning Branch 
900 Commodore Drive 
San Bruno, CA 940665006 

AN 1 3 1999 

Re: Comments on the Joint Revised Draft EISIEIR for the Disposal and Reuse 
of the Hunters Point Shipyard (SCH# 95072085) 

Dear Ms. Gitelman and Mr. Munekawa: 

The Environmental Law and Justice Clinic (“ELJC”) of Golden Gate University 

School of Law is submitting the following comments on behalf of the Southeast Alliance 

for Environmental Justice (“SAEJ”), in connection with the Revised Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report dated October 1998 (“Revised Draft 

EIS/EIR”) for the U.S. Navy’s disposal and San Francisco’s proposed reuse of the 

Hunters Point Shipyard (“HPS”). These comments are being submitted pursuant to the 

federal National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (‘NEPA”), 42 U.S.C. @j 432 1 et seq., 

NEPA’s implementing regulations, 40 C.F.R. $0 1500 et seq., California Environmental 

Quality Act (“CEQA”), Public Resources Code $6 21000 et seq., and CEQA’s 

regulations, known as “CEQA Guidelines,” 14 C.C.R. $0 15000 et seq. 

The following comments are intended to supplement the written comments which 

are being submitted by the Alliance for a Clean Waterfront. SAEJ shares the concerns 

MAILING Amizm:‘j36 MIW)S STREET l SAS F~wxco. CA l 94105-2968 
OFFICES 4~: 62 FIRST STREET, SCITE 240 l SAN FRASCISC~,. CA l PIWSE: (415) 442-6647 . Fnx: (4151896-2450 - 



raised in the Alliance comment letter, and incorporates them herein by this reference. The 

issues addressed in these comments are organized into the following categories: 

mitigation measures; air quality; traffic; cumulative impacts; and environmental justice. 

As a preliminary matter, we would like to thank the Lead Agencies for extending 

the comment period to January 19, 1999. We would also like to commend the staff of the 

San Francisco Planning Department and Redevelopment Agency for seriously 

considering the issues and concerns expressed by interested parties during the earlier 

public review period for the first draft EIS/EIR (issued November 1997), and making 

several revisions in recognition of the significance of the potential environmental impacts 

caused by the U.S. Navy’s disposal and San Francisco’s proposed reuse of the HPS (the 

“Project”). In contrast to the first draft EIS/EIR, the October 1998 Revised Draft 

EIS/EIR identifies the Project’s impacts as “significant” in the following areas: 

transportation, traffic and circulation; air quality, including toxic air contaminants from 

stationary, mobile and cumulative sources; on-site traffic noise; hazardous materials and 

waste; water resources; utilities, including the storm water collection system and sanitary 

collection system; and biological resources. Generally, we believe these changes are an 

improvement and agree with the revised draft EIS/EIR’s conclusions that the HPS Project 

will most likely cause significant adverse impacts in these subject areas. 

d 

A. The Revised Draft EWEIR Fails to Adequately Analyze 
Mitigation Measures and Alternatives to Reduce the Project’s Impacts - 

The Revised Draft EIS/EIR, however, does not provide a thorough, detailed 

analysis of feasible mitigation measures or alternatives to eliminate or reduce the d 

significant adverse impacts associated with the Project, in violation of CEQA and NEPA. 

In particular, the Lead Agencies have failed to adequately evaluate feasible mitigation 0 PlO-I - 

measures to avoid or reduce significant impacts in the areas of traffic and air quality. 

We recognize that the Revised Draft EIS/EIR is prepared at a programmatic level, I 
under CEQA Guidelines 6 15 180. Even on this programmatic level, lead agencies are 

required to identify feasible alternatives and mitigation measures to avoid or reduce the 
I 

project’s potential adverse impacts. See CEQA, Pub. Resources Code 6 21002 and I 

2 



- 

- 

$2 1002.1; CEQA Guidelines 8 15092; NEPA, 40 C.F.R. 5 1502.14, 6 1502.16. See also, 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (“BAAQMD”) CEQA Guidelines, Chapter 4 

(April 1996). The San Francisco Planning Department and Redevelopment Agency, as 

well as the U.S. Navy, have a legal obligation under CEQA and NEPA to ensure that any 

avoidable impacts caused by the Project are reduced. 

We raised this same issue in an earlier comment letter submitted on behalf of 

SAEJ for the first draft EIS/EIR: 

“SAEJ rejects the Lead Agencies’ conclusions that the transportation- 
related air pollution impacts are unmitigable. The Bay Area Air Quality 
Control District (BAAQMD) and the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District (SCAQMD) have produced CEQA guidance documents and 
identify several available and feasible mitigation measures which can be 
taken to reduce air quality impacts, especially from transportation-related 
sources. See BAAQMD Air Quality and Urban Development Guidelines 
for Assessing Impacts of Projects and Plans, Chapter IX and SCAQMD 
CEQA Guidelines, Chapter 11, referred to and incorporated herein by 
reference. Mitigation measures for the HPS Project can be on-site as well 
as off-site measures, and may include landscaping, transit improvements 
and amenities, street improvements, ridesharing incentives, transit 
incentives, site plan changes, design changes, operational changes, 
parking redesign and buffer strips. These feasible mitigation measures 
should be examined in the Draft EIS/EIR.” ELJC comment letter, 
dated January 20, 1998, pp.9- 10. 

The Lead Agencies have continued this deficiency in the Revised Draft EIS/EIR 

and our earlier comment quoted above is still relevant. The Revised Draft EIS/EIR 

provides a superficial and inadequate analysis of feasible mitigation measures, thus 

preventing a meaningful evaluation and seIection of measures to mitigate the adverse 

impacts of the Project. This constitutes a violation of NEPA and CEQA, making the 

Revised Draft EIS/EIR fundamentally flawed. 

B. The Revised Draft EIWEIR Fails to Seriously Consider the Project’s 
Trafk-Related Air Quality Impacts and Their Public Health Effects 

1. The Revised Draft EIS/EIR Fails to Seriously Consider the PMie and 

Ozone Violations 

0 PlO-1 
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The San Francisco Bay Area (“Bay Area”) during the winter months is routinely 

in violation of the state’s particulate matter (PMto) standard, meaning that thousands 

already are suffering early deaths or asthma and emphysema exacerbations as a result of 

PM10 exposure. In the summer months, the Bay Area routinely violates the state ozone 

standard and occasionally the federal ozone standard, resulting in the area being 

designated a nonattainment area by state and federal air quality agencies. At the same 

time, there is no state PM10 attainment plan in place, the state ozone plan makes no 

pretense of assuring attainment by any date certain, and the US EPA has determined the 

federal maintenance plan is now inadequate to attain the federal ozone standard. Thus it 

is crucial that the HPS Project not contribute to existing air quality conditions or delay 

the attainment of these standards. 

The HPS Project’s air quality impacts, especially those resulting from the 

Project’s increased traffic, are critical and should be carefully evaluated by the Lead 

Agencies, given the existing PM,0 and ozone violations and the relatively high rates of 

respiratory problems in the Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood that have been well 

documented by the San Francisco Public Health Department (the community’s 

respiratory problems are mentioned on p; 3-26 of the Revised Draft EIS/EIR). 

Unfortunately, the Revised Draft EIS/EIR does not present a clear and complete 

description of the current ambient air conditions and the HPS Project’s air quality 

impacts, nor does the Revised Draft EIS/EIR provide a clear description of the 

relationship between air pollution and public health. 

We recommend that you expand the air quality section (3.2) of the Revised Draft 

EIS/EIR to include a description of the potential adverse health effects associated with 

certain pollutants, including carbon monoxide (CO); ozone (0,); nitrogen dioxide (NO,); 

sulfur dioxide (SO,); particulate matter (PM) and lead (Pb). We recognize that the 

Revised Draft EIS/EIR mentions air pollution’s health-related effects on p. 3-27 with 

regard to the new standards adopted by U.S. EPA for ozone (0,) and particulate matter 

2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM,,), and on pages 3-27 and 3-34 regarding some toxic 

air contaminants (TACs). However, we believe that a clearer understanding of the 

Project’s air quality impacts will be promoted with an expanded discussion about this 

topic. 

d 
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When U.S. EPA adopted the new standards for 0, and PMZ5, it determined that 

the previous national standards were not adequately protective of public health. Also, in 

June 1998, U.S. EPA redesignated the San Francisco Bay Area as non-attainment for the 

federal 1 -hour ozone standard. In U.S. EPA’s letter announcing its final decision to 

redesignate the Bay Area for ozone, it stated: 

“When the federal ozone standard is exceeded, people, and in particular 
children, the elderly, and those with respiratory diseases, may experience 
ozone’s ill effects, such as chest pain, cough, lung inflammation, respiratory 
infection, and chronic bronchitis. In light of these significant public heahh 
concerns, we believe that it is important to provide the public with 
accurate information and the correct message that ozone pollution is still 
a problem. 

We are compelled to redesignate the Bay Area to nonattainment because 
of the numerous and widespread violations of the l-hour ozone standard, 
a standard that was designed to protect public health. The Bay Area’s 
air quality during 1996 ranked as the 6th worst in the nation and for the 
three-year period 1995 1997, it was the 8th smoggiest of the major 
metropolitan areas in the country. . .” Letter by Felicia Marcus, Regional 
Administrator, U.S. EPA, dated June 25,1998. 

The Revised Draft EIS/EIR (page 3-30) minimizes the Project’s air quality 

impacts by stating that San Francisco’s monitoring station on Arkansas Street showed no 

ozone violations between 1991 and 1996 and suggesting that there is no ozone problem in 

San Francisco. While there may be no ozone violations identified in San Francisco, 

traffic in the City contributes to ozone violations in other parts of the Bay Area. 

“MJoming emissions from the San Francisco-OakIand area contributed significantly to 

the production of high afternoon ozone in Livermore and other downwind areas” (quote 

from BAAQMD’s web page at www.baaqmd.gov). The HPS Project’s otine impacts 

should be mitigated to ensure that these impacts do not contribute to the Bay region’s 

ozone. 

In Section 4.2 of the Revised Draft EIVEIR, it is predicted that the HPS Project’s 

increased traffic will cause ozone precursor emissions and the Lead Agencies described 

these air quality impacts as significant and unmitigable. See Revised Draft EIS/EIR, p. 

4-24. The Revised Draft EIS/EIR provides no discussion whatsoever as to what 

0 PlO-2 
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mitigation measures were examined to reduce the Project’s ozone impacts. The Lead 

Agencies have a responsibility to implement feasible mitigation to reduce the Project’s 

potential ozone impacts. Mitigation measures for ozone are important because the 

BAAQMD does not have an adequate attainment plan in effect at this time for ozone. 

2. The Revised Draft EIS/EIR Fails To Describe Air Quality Emissions 

Modeling 

Additionally, the Revised Draft EIUEIR does not contain facts and analysis to 

show how the various PMio predictions were derived. Air quality emissions modeling 

assumptions are presented for ozone and carbon monoxide in Appendix B, but no 

information is provided for how the Revised Draft EIWIR calculates PMio emissions 

and dispersion. “The EIR must contain facts and analysis, not just the bare conclusions 

of a public agency. An agency’s opinion concerning matters within its expertise is of 

obvious value, but the public and decision-makers, for whom the EIR is prepared, should 

also have before them the basis for that opinion so as to enable them to make an 

independent, reasoned judgment.” Santiago Water District v. Countv of Oranpe, 118 Cal. 

App. 3d 818,83 1 (4th dist. 1981). “[A]n EIR must include detail sufficient to enable 

those who did not participate in its preparation to understand and to consider 

meaningfully the issues raised by the proposed project.” Laurel Heiphts Imzwovement 

Association v. Repents of the Universitv of California, 47 Cd. 3d. 376 (1988). 

The Revised Draft EIS/EIR fails to provide needed data on the air quality baseline 

in the vicinity of the Hunters Point Shipyard and neighborhoods. In preparing an EIR, 

the project’s impacts must be evaluated against the backdrop of the “environment.” 

CEQA Guidelines 6 15063. CEQA Guidelines define the “environment” as the “physical 

conditions which exist within the area” including “both natural and man-made 

conditions.” CEQA Guidelines 6 15360. An EIR must describe “the environment in the 

vicinity of the project as it exists before the commencement of the project, from both a 

local and regional perspective.” CEQA Guidelines 0 15 125. No air quality data is 

presented for the local vicinity of the Hunters Point Shipyard and neighborhoods. In fact, 

the only baseline air quality data presented is for the Arkansas Street Monitoring Station, 
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which is over 2 mile away and predominately upwind or cross wind from the Hunters 

Point Shipyard and Hunters Point neighborhoods. Conversely, no information is 

presented that would suggest a correlation or relationship between air quality at the 

Arkansas Street Monitoring Station and air pollutants in the Hunters Point Shipyard or 

Hunters Point neighborhood. If interpreted with the information presented on page 3- 26 

the Arkansas Street Station most likely represents air quality from areas at least 2 % mile 

northwest of the Hunters Point Shipyard and Hunters Point neighborhoods, such as the 

Mission District and US 101 Freeway. The Revised Draft EIWIR needs to explain the 

relationship between the monitoring station and modeling results and justify the 

relevance of comparing modeling results with the ambient air quality data from the 

Arkansas Street Monitoring Station. The CEC 1995 report cited by the Revised Draft 

EIS/EIR on page 3-26 as representing HPS specific air quality is erroneous in that the 

cited report refers to data from the Arkansas Street Station, over 2 miles away from HPS. 

The Revised Draft EIS/EIR fails to present sticient details of the modeling 

analysis of PMic to allow the public and decision-makers to evaluate the model data 

inputs, assumptions and findings in order to. have some level of confidence in the model’s 

conclusions. For the model to be usable as a way to predict future events it must, at a 

minimum, be demonstrated that the model can actually predict present effects from 

present pollution source conditions. In other words, data from actual PM10 data should be 

used as input data to the model and the model’s prediction of pollutant concentrations at 

the receptors (where the people are located) should match actual field measurements at 

those locations. Additionally, it should be demonstrated how changes in model 

assumptions and changes in input data will effect the output. This is the only way that 

the results from the model can be considered meaningfully. 

3. The Revised Draft EIWEIR Fails To Identify Health Effects of Project’s 

Particulate Matter (PM) Impacts 

Furthermore, the Revised Draft EIS/EIR’s treatment of the Project’s particulate 

matter impacts is superficial. Particulate matter, especially those related to diesel 

emissions, can cause severe adverse health effects and San Francisco’s monitoring station 
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at Arkansas Street regularly identifies exceedances of the state PM standard. In 1998, the 

California Air Resources Board (CARB) classified diesel exhaust as an air toxic 

contaminant. Diesel exhaust has also been listed as a “probable” human carcinogen by 

the International Agency for Research on Cancer. 

According to the survey of health studies conducted by the City and County of 

San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH), any increase in particulate matter 

may cause health effects. 1 l/27/95 DEP letter to the California Energy Commission 

(CEC), attached hereto as Exhibit A. This is particularly true in this case, where the state 

PM,0 standard is often exceeded during winter months in San Francisco and the rest of 

the San Francisco Bay Area. A DPG survey report on particulate matter health effects 

studies indicate that “there is no lower threshold below which...problems do not occur” 

and that “these effects occur at levels well below the current federal standards for PMto 

pollution.” Exhibit A at 2. 

An additional study by G.D. Thurston, summarized in the documents attached 

hereto as Exhibit B, suggests that PMio impacts may even be more severe in San 

Francisco than in other locations in the country, although its ambient level is lower. 

Thurston suggests that residents rely less upon air conditioning in San Francisco than in 

other hotter communities, and therefore are more exposed to the PMto, thereby increasing 

the impact from the level of exposure. The Revised Draft EIS/EIR should take account 

of this study. 

The Revised Draft EIS/EIR provides a casual treatment of the Project’s air quality 

impacts from mobile sources. For example, Table 4.2-2 (p-4-25) estimates that the 

Project’s average weekday particulate emissions (PMJ are expected to be 264.3 pounds 

per day for Year 2010 and 451.2 pounds per day for Year 2025. In comparison, San 

Francisco Energy Company’s cogeneration power facility was expected to generate 

approximately 283 pounds of PM emissions daily. See California Energy Commission’s 

Final Staff Assessment for the SFEC Cogeneration Project, p. 140. Thus, when the HPS 

Project is finally built out in Year 2025, it will produce 1.5 times the PM emissions which 

were predicted for SFEC’s power plant. The Project’s PM impacts are a critical issue 

because the state standard for PM is exceeded in San Francisco regularly. The Revised 

Draft EIS/EIR should take into consideration the greater vulnerability of Bayview- 
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Hunters Point residential population to additional pollution or a delay in attaining air 

quality standards. This vulnerability also includes a lack of access to medical care and 

the other complications of poverty that aggravate the impact of disease. 

During the 1994-96 administrative review of the San Francisco Energy Company 

proposal to build a new cogeneration power plant in the Hunters Point community, the 

California Energy Commission examined the issue of PM emissions. According to the 

expert testimony submitted to the California Energy Commission on behalf of SAEJ by 

the Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s chief statistician, Dr. David Fairley, 

attached hereto as Exhibit C, an increase from the SFEC proposed power plant in Hunters 

Point of more than 45 tons per year in PM10 could have resulted in 2-6 deaths in the 

region, with a far greater number of incidents of asthma and emphysema exacerbations. 

Exhibit C at 6. Using these numbers, the number of additional deaths resulting from an 

unmitigated Hunters Point reuse plan would be about 7 to 11 persons per year, with still 

greater numbers of incidents of asthma and emphysema exacerbations. (Table 4.2-2, Page 

4-25). Any increase that may impact a human being and cause a serious health impact 

such as death, asthma attack or emphysema is so significant that it deserves a more 

serious consideration of mitigating efforts to offset the increased emissions. 

According to the Revised Draft EIS/EIR, the estimates for the Project’s PM 

emissions already assume a substantial amount of ridesharing and other transit use, under 

the proposed Transportation System Management Plan (TSMP). This plan will be 

developed under an HPS Transportation Management Association (TMA) and is 

expected to reduce but not eliminate the significance of the PM emissions. Accordingly, 

HPS Project’s PM impacts are considered significant and unrnitigable. Besides 

describing the proposed TMA and TSMP as possible mitigation, the Revised Draft 

EIS/EIR does not provide a detailed analysis of any other PM mitigation measures that 

were considered but rejected as infeasible. We urge the Lead Agencies to analyze and 

identify possible .PM mitigation measures at this stage of the planning process, and not 

defer this issue to the TMA and TSMP. 
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4. Mitigation Measures to Reduce Air Pollution 

The Lead Agencies should develop a comprehensive, effective mitigation plan (to 

the extent feasible, the effectiveness of the mitigation should be quantified), to reduce the 

Project’s air quality impacts, especially motor vehicle emissions. This would require a 

detailed analysis of the transportation network in the Hunters Point area, including an 

analysis of the transportation and traffic-related air quality impacts of Hunters Point 

industrial facilities which are being developed by Port of San Francisco tenants (see 

discussion below). 

The Revised Draft EIS/EIR fails to analyze mitigation measure or to provide any 

method of allowing decision makers to make an informed decisions about available ways 

to mitigate air pollution. The following are a partial list of suggestions to expand the 

usefulness of the Revised Draft EIS/EIR: 

1. Examine the applicability of mobile source emission reduction programs 

implemented by other agencies, such as the New Jersey Department of Environmental 

Protection’, and the U.S. Department of Energy’s Center for Transportation Technologies 

at the National Renewable Energy Laboratory in Golden, C02. 

2. Seriously evaluate mitigation measures for the proposed project, including, 

but not limited to: 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Retrofitting of transit buses with compressed natural gas engines; 

Implementing pollution-based fee systems for HPS commercial tenants; 

Including emission limits for support equipment in all lease agreements 

with tenants; 

Providing matching funds for emission reduction projects implemented by 

HPS tenants, haulers, railroads, and other parties; 

Provide infrastructure to support alternative fueled vehicles, including 

electric charging stations and CNG and LNG fueling stations; 

Work with the BAAQMD to set up an emission trading program; 

I Bureau of Transportation, New Jersey Department of Transportation and Control 
? U.S. DOE Running Refuse Haulers on Compressed Natural Gas, Case Study 

(www.afdc.doe.gov). 
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g. Require low-emission engines on all vehicles; 

h. Provide HPS employees and residents with commute alternative-fUeled 

vehicles choice parking and free on-site fuel and power; 

i. work collaboratively with equipment vendors, engine vendors, and research 

organizations to develop demonstration programs and adopt 

successtil technologies. 

C. The Revised Draft EIWEIR Fails to Mitigate the Project’s Traffic Impacts 

The Revised Draft EIS/EIR provides inconsistent data on traffic. This confuses 

the reader and prevents a clear understanding of the assumptions used to determine the 

traffic impacts. For example, on page 3-2 1, Table 3.1-3 identifies the 1993 level of 

service at various intersections in the Project area. In a footnote identified by the 

asterisk, it is explained that a more recent study performed by the DPT (October 1997) 

revealed greater traffic levels at the Cesar Chavez/Third Street and Third Street/Evans 

Avenue intersections. There is no explanation as to why the 1993 data was used instead 

of the more current information. 

The Revised Draft EIS/EIR briefly mentions that the Port of San Francisco is 

studying the feasibility of an additional bridge for rail service across Islais Creek, but 

states that this bridge is not tided or programmed at this time. See Revised Draft 

EIWEIR p. 3-23. This information about the Port’s proposal should be updated. Based 

on a December lo,1998 letter prepared by the Port of San Francisco, it is seeking $4 

million in funding from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority for the 

proposed Illinois Street Intermodal Bridge project. See Port Letter, Exhibit D. 

Furthermore, the Port of San Francisco has several current and proposed major 

leases with industrial operations in the vicinity of the HPS Project area. See list provided 

by Larry Florin of the Port of San Francisco, dated November 25,1998, Exhibit E. Many 

of the Port tenant operations involve the use of large diesel vehicles which potentially 

could generate particulate matter emissions. The Project’s cumulative traffic and trafflc- 

related air quality impacts in light of these Port operations should be examined in more 

detail. 

The Revised Draft EIS/EIR describes the cumulative traf& volumes at the Third 

StreetKesar Chavez Street intersection and on U.S. 101 and I-280 Freeway segments as 
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significant and unmitigable impacts. See Draft EIS/EIR, pp. 4-6 and 4-7; B-28. It is 

predicted that some mitigation measures, including the proposed Transportation System 

Management Plan (TSMP), would reduce but not eliminate the cumulative traffic 

congestion. The Lead Agencies should not defer the analysis of the mitigation measures 0 PlO-11 

for traffic until an HPS Transportation Management Authority has developed the TSMP. 

At this stage of the planning process, the Lead Agencies should consider a range of 

feasible alternatives and mitigation to address the traffic impacts. 

D. Cumulative Impacts 

The appropriate test for cumulative impacts requires first examining whether a 

standard is exceeded in the ambient atmosphere at any time during the life of the project. 

In this case, that is true for PMio and ozone for the foreseeable future. The Revised Draft 

EIS/EIR properly notes that the PMta standards is now being violated, and should also 0 PlO-12 

note that no plan for attainment of the state PMto standard is in place, the federal plan for 

ozone has been found to be inadequate to attain the standard, and the state ozone plan 

does not provide for attainment of the state ozone standard by any certain date. The 

Revised Draft EIS/EIR seems to take the “cop out” approach and simply says that 

” [w]hen considered in the context of regional population and employment, the Proposed 

Reuse PIan and Reduced Development Alternative would contribute to cumulatively 

significant and unmitigable traffic impacts.” Pg 5-8. As the Lead Agency responsible for 

project implementation under CEQA, the City of San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 

and the City of San Francisco, which have authority over land use, should suggest and 

evaluate alternative mitigation measures. CEQA Section 21002 states that “it is the 

policy if the state that public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there 0 PlO-13 

are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 

substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects. The CEQA 

Lead Agency in this project has the legal authority to implement local land use 

requirements and thereby implement feasible alternatives and mitigation measures. 

12 



- 

- 

E. Environmental Justice 

The President’s Executive Order 12898 requires the any federal action to evaluate 

environmental justice in minority and low income populations. The order directs each 

federal agency with an environmental or pubic health mandate to make achieving 

environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing disproportionately 

high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and 

activities on minority populations and low-income populations. Administrative law 

judges have held that EO 12898 requires agencies to employ a two part procedure 

whenever citizens raise an environmental justice claim. First, each agency must create 

early and ongoing opportunities for public involvement in the permitting decision. 

Second, agencies must conduct special health and environmental impact analyses 

focusing particularly on the minority or low-income community whose health or 

environment is alleged to be threatened by the facility. The Revised Draft EIS/EIR 

presents a very superficial and erroneous stab at this important requirement. 

First, the Revised Draft EIWEIR acknowledges on Page 5-l 8 that air pollutants 

will disproportionally impact minority and low income populations and then on Page 5- 

19 the Revised Draft EIS/EIR says that PMto will not have a high disproportionate effect 

on the HPS neighborhood. These seemingly contradictory statements must be explained. 

Either the Revised Draft EWEIR is saying that an air quality impact that is significant 

but not “high” is allowable, or that the HPS neighborhood does not qualify as a minority 

or low income area In any event the Revised Draft EIUEIR does not explain how a 

“regional commute pattern” somehow offsets or mitigates PMtc in the HPS 

neighborhoods. Page 5-19. PMtc generated, by increased vehicular traffic, will have an 

effect on the HPS neighborhood, and is acknowledged in the Revised Draft EIUEIR as 

up to 451 pounds per day in 2025. Page 4-25. Therefore, the Revised Draft EWEIR 

must evaluate the health and environmental impacts in an environmental justice context 

and not just assume it is a nonissue. 

II 
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We urge you to revise the EIS/EIR’to address the issues raised above. If you have 

any questions on this matter, please feel free to contact our office at (415) 442-6693. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Anne Lee Eng, StafT Attom>+ Jo 

l A certified student under the State Bar Rules governing the Practical Training of Law Students (PTLS), working 
under the supervision of Alan Ran10 and Anne Eng pursuant to the PTLS ruk. 
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Sandra R. Hernindeq M.D. 
Director of f-hlffi 

Ckfifornia Ezergy Commissicn 
Dockcz Unit 

RE: Docket No. 944X-1 

Ladies and Gendemcn: 

The se& ofthe San Fznlsco Depazmcnt of Pubiic Ecaith (DP,E) has rtviewed 
Presiding Membett Proposed Deksion en ff2~ San .Francisco &rp C’nwap~ ‘s 

-he 

Cogene.wzz~n Pmject dated 0c:ober 1995. The following are our CI&&. $nae m 
being submind in our role as intcrvenor for the siting c:rtific&on proc=ss. 

While the Drzft Pmposcd De&on anweis many of our earlier conczns regrding 
consauction znd operxion of the projec, DPH be!ievcs th: mos: imporant h&h issue 
&xed to tf;c siting of the San Fkncisco Energ Company is the air contaminants 
produced by efiis projec We cannot concur witi tfie Caiifomia Enew Commission’s 
(CEO proposed findings tfra pojca emissions will dtfinitive!y not result in adverse 
heAh tfks CO the people of San Emcisco and pticulariy to tfic Bayview f3mcrs 

Point neighborhood 

The Find Staff Assessment s-~stts chat qproximac!y 50 tons per year of P!& will 
gene=ced by his project EC s&f has stated chat P5flo emissions 41 have a 

bt 

significant h4th imp~t ad ti they should be miti,oaccd. DPX agg witi EC staff 
char absent qpmpriacc micigtion. these emissions cm have a ncgtive hcith imp= 

. 

Air quaky czn have an impac; on respiratory ilksscs. morbidicy and morraiiry.. There 

. xc multiple scientific smdies which show that P!Mlo pollution is associatcA, with 
numerous tiversc health cz?ec~ including toti motiity, czrdiov;lscuiar an&or 
respirzo~ morality. hospiti admissions for asrhmas and respiratory diagnoses. 
emergency visits for astfrmzs and rrspirtxory diagnoses, divy enties of as&ma sacks 
and bronchodiiaor ilse. and Wed pulmonary function. These findings can be 
drxczd we!1 below current E?.\ sand&s for P&. (Se: zrx!M EIealth Zfetzs oi 
P*xTicxIafe Air Pollution.) 

564-2600 107 Grove Street San Ffarl~. CA 94702 



DPH is not convincti ti EC s&f’s prpposd P.Mlo miri,@on masure to sod two 
playgmmds in the nci$borhood adqmciy addresses health irnpaczs in this arez 
.Mid,@ng the Iargz pticxiazs found in the piaymund doa not address the mitigation 
of combuszion -produczs which art rt!easd into the air by a v&cry of dEer=x souses. 

DPH is exmne!y conczned abour any net in-es in sourca of air pollution which 
may affect IS~ heaich of this cormnuniry and the rcsz of San Francisco. If rhe EC aUows 

’ the siting at the Port site. DPH would seek miti,@on for the Bayview Hunters Point 
neighborhoods of both Iarge @da and the more ciiniuiIy relevant P.3&. This 
mi&uion can be ~ompfisSed thmugb &her rhc binding cmunirme~t of PGE’not to 
operyc Hunters Point Unit’s 3, & 3 3ftcr this prOje=t coma on he - or impicmencxio:! 
of odxr souh=-fckxtion prom (Set aUac!d Possibie PMlo Miti,@on -Maszzres.) 

Sinczeiy, 

SalldIzl R Hm;lndtrM.D. 
Dirccror of Huh 

CC: Prcsidczr ArthurJackson 
He&h Commidon 
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Air poiiution was identi;‘;ed as a’cause cf incre!rsed RDr2ljq in ‘re C 
part of i3i.Z centq wit!! episcdes cescribed in t7e &use'Valley &i*JgYn 
EO.’ Ocmre. Pennsyivania fn IW.* ant several episodes in L~ncon.~.’ 

?oiluZnG in + +*e air are varie4 ?otY by CheWcal ccmoosftfon and by sj~. it 
is not entirely cle rr whi ct c:qxnexs are resonsibl e for he21 t? effcz - 
tixal susaendti partfcles. part:cJiatt mater less t!Yan 10 m in d:asr 
(P!%tro) fine particles (G-5 -1 uitrafine partfcles (~200 nm) sulfazs, acjdic 
aerosols. sulfur dioxide. czon2 or o*er pollutants. 
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. PH~cJ is a mmre eq~loyed by air quality control efforts and. as SUCT. is a 
CJmnlY USSd EZSUre in szdies of the healt’l. effects of air pollutfon. &e 
rzcect work suqgesis :iat =!is manner of measurement is -do c,qde -a 
accxateiy pinpoint ‘2;e ca~1s2 of heaiL eifec-6. It aopesrs t!!at parricles 
22.5 Lrm may have a dfffertnt effect than those ~2.5 m. Fur=jer;;;ore. Lyert 
dn SuSg2S%OftS *at uitidfine particles may be the most imortant 
PO~~uEnts"~' !Lipsert. orai cofrzwnication). %is ~mlica&s me measuring 
probb sin weight is the my Pkis measumd per &of air. 
3is 922 ZpiGf very li--1 

Pzr,icIes of 
-e and. as sue!. mkz m siSni3can:t corr,l'bu',ion to 

the weight of PFh0. &sides paticie size. theft arc differences in ciEnnc21 
C~SJpOSftiOn Of these pdftfdss from acfdic to neutral. 32 ml2 aat tjqe 
GhmiCal makeup Of pdrifcles plays in crett?nq hetlt3 eff=z is also ~CJZ 
clear. ft is possible t'at any parzicies mall encu@~ to rtitiq tie alveoli of 
tie lungs can crex2 s2rious infi~tfon. mcardless of c3Mcal 
reactivit~.~-~ 

c 

Given :his undekanding of t3e hesrogenous nature of ‘P&II as a ~01 a 
msuft po~~utfon. it becpazs clear that the ~~fsumd weisnx of PMm' may 
include a large account of material whim a-ally has little or no eifzcz on 
health. Never&less there art rrultfple ssdi2s whit!! show that &I pallufon 
is dssoci dU!d wi f3 nmerow adverse heal I3 effeczs .‘.a Indices which have be2n 
lne2sur2d with regard to P)?;J include total morixlity. cardiovasc-lar and/or 
resoirwry morcaliq. hosoital tdstissions fw ascbxa and respi ratcry 
di aqnoszs. e.mqency visits for ax!! and tespirawry diagnoses. diary 
2ntr'es'oi as=- atzcks tnd’Sflnc?cdi later use. and decreasec?. pulmonary 
function. Ecre recently the I$ have bw~ CAO metaanaiyses which have made tie 
cas2 that P!?:3 are not just associated tiicLh heaM pmbie?ls. but that tf2y 
actually caus2 i?~eC-~ 

OSid uses prsposed cri serf a for inferring czusalit) -ito examine six tfme 
series sadi es. including one i n Sdnu 5; ara County. and a nmer of cfoss. 
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scion szdies . These ctf teri d are: (I> ccnsisencj of t.Se assoctatfon. (2) 
SF& ficz yy oi tie assoc:‘ation. (31 exi sznc2’ of a dos2-r2Sponse cufl2. (4) 
5 z3gL7 of t3e asscci ation (5 > coherence of t’le associ atf on wi 21 omer known 
faczs . and (61 biolcqic giausibility of Oe asscciatfon. He Cxc’luderf t,?ere“ 
wds st,?ong SUJJC&T for a c$al rti ationship berdeen P!+o and adverse he21 t!! 
e ffeczs . al t?cugh t5e poiiutanti and L?e biologic mc%nis;;r remined unkmwn. 

Occkery and Pooe3 review! 32 his?z’, of ~Ofk on the h2ziLf’I effer. of dir 
pcllutfcn as tie?i 2s ;zior2 rgcz~t sZies on mrjidi ty and mrzl i ty . Tney 
examined ‘rec25: series fcr consis tency (all szzdies resti simiiar 
conclusions) and csher2gcy (a range of heslL9 
me+nodr al? ocz~r as a result of increases in 
present. 80~7 Ost~o and Mockery found a dose 
i nCreas2 of IO &ti rgsui t2d in 
. a Lf i nc723se in overall mortal i tlj 
. a 3.4: inc72tse in r2spiratory mortality. 

effects 1~asur2c! by different 
P&O). They found Sot? to be 
r2sponsc rei ati ohshi p. An 
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Is -. 
0 a 1.4: i nctease in cardiovastJ1 ar mortality ta sf gni ficant nmoer of deaths 

because of t!e ebsoiute number of CardiOvaSCd ar deX%) 
. a i-1.9: inctease in hospital atissions for as.LhM and otW r2spiratory 

i 11 nesses , 
. a 2.?-3= incr%t in brontiodilator use and as&&m atzaC.& in as*;rhmatics 9 

’ These effztj cccur at levels bell below the am-2.~ federa szancards for PHI: 
po? lut’.an. Post irrJ)ocmt. szfdies inditatz 27at ther2 is no lower tW2shold 
beit% whfch these prcble!ns oo hot occur. 

80th authors describe consistmq. specificity. close-response. st!!ngth and 
cohermt as bei ng pment i n the analyzed studies. Therefore. what mnai ns . 
to pm2 causality is primarily a beti% unders*tanding of the biologic 
response to PHI~ and fur;Ver study to look at qualitative di fferenm ber&2n 
sources of con&t ?!%I in order to iffprove specificity. . 

. 

SemrrY' et al propose a hypothesis to respond to the n22d for biologic 
plausibility in of&r to prove cause. One of the facms to be acmn4 for 
in causality is the failure to observe increases in mrxality in uor!c2~s 

emosed to dust. This paptr suggests tdo msom why tcIi 5 might be so. 
Fi fsz. t!e working pm1 atjon is in betzr health. ui th less ‘chronic ai rday 
dfssm and ari&osCietosis. and t!!ereforz is less likely tin resilond tD 
expcsure by dying. Seed. the u&an pollution cloud is predorninahtly mall 
acidic partfcles while ‘industrial dust clouds cmist mainly of mC7 laq2r 
particles usually fomer! by the abrasion of rocks. 

. 

Prl:a is j mi x*&r2 of particles of df ff2.znt sire and c!!e!niCal CcIqOSi tf On. 
Several s-adies have at*Aqtcd &a dettmine %hiti qonencs are r2SponSibte 
for Z2 noxious eifeczs of P!%J. There have been animal ssrrdies whici r2\ at2 
particle sit2 to toxic affects. Rats exposed W titanium oxipe in 0.25 pa and 
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been ShOwn to cause acute pulfrz~nary tpxi ci ty in ra= . 1o Tne hypot’lesi s s;ates 
t!!d’L very Small but czemcaliy reactive gar:iclcs in urxn air pollurfon 
producz a similar reaczicn in humans. Further. t!!at alveolar infl2n;na;fon 
induced by t!!ese small parz’cies czatzs a rise in plas;na visc=sfty. . 
ffbri nogen. faCZr V?! and plas;;n’ncgen dCz?vdzr inhibizr whic.‘1 are 
predfc,ive Of c3rciovascxiar disease.” Eeexn er al= suggest that &e are 
ci fferencts in LTe heal $I tfftrx pr-4 + = -,LcA by dust and by urban air poi lution 
and L!dt 37ese Ui fferences are primari ly due to particle size. Oykaynzk and 
Tnurstofl exMi ned t!!e association beaeen particle size. composf tion and 
sourt,o . and mortzlity. They cx~luded tAat fine parzfcles (2 2.5 $Uand 
sulfates were rrrore c3nsistently and signiffc3ntiy related to morai i Tj rates. 
Tot31 parzfcle mass. uhiC!! include5 coarse particles. was oftsn not 
signi f;‘csfx. Particles from indus--+ l . ,a1 sourtes and cod? ccnrbus';icn wett 
apparently more significant contributors to mortality than were soil de.rived 
particles. 

w Ostr3 examined t!!e rtl ationshi ps bexen sul fates. tota? suspended 
. parcicu?ates (X9. and fine VP> and inhalable (IPI particAates and 

mrbidity. x? -includes parzic?es up to 30 @I in diameter. IP are 
‘c predctinately under I5 m. wirile FP and sulfates include panicles less than 

2.5 JHU. me resu?ts of the analysis indicate that sulfates have the greatis;= 

t’ associ ation wi tR resciratory morbidity and the otner partiul ate measures may 
be usoci at!?d wi iR morbidity . The different MU? ts may be a result of 
di flerent lag times to respiratory effect. Suifates may be a surrogate 

- measure for Sulfuric acid aerosols which product a response within one week. 
Other parzicu?ates have a 2-A week ?ag tinr. There time diffxences may be 
due to different biologic resoonses to exposure. . 

t 
Sc%dam et a7 a4 f&l a P&O dose dege.nde.nt increase i n. as3ma rei ated 
e!nerge.ncy roan visits. with no evide.nce of a threshold in Seattle. a comity 

C where 24 hour F!& concentrations never exc,Med 70: of the current federal 
amuient air quality sfzndard. 

. 
- 

Pope” said in a telephone intzview -Ath t!e Oepcrtxent about his lecture that 
‘We’re not certain if the health af%czs are due ta pdrzicie size or c!~tical 

e corqosition but t!~ ef%cts are different.’ (of exposm 3 ccmi~~st~on related 
perzfcles corrrpared to particulate mater from soil). 

L There is 1 ittle question t??at the .re is an associ ation betkeen P&it0 ai r 
pollut’cn and respiratory r;or=idity. including as-m. and mortalizl. The 
available data also suggest a causal relationship. Asthma is the r;~st car;;non 

h chronic illness in childhocd.-” From II-121 of Airiqn Afriiriczn and a-4: of 
khitz ciildrcn are t?orW '~3 have as%ua at some po;nx in cili?dhood.U 

w African American children are also UE seriously affected by as-3una: the U.S. 



ast%na deat!! rate fCr this srouo MS nearly six times t!!at of whites for 1%0- 
82: 6.35 per miliion ciildren l-19 years old WEUS 1.27 per million. aJ-1' 
As~bna has also bee.rl identiiie" as beins a gresttr prcclem for inner city 

. children. prCbably mre assCciatsd with poveftj t!an wi3 raC2.' 

The San Francist: IJepar,rrnt of HeaiL! does not have gcod spafic data uith 
whic,i TV measure c,e level of ast%a and.othe. c respiratorj proDims in the 
city 2s a whoie or :‘n Zayview tinters Point: speciiicaliy. However San 
PranciscC has signiffcrntly higner ram for asthma *mrtZlity in white males 
t+an t,as fCr =Te State for ttx period ES - 1,587. For 3e period 1%8- 1992. 
bad XI preliminary aztz. the rate for Lati no males in San Francisco is 
significantly higher t9an for the Stil~.~ 

Eesides 'Lfie &era1 infomtfon frm otiet populatfons described above we have 
t?e following limi* infcmatfon whim sucsests that there my be a problm 
with respiratory iiinesses in Sayview Ztster5 Point. The tmst mimn teSSon 
for a clinic visit p $outYeasr Health Center: located in sayview Hunts 
Point. is respiratCq symptms. Ihhalers are also a larger propcrtfon of 
presctipticns issuer! than at any other OPH health chmrs. - 

. 
Tine California Energy &mission Paiic Healtr Appef!ix looked at 1% 
hospital disc.har$ data for San Franc:sc& Their characzriration of Qayviw 
tbntzrs PCint is cansiderzbly laker than ir,at usually unterstmd by ?e 
couzmity: zip cCdes vii0 (Hssion). 9412 (Exc~lsfcr. !ng!gside ard Ocea!: 
View) ?4124 (&vim *nL., 0f-f PQint).&ld'?4ld4 (ViSi'dtiC.? Valley). Rey fOUXld 

that rates of hospiUiitatfon for bmz!!itis and asthma for cbilden less than 
13 years of age in t3is am we.- & significantly higbe!. umpared tC t!Ie rest Cf 
San Francisco: 1.539/1000 c*3qafed to .738/1000. 



Referwces 

7 m. 

2. 

‘: “. 

4. 

‘5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Fi rker J . Fcg along cte ??euse '/al ley. Trans. Faraday SK. 1%: 32: X52- 
ll?i. 

Shrenk EH. Heimann H. Clayun C. Gafafet Ml. Uexier H. Air poliution in 
Doncm PAZ: Egiamoicgy of t!e unusual simg episcce of kooer. l%8. 
Pteiim. Rep. Pmlic Hesit 2~11. No. 306 1949 Public Healm SCTI. 
Uashington.X. 

Logan UPO. Tart a-w”. rort31ity in London fog incident. Lancer 1SS2: 264(f): 
36-3 * 

Scot: JA. Tne LcnCcn fog of Oecedzet. 1962 Med. Off. I?63: 10?:250-252. 

Feri n J . Cberdorster G. Penney OP. Pulmonary retent:on of ultra-fi:ne and 
fine par;;cles in rags. ~a J Respir Cell Ml Viol 1552: 6:535-342. 

Ferf n 4. Oberdcnter S. Penney OP. e!z al . Increzsed~ pu’lmonarj cxkity of 
ul t-a-fine parz$cles? 1. pamdcle clearance. tradocation. msry,holoqy. J 

Aersol Sci l990: 21: 381-384. 

lkrham Sk Air pollution ard st’Jdent hedith. Arc’r bimn health E%: 
28:241-2%. 

Thibodeau U. Reed M. Bishop YHl. Karmrerwu~. LA. Air pollut?on and human 
health: a review and reanalysis. Envimn Health Perspec’: 1980: 34:16S-lSS. 

Ware JH. Thibodetu LA. Speizer FE. Colors 5. Ferris % Jr. Asseswlent Of 
t!e he21 ~7 effects of atzospnerf c sul fur oxides and part: c’l ata ~Zttef: 
evi dence from observational studi es. Environ Health PerspEt Ml: 41:25- 
276. 

lO.Uare .??. Ferris aG Jr. Oockery Ok. Spengler JO. %ram 00. Speizer FE. 
Efieczs of aicnt sul fur oxides and suspended par-tic1 es on rcspi ratory 
heai th of preadolescent children. em Rev Respi r Ois 1586: 133:334-842. 

11. Ozssen U. hnekl __ rpaf 9. Hack C. et al. Oecline in ‘children’s pulmnary 
function during an air pal lution episode. J Air Pal lut Control ASSOC 1986: 
36.1223-1227. . 

12. @t~c!~ery DU. Speiter E. ~txm 00. Ware JH. Soengler JO: Ferris BC Jr. 
of&-2 of imalajle particles on respiratory hezlti of clclildren. AI Rev 
Respir Ois I$!?: 13?:f37-Sg4. % 



1t aat% CV. SizZc 2. Air poll&ion and hospital admissions in snut7er-n b”. 

Ontxio: tie Kid smef hoze eifecz. Envircn Res 1287: 43:317-33l. 

14.!Zoc!cer,y CW. Scbfdf~ J. Soengltr - 3. Air pollutfon and daily mrzlity: 
Assoc!ations wit*, parzic~lates and acfd aerosols. Environ. Res. ES2: 6;: 
362-373. 

7: Fairley 0. ad. >e reiationsfiip of daily morzlitj ZY suscendec partblates in 
Santa Clara Csunty. 1$90-I%6. Environ. Heal';': Perspec:=. ISI: 84: E-566. 

15. Sc.%an 3. Dockets Dw. hC‘ -escd mortality in Philadelphia asscciatpA vi:. 
daily air pollut-;on cpncentraticns. Am. Rev. Respir. Ois E,cSZ: i45: 600. 
604. 

!Xc?warz J. ASr poilutfon and daily mCrLa'iity in 8imingham. Alabama. ti j. 
Epidesriol 1953: 137:1136-11X 

19. Pope U III. Scbarz 3. Ransom rR. Oai ly mortality and Ptb pollution in 
Utah Vailey. Arc!!. Envimn. HealL 1,092: 47: 2X-217. 

S.Sc+waru J. Parzicuiate air pollution and daily mortality in Oetmit. 
Environ. Res. El: 56:204-2X3. 

2C..%hwartz3~ Cockzy OK PaEkxlate air polluticn and daily twtality in . 
SteuSe.nville. Ohio. Am. J. uide!Mol. E92: 136:=-l? 

21. Thurston El. It0 X. Lippnxann M. The role of particulate US vs.. atidfty irr 
the sulfate-respiratory hospital acbissions association. Preprint 3% . 
11.03. Presented at kmu. Meet. Aft Was= )ianage. Assoc.. 86ti. June 13-E. 
1442 Denver CC . . 

22.;ihurstpn GC. Ito K. Kinney PC. Lipparann k A multi-year study of air 
pot,?ution and respiratory hospital admissions in three New York siXe 
metmpoli tan am: Resu'lts for I!,088 and l?E smws. J. Exgos. Anal. 
Environ. Epidwioi. 1592: 2:24?-SO . . 

23Sc?warz j. Slater 0. Lawson TV. Pierson E. Koenig JO. Pamcflate air 
pollution and hospital effbergenq mom visits for as*- in Seattle. Afx. 
Rev. Respir. Ois. M3: 147925831 

24.Samet Jfl. Speizer FE. Bishop Y. Spengier JO. Ferris BG Jr. T'ix relationship 
between air poIlut;'on and emergencj roOm visits in an indw*trial csmrsmity. 
J. Air ?ollut. Contql Asscc 1581: 31:236-240. 

a 



25. Sunyer J . Sdez ?I. tluri 110 Cl Cas~l 1 ague J . flani ner F. And Jt!. Ai r 
poi luricn and ezergenclj mm &nri ssf ens for timnic obs’rucr?ve pulmnary 
disease: a S-year s’;rdy. Am. J. E$idde.!niol. 1553: 137:701-702. 

t 25. csti--0 80. Lipse r, rJ. f+nr: JK. Braxtw&ens H. whi t2 EC. Air pol lutfcn 2nd 
as=! exaczmations among A ftican Anwican c!?i ldren in Los Angeies. in 
press 

- 27.0~~0 3. Tine assoc: atjon of air poi lution and mortal i ty: examining Lye case 
for infergncz. Art>. Envi ten. Hl tf. 1593: 18 :336-342. 

- 

Z 

t  

I  

C 

28. Oockery DU. Pope CA III. ACT it Respi tatory effeczs of partfculas air 
pollution. Am. 2ev. Public Healtk 1994: X:107-132. 

E.Seatzn A. Mac!& W. Oondson K. adden 0. PaKicrJlatz air pollution and 
acxe hetl tf~ tifeczs . Lance:. 1%: 345: 176-178 

30.Uarheit 06. Seidel KC. Carakostas HC. Hartsky PA. AtZenuation of 
perfluom~olymer ~UJSZ pulmonary toxicity: effects of filtzrs. cctiustion 
Et,od and aerosol age. Exp r?01 Path01 1990: 52: 309-325. 

. 
31:Lowe G0. Laooratory investigation of pre-thromcotic szat~. In: Potizr L. 

Thornszoir’ 4%. eds. Xwoaabosis and its managwnt. Edinburgh: Churchill 
Livingszone. S?3: 31-46. 

32. Czkaynak B. Twston 59. Associations between I980 U.S. &wzal i ty rates and 
alternative measures of airborne particle conciliation. Risk Analysis 
2987: 7:44W6i. . 

33. bS”r17 a. Associations be-e% morbidity and alternative ~UWE!S of . 
parSclua= mdtzr. 2isk Analysis. EO: 10(3>:4&427. 

34 Sciuarzz J. Satzr 0. Larson N. et al. Parziculatz aft pollution and . 
hosoital eswgency mom visits for asthraa in Seattle. Aa Rev Req Ois 
1553: 147: 8ZGl. 

35. Pope c1 III. mustion saurcz patiiculate air pollution and human health: 
causal association or csnfounding. Presented at Air and Mast Manage. Assoc. 
Coni. Apr. 1445 Prrziculate mtter Health and Regulatory Issues. Pittsburgh 
PA. 

36. Newac!!eck PU. 8udetti PP. Hal fon N: Trends in activity-1 iti ting chmnic 
conditions among aildren: ;W 3 Public Heala 1986: 76:178-184. 

37.tQ.k H. Jchns-an 2. Abbey H. Tal&m RC: Prevalqnce of as-& and heala 
servict ucilizarion of as--tic c;tildren in an inner city. J AliergJ Grin 
IUIWM 1982: 70: 367-372. 

7 c 



35. 

40. 

Stx2s. r,cao. VOi II. ~~r-ality. Par, A. !JhY! ?ti. NO. (PHS) ES-1101. 

PfiJblic kt73 SeWcz. !Jasning-Jn, CC: @vt PrinCng Offic:. 136: Table 1; 

25. p 278. 

Nati ona 1 Ctnrer fsr Hezlifi StztiS:iCS: Vi Cal Stzrisz?cs of t!Cle United 

states. ISI. voi II. ~~rt~ijty, Par, A. OHS Pub. NO. (PHS) 66-1101. 

Public Heal3 Serricz. &shing-dn, Cc: Qvt Printing Office. 1?86: Tabie I- 

-25. p 20. 

National Cexzr for Heal', SI'dtjstjcs: Vital Statistics Of tfie Uni'2d 

Statei. E82. Vol II. mr-dljty. Par, A. OHfiS ?ub. NO. (Pt51 86-112. 
Prrblic Heala Serrict. uasjyinran. (3C; @vt Ptinntjng Office. 1986: Table l- 

2s. p 20. 

4LMalveaw FJ. Houiihan 0. Diamnd EL. Charac2xistics of asi%a nrrkxlity 

and mmidity in African Americans. J. of As-m. 1??3: 30(6): 4147. 

42.Cdliforzia 0epar.m of iiealttl Services. Gronic Obsziuctive Lmg Disessc. 
Dear!% and Hospitalizar'lms. California E83-387. Tectmical Repot? No. 4. 
February EZ: and preliminary E88-,. 1cQZ dau provided by tie tkpcrBmt of 
Heai'LCI Sewice% $vircnumal Health Investigations Brati. 

pOilUClO?l 
. 

d 

Y 

- 

. 



t 

- 
,Meuure I .4mo,uarPMlo ~Mixig~tajt~~ :. :, ~~yosinxwG~~r-,~~~ .,.::,... : 

I. 
.. . ..’ . . ._ . . . . :: . . ‘... _, i _ ,..: ..‘I _ . .T’. . . -.. . . I 

A Pe.manenr Ciosure oi Unialowu @iii aiso improve Millimal 
PC&= iiunttn Point Power 
P!&2U3 

orhcrairqualiryp~~) 
- . 

B. IA&e &y cooiing tower 52 Kous per year W million 
w- for SirC Power Plant 

-, C. Instime wood burning in 

I 

Unknown To be dcmind 
fircpiac+ conuoi progam in I 
San Francisco 

I I 
D. IS&KC motor vtiicle , 1 Unknown 1 To be de-wxhd 

1 operarion fcsIric=ion program 1 I I 

E. Ram3 MU81 buses 59.1 miiiion 

1 F. Retrofit NORCAL refuse 150.5 tans per year (liked 1 58-S miilion 
Krucks I beaefit) ‘I 
G, Retrofit Laidlaw school 1 .J KON per -year (limited 33.6 million 
buses benefit) 
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‘%&g threatens SF. ,Oesidents, study finds 
A ssocinlccl f ress ; *5/d -- -- 

Snn Frnnciscans ore 31 high risk 
of tlyinb Croni nir l,olllilio~l-relolecl 
lienllli prol~lems. according lo lW0 
IICW studies releusecl yeslerdov. 

In one or the new slutlies, George 
D. 'I'l~urslon nntlolhers 81 lhe Iiisli- 
tule 0r Environmenlol Medicine 31 
New York University Medico1 Cen- 
let cum )arecl murlrdily figures in 
nine IJ. k . cilies during lhe 1980s 
wilh levels d five differen oir Id- 

hl~oul :I percent of tlenlhs'in lhe 
llnilcd Stoles tiicli yeor ure associ- 
iiletl willi ocule episndes of air pollu- 
lion, mefmin 

It 
lhoussnds of live3 

coultll~ et ris if errorIs lo roll hnck 
cleen-nir lows succeed, researcher3 
enitl in presenlin ' the Iwo slutlies lo 
the Internnliono 1 Cderence or lhe 
Americnn 'I'horucic Suciely ontl 
~~ericon I.ru~g Assnciolion in Seal- 

The analysis rotl~d Ihnl Il0us1011 
resitlenls had lhe lowed risk of ex- 
periencing increosd morlnlily a3 
lmllulion ruse, while Son Roncisro 
resitlenls - slll~ouglr they cnjoyctl 
the clernesl air overall - hod lhc 
liighesl. 

lnle mnller and ozone "rl~pearetl 10 
llnve lhe 1n0sL consislenl associo- 
Lion willi morlnlily." 

The researchers also 3nitlll~3lliv- 
in in 3 city will1 II mild climale and 
re e alively clean air tloesn'l uecessar- 
ily mean our cl1u11cc3 dgetliiig Id- 
lulion-re *letI l~colll~ l~rddems ore r 
less lhnii in 0 tlirlier city with ex- _. 
lreme weolller. 

Dr. Alfred Munzcr, immediate ps31 
president ol the AI,A. 

"Over lhe eors we Ilsve learned 
lhnl Lhe prob CIII~ caused by air pol- r 
lution 3re flu worse IIISII we had ini- 
liolly anticipeled," Munzer said."A 
recent study IBY the Al.A sh~~wetl 
(.I131 3l~l~roxintnlely Ill0 million 
Americnns live in 3ren3 lhnl ore nd 
fit IO hrenlhe in terms dune air pol- .a 

"'l'here was nn cily Iliol we sow 
where there was no elfed from rir 
pollulian," 'I'lmr9lon said. I'srlic~~.- 

'We Iwo 3tuclies cunsitleretl slalis- 
licol link3 IK~WWII l~~dlulion levels 
niwl eilher liospilnl scln~iesion3 or . 
lnortolity ia 3evernlAmericnn cilies. 
I\olh 9ulq~orlecl enrlier sluclies 
elbowing incrersecl respirntory rind 
cnrtliovnsculor proldcms when llie 
levels Or cerlrrin pollul1111l3 rise, 3rd 

lulonl nlone - ozone:- 
'I'he sludies looked al slslislics in 

New York, Atlon~a, I~OIISIOII, Sl. 
l~nlis, Chicngn, I)etrail, Minneapu- 
lis, Son Frfinciaco and 1.03 AII 

One refIson kbr Ilouslon'3 f 
eles. 
nwer 

nntl Snn 12rcincisco's higher morlnl- 
ily rates, 'I'lrurslon 3peculoletl, was 

,..  ‘..‘... . , - , :  t  --. .-  e.;- *p-‘wi>r, .&. 
--_... _- -.- 

4, 

lI1ol00percer~lultlou3lon resittenls 
lid air conctilinning, encournging 
them lo slay inclnurs and lillering 
0uL some conlnminanls on high-pal- 
lulion days. Only ahuul IO 
of San Francisco resitlenls Iad air 
contlilioning, he 3nitl. 

P 
ercenl 

"flosicull 
Frnndsco, w r 

, the people in !jnrl 
len pollution levels are 

high, hove IIO plnce lo hicle," he 33itt. 
. . _ 
Ile noletl Ihal IA)S Angeles resi- 

dents nlso hod a high rnle d oir COII- 
tlilioning, and rlll~nugl~ Lo3 Angeles 
"had far and rway the highest ~oIIII- 
lion levels, its overoll rrir 
mortolily risk was IIO 

~olluliun 

SOII Francisco's." 
hig ler I tIlnn 

The second study - comparing 
pollulion rnles wibh hosl~ilal a&llis- 
sions in New Ilaven, COIIII., antl't'n- 
comn, Wuah. - fuuiwl a similnr pos- 

I 

siblelink belween risk anclclimale.:' 

'I'ocoma ha3 a milder climale Ihan:' 
New tloven, meoning "you're more:: 
likely In be outdoon, you're mure** 
likely to have window3 open you're ': 
less like1 
on,” snic r 

to hnve Ihe airconciilioner:' 
Joel Schwsrlt d lhe Ilar- ;l 

vnrcl Scl10uI 0r I'uhlic Ileallh, wl10 . 
conclucleO the nlutlv. ;; 

Given lhe snme level of pollulr~~t .: 
in each cily, "your exposure i3 likely :: 
lo he hi&!r" in 'I'acnm3 - 3 hy- :, 
pothesi? home out hy more steeply , 
mcrensmg hospilal atlmisaiuns for 
respirulory clisenses in'l'ncoma Illon 
New llaven when pollution worsens, ; 

; 

he snid. 
'a 'I'he new studies odd weigh1 to ev- 11 

itlence lhnt mnny heallh prol~lems in " I 

the United Slales are associalecl : 
will) eir pollution. 

- -. 
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Sail\, Rai;,w 
\-ice Cha:: and Prts:<ing 3ltmSer 
C.~LIFOR’I.~ ESERG)’ COM4fISSIOS 
1516 %h Srrter 
Sacramento. C.4 95Si4-5512 

Charles R. Imbrechr 
Chaiznan and Second Member 
C.ALIFORUI.4 EXERGY CO!4l.\lISSIOS 
1 i i 6 9th SIXI 

RE: Sap Franckr\ Energy Corn-,an>‘s Sire Remedjaricn .~d P>l i0 >lj:i,oation 
Issues Listt? 1~ The Committee’s Order Dated .~ugus: 7. 1995. 

Des: ComMssioners: 

Enclcstd please find ;he tes;imorJes of Dr. David Fairj!- and Peter Si:aEss ;z,r the 
hearxg scheduled far k~rember iZ. 1995. in regard 13 si;e remedia:jon ant P>j 15, 
miii,cl:ix issues li s;td 
2zy q uts:ior?s 

in :he Commirze’s orde: dated .Aq~st f . 1995, If !ou haye 
regar2ins the :nclosed materia: A. piease do ~101 hesitate tc :onu:r me. 

Aan Ramo 
Anorne) fcr Inrervenor 
Morpar! Heights Hcmew~ners .%rxia!inn 

hi CSCit 
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TESTIJlO.\‘l’ OF DR. D.41-D) F.4IRLEY 

I 

- 

C 

- 

I. TSTRODL-CTIOS 

Q. Dr. Fairle::. pie~st s;a!e >‘our name. empioynen: and ~~a1ifica~ior.s. 

.A. 341 came is Da\.id Fairicy. I am J CT rre~l\’ the s*r.tisGcit:: for tie B2!. -Area .qir 

Qua!iry ~lanape.mex District. u.hich has responsibilirl; for the regularion of s;a;ionarl, 

sources of air polluric n in the San Francis:@ Bay Area. I have been employed by fhe 

District since 19X’. Prior 13 tha! tir,? I was an assisztnt professor of stLztis;ics at Ohio 

S:are L’r.i\.ersi:y frx 192 &rough 19s’. I graduated from Sunford Vniversiry ujth a 

Ph.D. ir: 1982. an? ~:et:iocsl~~ r eceived a B-4 in philosophy and an sl.4 in ma~hemaks 

from S2: Francko Sxe . . . Lri\.ersirt’. A full curriculum vi;ze iisring my qua!i-;leatians . 

is anachtd as Appendix I. 

Q. Dr. Fairle!. are I’- . w tes:i$ing today as a representative of the Bay .4rea .Air - 

Quality Mazagemenr Dlsrric:. 

A. So. I am res;i$kg as a :oncemed cikn. 

Q. Dr. Fairley. - I wou!ld t’ou brie% describe your background ar,d esPerience aiti tix 

?ol!utan;. Paxiculare Mane: less than 10 microns. alsc know as P.M:,:,. 

A. 34~ work for the Bay Area .4ir Quaky Manzgemenr District has focused upon 

PM:0 since 1991. I i;a\ *e tonducred srudks analyzing -he coxenfratiozs and 

somposkion of Bay Area P>l+ including a review of data from all Ba_t. .4rea 

monitoring s*xior,c. and szdies analyzing the souxes of PM;0 based on specia! s;uCies 

of uinrez;ime PXl!o. My smdies have included a review of rhe relaricnship beruzen 

P\‘Iic concenua:ioz and healrt impacts ix the Bay .4rea. ax! a study estimakg the 

eco,nom!c b:xefirs 1~4 Sea+ ;.,. of reducing P>llo concentraricz 1~7 the Ca!ifornia 
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standard. .M y paper. “The Re!ationship of Dail!. %loxaiir\. and Suspended PznicAates 

in Sax3 Clara Cocny . 1980-1986.” En:ironme~ral HeaM Pers*geai\x 1990. is one of 

the papers being UjL to &- - -*-+va!u2te the federai Phi 10 s-andzrd. and is among hose 

used b! the CEC in irs -Air Quziiry Va’.uarion Model. I ha\re reviewed papers and 

consxix? on ?.li:n isjZ$s in:Iu5in= = with CEC staff. I ha\,= presenter’, ?ape:s on PM:,, .- 

2yQ!\‘jjC and hCA[k. effeftj a! vaxouc t,,. ..w.- - =fiknical xnfertxes. incluting ->loxa!iry 296 

panlccla:e espos ure ir. Saxa C!ara County. Ca!ifornia. C-4 1980-86”. presexed a! the 

EP.4 Ph.1 :o Workshop. at Raleigh. Koch Carolina in November. 1994. 

Q. Asp -2n of your syudies. did ~YJ review the available medical and scienrifi: 

lir erarx:;t on PYll,: emissicns. 

A. As pzr: cf Tr:\’ 3z2r; :i, ;*.-:t and my work. I have had to re\,ieu. ar,d analyze the 1eaiiT.p 

neiic3.l. sciexiik. teck5c21 and qovexnenr21 apex\ published literarire regar5ng 

P~:1i. ii-. order 1~ de\ el~p r,y srudiec concerning the health impacrj from P>lii:c and the 

economic healrh beX%j of controlling PM:0 emissions. 

Q. .%re -c 1’~ 2152 f3mili2r nith the regulatop programs of Ihe CS Environmexral 

Prorexion Agcnc~‘. :he Sure .Ai: Resources Board and the Bay Area Air Qua!ir\ 

l!azzge~enr Dixrkr !;7r conrrol of PMIc emissions. 

.A. IIT the C2UTX @i my K,7ili - I have be:ome kncwledgeable about sixe and federal air 

cu3!iv s-zndards. I have some knonkdge of the District’s r:gu!atoy programs. . . 

II. P31,0 I\IITIG.ATIOS STRATEGIES FOR THE S.43. FRLICISCO 
EY-ERGY COYIP.i..Y 



A. j-es. I have reviewed the order. 

Q .\ie you a!% familiar Ukh the park reSOddiz:g mitigation appr80aCh praposcd b!. the 

Cor,pan!. to mitigate project PM10 emissions. 

Q. Do you be!ieve red’1 ,cin,o emissions of geolcgical material uou!d be an appropriate 

equivalent mitigation fOi pcwer plant emissions. prwided that the tonnages matched. 

- 

- 

- 

- 

.A. There is majorit> agree1 e, : 1 1 . though not unanimity. &at fine P!vl (often defined 2s 

p2rriculare matter less tll2:! 2.5 mi:rons in diameter). has a greater hez!th impact than 

coarse P11. Based on this majorit? vie=.. EP.4 s*dff plans to recommend mat the EP.4 

p!ronul,ca:t a P>l-.s srandard’. Power piant P3110. like otntr combustion-based PM. is 

thought ;c7 be a!most entire!y fine PSI. u.h tie3 neological PM 10 is mostI\- coarse 

\I:asurtmtnts made at -he District San Jose&h St. site indicate -hat more than 905 cf 

the geolz~i:a! PM10 is in the co2rse frazion. This SW~S~S that combustion-bastd P>l 

is mere of 2 health hazard than geological dust. 

Q. Do !‘zi: be!ie\.e mobile source PM emissions tiould Se 23 appropriate cquivalex 

. lX!pL, ‘T- for power plant P>f emissions. 

A. Ii the s2me people u’,.~ k. a~- -upcsed tc both. I would say the answer is >es. as botll 

consist mainlv of fine PM. In fax diese! exhaust appears to be highly car:incgenic. . 

L’ery possib!y more so than pwer plant P!LIIO. The only difficulty is that the residents 

ukh the highest power plznt espcsure are not n--- o--ssarii\ th: sac onts whc uould 

h2-:e :heir expcsures reduced b)- sni;chin,c bus:s from diese! to 2 cleaner tic!. On the 

OLk iiz,?d. it is l&:!y that all resid:nts \v8xld receive some berAt from reduction Of 



diese! eshausr. and a prime grou? of beneficiaries may be children. u.ho tend lo be 

ourdoors more and u.ho ride the bus more. 

Q. HCU u'~UIC! ~OC 2SStS- ; rhe appropriate mobiie source mitigarion for the project. 

A Fix. - it 3 imxrx: 10 unders-and t;?~ p0t~ti21 he.d$ tip2~rs from the Frajecr 

.4~xheP 2s .Gpendis 11 is rn!. surkTaq’ of srudies on hea!:h effec:s from P>l!0 

emissions. These sFJ!Gies show sxong. consistent associations ar leve!s below he 

current federal Polio s;andard. 30 other criteria pollutant measured by the Bay *Area 

.4ir Qualiry Management Dlstri:r iB.k4QMD). including ozone. carbon monoxide. . 

nirrogex Zicside. su!?z dioxide. and airborne lead. shows the range and sever@ of 

health effexr ar conctxrxio?L found in the Bay Axa. 

Q. How sigxfkanr is I he P\lii. r;?at the SF Energy power pianr u-ould generare. . we 

A. Mach peocle in :;?e air pollution field consider natural ,025 a “clean” fidelI. Bur tie . 

quantirl of natural gas combusrtd by a large power plant is enormous. For example. in 

199:. 25 average Sax Francisco household using narural gas used 68 miilion BTVs 

a,n.nuall\‘. fhis pcner plant would bum 1.790 million BTVs per hour. Thus.-the 

p@uZr i\ia;iI uwlC UX as m uch narural gas in less than 5 minutes as ypical househcld 

uSeC in a yezr. I; would use aimost as much as all San Francis:0 residen[s put 

:$erher. 

This much combustion produces substantial quantiries of ai: pollution. inciuding 

particula:es. EveTon: knows hew fireplaces generate 10s of smoke. A typical 

evening 5re produ:es about 5 pound of PMIlo. assuming about 20 pounds of wood 

burned (Larson and Koenig 199: 1. Thus. every day the poU.er plant would emit as 

much PMlc as 530 Fpical fireplaces. Conventional wood swvec produce P.LI;c at a 

iait of 15-20 gm’hour iBur;le f: e: al. 1990). Bumino continuously. this wouid prodxe 
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about 1 pound a da\‘. . Thus. the p~wr plant u.ould emit as mu:h PM1c as 250 u.ood 

stc\‘es buying continuously. Basei on the EMF.4CTF mode!. in the B2y .Area on a 

rlpical summer day there are 1.538 urban diesel buses avera&ig 106 miles per day . ax 

Fraducing 1. ! 80 pounds of PM:b. Td. the pou’er pian: UOA~ emit as much PMLI:, 2: 

389 1xb2x buses. This model 2!s3 predicx that the 17.52 diesel cars in the B2x. .\rea . 

uould produce 960 pounds per day. Thus. the power plant wouid emit mort P.“vi Iu 

than 12.000 diese! car;. driven an average of 22 miles each. 

Q How much would this affect B2y Area P-34 1 O concentrations. 

.A. Cnforrunattly . it is impcssibie to prc\.ide a direct esrimatc because the emissions 

frc7m se\Zral majcr P5I 1 O sources are poorl? estimated. In partkular. the %!!SSiCnS 

in\.tntor> lists dus; kicked up by tires as the major source of Bay Area P>ll,:. Recent 

analysis based on anal\*zing parricu!ates sampled directl! from the air suggest that only 

10 5 to 15 5 of Bay Area PM;0 comes from any ,oeological source. not just motor 

\.ehicies. but constrxrion. fxning. dust from open fields. etc. Tllerefore. it is ver) 

like!!. kar the emissicns in\:entov drastically overestimates this scwct. 

On the other hand. emissior5 from combustion of fossil fueis are lkely to be better 

sir?;2~~6. enough tc provide a rough estimate of the margina! contribution from this 

power plant. B2s,, -A on the B.LAQMD emissions inventory. fossil fuel :ombusrion 

axounts for about 26 tons per day of PMlO. This in:ludes contributions from motor 

\,ehicles. off-road vehicles. and residential and power plant namral g2s combcsticn. 

The proposed pcwtr plant produ :es 2 bit more rh29 13 of a ton of PM 1O per day. or 

2Sour 1 ‘200th of total fossii fue! emissioni. Fossil fw; a *a WITliSsiOIlS corstirxt 10% t@ 

i 5 5 of Bay Area P>liO concentrations. based on recent sourot appor;iormen;r 

analysis. Therefore. the power plant nould increase Bay Area P>llO concxrations b! 

b-w-1 2 in 4000 12 T iq 2000. -. w-. - . 



This is not mean1 to imply thar tie emissions from this po~ver plant Wouid be eveni> 

dis;ribured. \lod-Ti-0 results show that the increase in . w. ..= Phi 10 at some locarions near 

the power plan1 could be iO5 or more under ccxain conditions. 

A. The ncsr series PM10 health impa:r is increased morL2iir\.. Tu.2 rezerx srudies 

found rhar :ommun.ilries u.irh higher average PM10 conc:nrrz:ions had higher moxalir> 

rates. aker adjusting for other factors Ike smoking. age. oxupation. and so on. The 

two studies esrimated tha: morzliry would increase .; 5 an< .T 5. respectively. for an 

incremex to aver2ge P>ljg of ! g,o ,rn:. The average annual PLl i0 concenca:ion in 

the Bay Are3 is abou: 30 gg rn-. so the power plznr wouid ixrease iha: averrge by 

about XI ‘2000 = 0.015 ;,E 2: to 3011.5 ~‘2000 = 0.0225 gg rnz. This suggexs an 

increzs; in the mcrzaiiry :2x bewee:: O.O@- G 5 to 0.015ES. Berlveen 1999 and 1992. 

an a\.e:age of 42. OOCI B2y .ke2 residents died annually. Thus. the tu’c rtctn! studies of 

par,icuiares 2nd rnorM;v weld prekr thar the power plant would result in an s 

increase of Z to 6 de&s per year. It should be pointed oui tiaiar these studies do not 

prn\*e 3 causai rela:ionshi; be:ween PM10 and monality. onl! an associarion. . - 

?;everthelers. they fit into 2 Izrge body of evidence that sug,OesIs PM10 is responsible 

for a varity: of serious heziti effects 31 kveis below the :urrenr federal srand2rd. 

Critics of this causal hypothesis have been unable to fmd 3 fatal flaw and the? have 

f2i:ed to come UD with 3n akative hvpothesis to explain the results of these studies. . . 

P4110 is associated witi m2ny other L --ious health effects. inciuding increase3 as;hmz 

ar-dcks. emergency room visks. hospka! SLZ~S. and respl ‘r2lOq dis:ase. Tha: the pale: 

pl2nt migh! increase mo.~., ta;iq’ sign& [ha! ir could adverse!? affec; the hezlth of Ba> 

.4x3 residents in these otk: \\‘a\‘s a!so. 

Q. What ax the hez!rh imp--- 2-7s of the total PM10 levels witi :his projec! include< in 

Ihe San Francisco Bay .4x2. 
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.A. The ccrxx Ca!ifxk szn2ari L. L is 50 :g ‘III’. To reach tiis standard. Ba!, -Area 

P>l;o u.ould ha\.e to be reduce5 by 10 gg ,r;l' on the average. Based on the mor.aii;\ 
. 5. mtles mexlcnec 23r\ve. this a-zuld imply a drop iz moxa!i~ raies from 3 % to f 5 or 

a drop in ihe numbe: oi <ea:!?s per year be:ween 1.260 and 2.918 deaihs per )‘ear Ba-.- 

Area-u.:de. 

Q. Based upor, these heaki, inpc:s wha! does that sugges; as a mobiie sourze 

miriga;icn strategy for &ii facili?. 

A. Xr,y mobiie sourzt mirigaricn ~2 teg> should assure tha: at least an :;~a! arncun: 

of combuskn emissions are remove? 2s are emirrtd from tie pcwer piznr. .l.jjUninc 

ihe s2zz gtner21 locxicn as the pw’e: plant. th21 mesns tki an e?cii,2len: 2,i :eg 

diesel buses a.ould ;?a\~ ia be comzxed IQ anorhe: source Kit:? terc? cmissicr~s. 

Depend+ upon Ihe genera! location of ;Le mobile Sources. addition4 mobiit sourze 

emissions may ha--.e to be e!i...inate:‘,. Ir should be emphasized thar az! SK? iradeoff 

may not rotally mitigate tie pofizr planr’s impa:Is since the al’erape PMlO 

concenxations of residenrs dourwind cf the pew: planr may still es~rriext an 

Q. How ttould rhis kind cf mirigarion compart io the proposed mirigior. ?! resoddiq 

pla\.ground durr? 

A. To answer this question. one firs; has to have an appropriate measure of the 

amount of PM!ci emitred from tie selexed pla!gounds in San Francisco. San 

Francisco Energy has made 2 number of c ques:ionable assumpiions abou: rhe r?\z:all 

benefits from resodding ir. :LVO parks. a3h tnc bias consisiexi\. favora5ie tc 

:;7eT;ljC!\'e_F. b*har f0~i~U.f 2;: 2 Iterr;a:ive caitularicns base2 ir. paz on 2 dixssicn 

u.i:h Dr. Daie Giilzre. cne of tk~e sciezris:s upon a.hose work rhe -APL’ g~ideiints a;t 

based: 



L J 

2 Tine ~i~::~r~cxis art surrou?deC 5) O~S~F.X:IOPJ 10 *he UMC: buiidqs. Clr~ ezkk..e~~s ax.?c: t;ees 
7%: Your,,rz * iood Coiezz $a::grocnd !teS kttediare!y nex 10 a 30 0i 4 .ze::: kii!. I;, :3n::S. 2-x 
Hunte:‘s Pot;: me:eorologica! towe: is \pima!ly unobstrucred. 
b T:?c SU~C: rougkess kg& ha: SF EnerE assumes COZS~OX!.S to Z-S~OT O~S;ZC:~OS OK all sides of 

bob ?a%. In f2c:. ‘;i: ojs;rx:io:.S 0;; severa! sides. including dirt C5ilk7C-ts t7d 1X% 2’. on- Sic> 1 . . 

or less. TX .! f2a;:o: is ior obstr3or.s be:wern 1 t?d 1 s:or:es. Dr. Giilecc r~pgcs:ei &:ye - . 

: Dr. G:llt::e saiC t;,tt L!X prass> p-.. =p of the Shoreview P!a\eround wccid generate essest;tii:. 30 dm:. .- 
cc& the 32id spots. unt,.. . . . * ri -i&e q about 105 of he tora!. 

. 

Q. AS a resuit of this calxiaticn. ho\v many piaygrounds would have to be resodded 

-1,. If cne used what I consider the mere reasonable assumptions described aM*e. tha: 

suggesrs at leas; 1-O such piaygrounds would have to be resoddet. That ccm?ares ukh 

[he 319 diesel buses I es;i.mated produce an equivalent amount of PM:C as dces the 

FOWY . clam. To put it another way. the proposed mitigation by rhe applicant is 

equi\*alent in amount ci tow1 PMcl;o to 1 to 2 diesel buses. >Iorecve:. there is 

essenria!!! no benefir frc?m resodding during the u-inter u%en Pklic is the ,crtates: 

problem. On high P>llc) days. the winds are calm and insL.. -l+icitx f-2 ovtxcme the 

thresh& fric:ion ve!xir\.. 

Q. Is there addkiona! e-.vidence that resodding playgounds would nx provide adequart 

mirigarion. 



A. Bzsed on care?;1 aca!ysis of the SOUiCeS of ambient P>l:+ it appears that for the 

Bat. .4rea. geological dust ;nzkts UT 10 5 f0 20 5 @f P.Ll;c OR high P>lic days. One 

site. Bethel Island. has the IoN-est ,otolo,oical levels even L!IOU~~ it has a gravel parking 

lot nes; to it. There is a correlation berue:n geolo,oica! dus: and motor e,xhaurt across 

r+e four sit+< s&ied. For exampie. San Fr2~1s~o’s P>l:s consisted! of 165 geolopical 1 . SW 

and 16% fossi! fuel. u.hertas Be-the1 Island’s PkI;d consisted of 9% geological and 6 5 

fossil rue!. Geologica! dust and fossil fuel t:ack during the day a!so. higher durin,o 

commute periods. In other words. not only does geological dust corxitute at most 

about 205 of uinrerrirne PMin. but much of that is probably due to dust entrained by 

motor \.ehiclrc. Indeed on the ainttr tool. still days when P.lilo violations occur. one 

might not find anv emissions of fugiti\:e dust from these pia!grounds. Arta:hed is a . 

plot of P>ll c) versus win , c!speed for San Jose during the high PMIo months (Sovember. 

December and January 1. There is a clear. strong negative correlation between PM lo 

2nd uk! spek. All days with PMIo over 80 g,o:rns have uinds belw 1 miles per 

hour: a%h rare escepticns. d2J.s with winds above 4 miles per hour meet the state 

P>f IQ s;andzrd Of 50 gg ‘m’. 

Q. Are :here any ad\.an:ages to resodding the playgrounds. 

-4. The on& advantage of this mitigation strategy may be the reducti cost to the tit!.. 

depending upon hoa n2rq parks have to be resodded and maintained.. 

Q. Does it make any difference in your opinion regarding the alternative mitigation 

proposals that they ar: supplementary tc existing air quai@. requirements implemented 

by the Bay Area Air Qua!iry Management Dis ri t ‘ct and the State .4ir Resources Board. 

, -4. SO. The District has som: of the strictest starionar; sour:t rcqu4zemenrs of an:; 

areas the: do not violate tne federal Pklt 0 s*candard. but it does not have in place a - 

strartg~ for arrainino the sate P.M:I: sunkd. Indeed. ~rrlikt ozone and carbon 

monoxide. lOcal air districr .s are not iequiied to develop pk”S to meet the California 

PM:0 sZ>dzrd. Th: fed:rr! governmnt does require regicns tc meet ks P>cliO 

9 



sandaid. but me Ba>, -Area currenri)~ h35 not been declared a non-arainmenr area for 

this standard. The Bay .4rea has regisrpra tcrkd no violations of the federal standard for 

severa! v-*r- - --.3. akhough violations could occur under the appropriar: weather 

conditions. 

For the past r~;‘o ~~~a&~. air cua!it;. ram!: c,Uiators have focused attention on reducing 

zwne. an? to a lesser extent. carbon monoxide. lead and sulfur dioxide. PaEicu]ates 

ha1.e been som:rhing of a stepchild. The state does not require comp!ian:e with its 

standard and the EP.4 is just reviewing their standard and only airer being successful]!. 

SUtd b> the .knerican Lung ?rssociation to do its job. -4s it is. the!. are scheduled to 

:o ha1.e a PhII!, reduction plan in place for several years thereafter. 

Thus. reguiaricn lag behind u.idespread concerns about P.ll10 health effec:s. Here is a 

+ore from a Ca!ifornia .4ir Resources Board staff report prepared for the iqislardre: 

Perhaps the most itmporrant gap [in szate regulatiorr] is that Cuireni 

:ontr01 efforts do not provide appropriate emphasis on the public heaim 
prcbiems :ausec! by PM:(,. The national P.ll,G standards are not se: at . 
le\‘elS that Wly PiOteCZ the pubiic from serious adverse health effecrs. 
Cur:enr controls give no priority to reducing public exposure to the most 
damaging components of P.Llzc7. panicularl\ the small panicles less than 
2.5 microns in diameter and these panicles whose chemical nature 
makes them par,icular$ dangerous. .4RB Technical Support Di\%ion 
(1991). beyc for arainine tit 

vi&iljfv red- 
Reporr to the California state 

legislature . .4pril 11. 1991. pg 5. 

In my opinion. me cu-- _ : , -nt rerLlaton polic?, provides no basis for reducing the PYl :cI - 

miri,cation requirements for this facility. 
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PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Fern/ Buildtog 
San kmasm. CA 96111 
Telephone 415 274 0000 
Fax 415 274 CUS 
wwstpoc.cam 

December 10, 1998 

Ms. Maria Lombardo, Senior Transportation Analyst 
San Francisco County Transportation Authority 
100 Van Ness Avenue, 2jfh Floor 
San Francisco, CA. 93 102 

Subject: Request for S4 Million of 1998 STIP Augmentation Funds to Construct 
the I!!inois Street Intermodal Rridge Over Islaio Creek 

Dear Ms. Lombardo: 

This letter is intended to further describe the proposed Illinois Street Intermodal Bridge project. 
A summary description of the proposed rail and truck bridge was included in our recent 
application for 1998 STIP Augmentation funds submitted to SFCTA November 22, 1998. 

Proiect Descriotion 

The Illinois Street Intermodal Bridge will extend Illinois Street southward. It is intended to 
improve the efficiency of rail service to and from the North Cargo Terminal at Pier 80 and 
improve the efficiency of rail and truck travel between Pier 80 and the South Cargo Teninal at 
Piers 94-96. The Project Location and Project Site Plan are shown on Figures I .and 2. . 

The bridge \vill reduce the rail distance to Pier 80. Presently, the rail distance from the main rail 
line near Rankin Street to Pier 80 is approximately 2.3 miles. Trains must travel north-bound on 
the main rail line, east-bound near 16” Street and finally south-bound along Illinois Street to Pier 
80. After construction of the bridge, the same trip will be approximately .66 miles, since the 
Quint Street Rail Link will b e used. (See Figure 3.) The shorter rail route will take far less rime. 
since there will be fewer street grade crossings and less reliance on the street right of way. 
Traffic hazards and conflicts berween railcars. automobiles. bicycles and pedestrians will a!so be 
greatly reduced. 

C 

The Illinois Street intermodal Bridge will improve the efficiency of rail and truck travel benveen 
the North and South Cargo Terminals. The 540’ long bridge across Islais Creek \vill reduce the 
rail distance between the Terminals from approsimately 1 miles to approsimately 2 miles. The 
bridge will provide direct rail link between Pier 80 and the Intennodal Container Transfer Facilir) 
(I.C.T.F.) near Cargo Way. The I.C.T.F. allows a direct transfer of cargo between ship and rail 
\\ithout an intermediate truck transfer. 

Short-haul truck travel between the North and South Cargo Terminals will also be improved. 
since drivers \vill not have to utilize the heavily traveled and congested Third Street corridor. 
Reducing diesel truck trips \vill also improve air quality. Congestion on Third Street \vill be 
impacted even more in the near future after MUNl’s Third Street Light Rail Line project is 
completed. 



Subject: Illinois Street Intermodal Bridge Over Islais Creek 

The Illinois Street Intermodal Bridge will greatly facilitate development of the recently approved 
Mission Bay and UCSF projects, since the16’h Street rail link and switch-back rail lines at the 
north end of Illinois Street will be eliminated. If the bridge is not built, the rail link must be 
relocated directly within the 16” right-of-way and the switch-back rail lines must be relocated 
within the Terry Francois Boulevard right-of-way. This condition would unfortunately 
compromise the success of these important City projects by negatively affecting the level of 
service at key intersections in Mission Bay and causing grade crossing conflicts with the future 
Third Street Light Rail project. The proposed Research and Development uses wouId be 
negatively affected from vibrations caused by heavy rail.traffic. The future open space at the east 
shore would also be diminished with the, inclusion of switch-back rail lines. 

The Port has seen increasing interest from prospective tenants that wish to locate at Pier 80 and 
intend on using rail service. These tenants see the increased t$ficiencies from the Illinois Street 
Intermodal Bridge. Nippon Shari0 is a company that constructs passenger rail cars for Cal Train. 
They wish to locate in Pier 80 Shed A and rail transport the manufactured cars. MUNI has .Breda 
light rail cars assembled at Pier 80 Shed D. MUNI could take advantage of improved rail 
connections. RMC Lonestar, a cement batch plant presently located on Third Street in Mission 
Bay, wishes to relocate to Pier 80. RMC intends to have cement delivered by rail, while sand and 
aggregate are delivered by barge. Presently, all cement, sand and aggregate deliveries to the 
Third Street location are by truck. RMC estimates that up to 20,000 delivery truck trips per year 
could be eliminated if rail and barge transport could be used. 

Proiect Readiness 

As indicated in our recent funding application, the Port is anticipating construction of the Illinois 
Street Intermodal Bridge in Fiscal Year 2002-2003. The total cost of the bridge is estimated at 
$7,122,000. The Port is requesting $4 Million of 1998 STIP Augmentation Funds. The local 
match will be met by a $2.5 Million contribution from Catellus Corporation (Mission Bay 
developers) and a $622,000 contribution from Port Capital Improvement Funds. 

The Port and Catellus Corporation have already reviewed conceptual engineering and design 
plans for the Illinois Street Intermodal Bridge. Should the $4 Million STIP funds be awarded, 
detailed engineering and design plans will be developed. An environmental consultant will 
prepare all necessary CEQA and NEPA documents. The Port does not anticipate a difficult or 
problematic environmental review process, sincethe Illinois Street Intermodal Bridge was 
previously analyzed as a component of a 1986 EIR for the modernization of the PO& North and 
South Cargo Terminals. Port staff will facilitate and submit necessary applications for local 
permits to the U.S. Coast Guard, Army Corp of Engineers and BCDC. 

. The development schedule for the Illinois Street Intermodal Bridge provides adequate time to 
prepare final engineering and design plans, environmental review documents and necessary local 
permits before the anticipated construction in FY 2002-2003. I hope this information clarifies the 
Port’s need and the City’s need for the Illinois Street Intermodal Bridge and outlines the Port’s 
readiness to implement the development schedule for this project. 

Sincerely, Attachments 

. Wong, Executive Director 
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Figure 2. Project Site Plan. 
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PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO 

November 25, 1998 

TO: Members Southern Waterfront Advisory Committee 
FROM: Larry Florin 
SUBJ: Leases at Pier 80/90/92/94l96 

Attached is a listing of the leases both current and proposed for the area we discussed on 
Monday. If you would like more detail or clarification on any of these leases please 
contact me at 274-04 16. 



Current Major Leases and Uses 

Pier 80 
Marine Terminals Cornoration. MTC is under a management agreement with the Port to operate 
Pier 80 as the Port’s Container Cargo Terminal. 

Breda Transnortation. Inc. Breda currently occupies all of Shed D at Pier 80 (approximately 
166,000 sq. ft.) for use as a light rail vehicle assembly, maintenance and repair facility. The 
lease has a term of 5 years which expires on February 28,2002. 

Municipal Railwav. MUNI currently leases on a month to month basis the maintenance shed at 
Pier 80 which consists of approximately 67,950 square feet for operation of its Cable Car 
Maintenance Facility. 

Pier 90192 
Port of San Francisco. The Port’s Facilities Maintenance Division currently occupies 
approximately 162,000 square feet of open land at Pier 90 for use as a corporation storage yard. 

San Francisco Fire Denartment. The S.F.F.D. operates a firehouse which is located on Third 
Street between Islais Creek and Amador Way. 

Bedrock Concrete. Inc. Bedrock Concrete operates a small concrete batching plant located at 
Pier 90. The Tenant has a five year lease which terminates on February 28,200l. 

Mission Vallev Rock Comuanv. Mission Valley Rock has leased from the Port approz&nately 
63,98 1 square feet of open space, mostly on land and partially on a wharf for the purpose of 
operating a maritime bulk cargo and concrete batching facility. Lease expires December 3 1, 
2001. 

Seawall Lot 341 
Solid Waste Management. The City’s Solid Waste Management Program currently leases under 
an MOU approximately 37,75 1 square feet of space for use as a construction materials recycling 
facility. Term expires September 30,2003. 

Seawall Lot 344 
American Storage Unlimited. The Port Commission has approved two leases with ASU for 
approximately 224,250 square feet of paved land for the operation of a mini-storage facility. 
Term is for 3 years commencing December 1, 1998 and terminating November 3 1,200 1. 

Darling International. Darling International has a 30 year lease with the Port for the storage . 
recycling and distribution of bulk liquid and dry cargo related to the operation of a rendering 
plant. Term of the leases expires on 

KGO-AM Radio. Tenant has a ten year lease with the Port for a radio antennae. This lease 
expires on February 2 1,2015. 



. 

ECDC Environmental L.C. ECDC is the operator of the Port’s Inter-modal Container Transfer 
Facility (ICTF). 

Seawdl Lot 352 
Tidewater Sand and Gravel. Inc. Tidewater operates a sand and gravel reclaimation operation. 
which includes the barging in and storage of sand and gravel. 

Deoartment of Public Works. DPCC’ occupies approximately 87,120 square feet for use as a 
toxic soils bioremediation site. 

Soecialw Crushing. Inc. Specialty Crushing is currently on a month to month permit for 
approximately 90,000 square feet of open land, where the Tenant operates a concrete recycling 
facility. 

Pier 94196 
West Coast Recvcling. Inc. Tenant currently occupies appro:: -.ately 197.5 16 square feet of 
shed space, 107,320 square feet of paved land and 3,7 13 square beet of office space. for the 
operation of recycling, storage and transshipment facility. \Vest Coast has a 5 year lease with the 
Port which expires on May 3 1, _ 7003. Tenant is currenly requesting a new lease with the Port for 
a 30 year term. 

GES Exnosition Services. GES leases approximately 50,400 square feet at Pier 96 for the 
staging and storage of truck trailers. Lease expires December 3 1, 1999. 

G.!Word\Lcttcn\Cumnr Major Leases and Cixs.doc 



Proposed Major Leases 

RllC Lonestar. Lonestar has approached the Port with a proposal to lease up to 118,583 
square feet of open land and 5,000 square feet of shed space at the Port’s Cargo Terminal 
at Pier 80, for use as a maritime bulk cargo terminal and concrete ready-mix facility. 

Kaiser/Bode. Kaiser and Bode Gravel Company are proposing a joint venture with 
Mission Valley Rock (existing Port Tenant) to le&e approximately 120,000 square feet 
of apen land at Pier 92, also for use as a maritime bulk cargo terminal and concrete ready 
mix facility. 

Coach USA. Inc dba: The Grav Line. Coach USA is currently under a six month 
Exclusive Right to Negotiate with the Port, for a 10 year lease. Coach USA plans to 
lease approximately 28,030 square feet of shed space, 300,000 square feet of paved land 
and 13,870 square feet of office space at Pier 96, for the operation of a tour bus 
maintenance and repair facility. 

USA Waste. Inc. USA Waste has proposed to lease approximately 56,400 of shed space 
and 50,000 of open land located at Pier 92 for use as a construction material recycling 
facility. 

ISG Resources. Inc. ISG Resources, Inc. has made a proposal to lease the grain silos 
located at Pier 90, for the import, storage and transloading of materials such as fly ash 
and slag, which are used for blending with cement. ISG proposes to use barges, ships 
and rail to deliver the materials to the silos. ISG is requesting a term of 15 years. 

- 
- 

- 

- 

G: Proposed Major Leases 
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Response to Comments 
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14 The EIS identifies mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts to a less than 
15 significant level, except for one transportation impact (increased congestion at Third 
16 Street/Cesar Chavez Street). Measures are identified that would reduce, but not 
17 eliminate, this impact. 

18 
li 

Any alternative that would meet the job creation and other economic and social goals of 
the community, as reflected in the Proposed Reuse Plan and the Hunters Point Shipyard 

20 Redevelopment Plan, would be likely to result in significant traffic impacts. HPS is located 
- 21 in a congested, urban region, and access must occur via roads and freeways that will 

22 become increasingly congested as demand for certain services increases over time. 
23 Because HPS is a large piece of property, with correspondingly large development 

- 24 opportunities and expectations regarding job creation and other economic and social 
25 objectives, traffic impacts are likely. 

26 
27 
2s 
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30 
31 
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Letter PlO: Golden Gate University Environmental Law and Justice Clinic 

Response to Comment PlO-1: 
The analysis of traffic impacts presented in EIS Section 4.1 concludes that implementation 
of the Proposed Reuse Plan or the Reduced Development Alternative would result in 
significant traffic impacts. Note that, based on a reassessment of appropriate factors for 
determining the significance of impacts, the EIS does not identify significant air quality 
impacts (see Section 4.2 and response to Comment PlO-14). Under the Proposed Reuse 
Plan, these significant traffic impacts are increased traffic at Third Street/Cesar Chavez 
Street intersection; increased traffic at Third Street/Evans Avenue intersection; increased 
traffic at Evans Avenue/Cesar Chavez Street intersection; and increased demand on 
public transportation exceeding planned or anticipated capacity. Under the Reduced 
Development Alternative, only increased traffic at the Third Street/Cesar Chavez Street 
intersection would be significant. 

The Proposed Reuse Plan, Reduced Development Alternative, and No Action Alternative 
bracket a reasonable range of reuse options for HPS, and mitigation measures are 
provided to address identified significant impacts. These measures would be 
implemented as part of the selected alternative. Consistent with the BAAQMD impact 
assessment guidelines cited by the comment, land use and design measures are included 
(e.g., sidewalk improvements, mixed-use development), along with measures to reduce 
vehicle tips and therefore vehicle miles traveled, improve traffic flow, and reduce 
congestion. 

As a programmatic environmental analysis, the EIS recommends an appropriate list of . 
program-wide mitigation measures and identifies a mechanism through the 
Transportation Management Association (TMA) for developing additional measures in 
the future as demand for certain services increases over time. It is precisely because the 
analysis is programmatic, and cannot foresee specific users, that additional, specific 
mitigation measures cannot be applied at this time, and the effectiveness of the mitigation 
measures that are included cannot be determined with certainty. For example, if future 
users of HPS are primarily small businesses with few employees, a mitigation measure 
that required conversion of vehicle fleets to cleaner fuel would have little relevance. 

PlO-1 . Hunters Point Shipyard Final EZS: Response to Comments March 2000 



Response to Comments 

43 Similarly, measures to provide services (e.g., additional transit service or on-site ATM, 
14 markets, etc. to reduce non-work trips) would become feasible only as the number of 
4.5 users of the shipyard increased, resulting in the ability to fund improvements and a 
46 demand or “market” for the services. This concept of increasing demand for services 
47 over time is reflected in the mitigation strategy included in the EIS, which provides for 
38 continued monitoring and increases in services over time, as demand goes up, and as 
49 specific users of HPS are identified. 

50 The BAAQMD impact assessment guidelines suggest a variety of measures (see Table 15, 
51 p. 60) that in most circumstances would together reduce vehicle trips by an estimated 16.4 
52 percent (using the low end of the effectiveness range provided). The mitigation measures 
53 provided would ensure that these assumed levels are reached or exceeded, but the level 
5-2 to which they would effectively reduce vehicle trips beyond the levels assumed in the 
55 analysis cannot be quantified in the absence of more specific information about future 
56 tenants of HPS, the manner in which development would proceed, and the pace of 
57 development. For this reason, the EIS analysis conservatively concludes that one traffic 
55 impact would remain significant, despite the implementation of the TMA and 
59 Transportation Demand Management. Note that former Significant Unmitigable Impact 
60 2, “Increased Cumulative Traffic on U.S. 101 and I-280 Freeway Segments,” has been 
61 removed from EIS Section 4.1, Since it is properly a cumulative impact and was already 
62 included in Chapter 5 under the discussion of cumulative impacts (now in EIS 
63 Section 5.1). 

64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 

74 Federal PM10 standards have not been exceeded since before 1991. Only the very 
75 stringent state 24hour PM10 standard is exceeded periodically in the San Francisco area. 
76 The magnitude and frequency with which state PM10 standards are exceeded in the San 
77 Francisco area are among the lowest of any urban area in California. To further assess the 
75 potential for local, project-related impacts from PMlO, supplemental dispersion modeling 
79 was performed (EIS, Appendix B, page B-16 and following). The goal of the modeling 
80 was to estimate the net increase in PM10 concentrations resulting from traffic-related 
81 PM10 emissions for the Proposed Reuse Plan (year 2025) and the No Action Alternative. 
82 The CALINE4 model was used as discussed in Appendix B, with the following 
53 considerations: 

Response to Comment PlO-2: 
Section 3.2.4 of the EIS provides a complete description of the current ambient air 
conditions at HPS, and potential air quality impacts are fully addressed in Section 4.2. 
The comment suggests that “existing PM10 and ozone violations” are related to 
“relatively high rates of respiratory problems in the Bayview-Hunters Point 
neighborhood.” As demonstrated in Table 3.2-3 (updated in the EIS with 1997 annual 
monitoring data), there have been no violations of either Federal or state ozone or carbon 
monoxide standards in the San Francisco area since before 1991. In fact, the 1997 Clean 
Air Plan for the Bay Area identifies the City as having the lowest exposure to ozone of 
any county in the Bay Area. 
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Response to Comments 

l Emission rates included exhaust I’M,,,, tire wear PM,, and re-suspended roadway 
dust. 

l Meteorological condition assumptions were adjusted to reflect conservative 24-hour 
average values (stability class D, sigma theta factor of 20 degrees, 2.5 meter per second 
wind speed) instead of conservative l-hour average values. 

l Modeling results for peak hour traffic volumes were adjusted to reflect 24-hour 
average volumes (0.417 adjustment factor) and a 24-hour averaging time (0.52 
adjustment factor). 

PM,, dispersion modeling results show a net increase in 24hour average PM,, 
concentrations as follows: 

l 4.5 - 9.9 micrograms per cubic meter at the intersection of Third Street and Evans 
Avenue. 

l 1.5 - 2.8 micrograms per cubic meter at the intersection of Third Street and Palau 
Avenue. 

l 11.3 - 13.4 micrograms per cubic meter at the intersection of Innes Avenue and 
Donahue Street. 

l 1.3 - 5.7 micrograms per cubic meter at the intersection of H Street and Spear Street. 

None of these concentration increases would significantly alter background PM,, 
concentrations. Therefore, project-related PM,, emissions are not expected to significantly 
affect the health of residents of the Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood. 

Table 3.2-2, showing the human health effects associated with major criteria pollutants, 
has been added to Section 3.2, Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

Providing the air quality monitoring data from the Arkansas Street Station does not 
“minimize the project’s impacts” but provides information on the current ambient air 
conditions, i.e., setting conditions. Additional data provided in the response to Comment 
PlO-3 below show that the air quality data from the Arkansas Street Station are likely to 
overestimate conditions at HPS. Again, the monitoring data, specifically, the lack of 
violations, show that the air quality in the HPS area is relatively good, compared to air 
quality standards. 

It is true that traffic in the City contributes to ozone violations in other parts of the Bay 
Area (see response to Comment P12-55). However, the physics and chemistry of 
photochemical ozone production ensure that the added ozone precursor emissions will not 
produce measurable changes in regional ozone levels. If current regional ozone precursor 
emission quantities (estimated in the 1997 Clean Air Plan at 488 tons per day of reactive 
organic compounds and 632 tons per day of nitrogen oxides) have not produced any 
violations of Federal or state ozone standards in the San Francisco area during the past 
seven years, the additional increment of emissions from the Proposed Reuse Plan (132 
pounds [60 kg] per day of reactive organic compounds and 321 pounds 1146 kg] per day of 
nitrogen oxides) would not alter that situation. Similarly, the additional increment of direct 
PM,,, emissions from entrained roadway dust associated with the Proposed Reuse Plan 

PlO-3 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000 
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Resuonse to Comments 

121 would have no measurable. effect on ambient PM,,, concentrations measured in the San 
125 Francisco Bay Area. To reduce potential traffic impacts, specific, feasible mitigation 
126 measures are proposed, as described in the response to Comment PlO-1. 

127 

128 
129 
130 
131 
132 
133 
134 
135 
136 

137 As suggested by the BAAQMD, the significance of air quality impacts is typically 
138 evaluated by comparing projected emissions to established, numerical standards or 
139 compliance with regional air quality plans, not an environmental ‘baseline.” 
140 Comparisons between projected future emissions and current conditions would be of 
141 little relevance, since emission factors, fuel efficiency, etc., are projected to improve over 
142 time, whether or not the project is approved. 

143 As explained in Section 3.2.4, the Arkansas Street Station is the major monitoring station 
144 for San Francisco, and while winds do not typically blow from Arkansas Street to Hunters 
145 Point, data from this station are used by the BAAQMD to characterize area-wide air 
136 quality. While no specific data for HI’S are available, the table below summarizes 
147 ambient air quality data for 1992 collected at the Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E) 
148 Hunters Point Power Plant (located at 1000 Evans Avenue) and the Arkansas Street 
149 monitoring station. The table shows that data from the Arkansas Street Station are 
150 consistently higher than those monitored at the Hunters Point Power Plant, except for 
151 SO,. The Arkansas Street monitoring station is likely to overestimate the Pq, exposure of 
152 residents in the vicinity of Hunters Point Shipyard, because the station is much closer to an 
153 active industrial area (China Basin) and near I-280. 

Response to Comment PlO-3: 

Additional technical data showing the PM,, emissions analysis and procedures used for the 
PM,, dispersion modeling (see response to Comment PlO-2) are provided in EIS 
Appendix B. Details on vehicle emission rates used for the EIS analyses are given in 
Appendix B. Table 3.2-3 presents all the background ambient air quality data necessary for 
the EIS evaluations. BAAQMD monitoring station locations meet California Air Resources 
Board (CARB) and U.S. EPA siting requirements and are designed to provide 
measurements representative of population exposure to ambient pollution levels. 
Monitoring station locations are part of the ambient air quality surveillance plans required, 
reviewed, and approved by U.S. EPA as part of the State Implementation Plan (SIP). 

P10-4 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000 



Response to Comments 

- 1% 

155 
- 156 

157 

15s 
- 159 

160 
161 
162 

- 163 
164 

165 

- 166 
167 
16s 

- 169 
170 
171 

- 172 
173 
174 

- 175 

176 

- 177 
17s 
179 

- 180 
181 
132 

- 183 
lS4 
185 

- 
186 
187 

~ 18S 

Comparison of Air Quality Data 
PGGE Hunters Point Power Plant and Arkansas Street Monitoring Station 

Highest Measured Levels in Micrograms per Cubic Meter 

Sources: CARB, 1989-1993; CEC, 1995. 
CAAQs California Ambient Air Quality Standard 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standard 

NO* nitrogen dioxide 
co carbon monoxide 

f=2 sulfur dioxide 

Response to Comment P10-4: 
PM,,, analyses in the EIS are total emissions analyses, which present regional emissions, not 
dispersion modeling analyses, which would present micro-scale results at specific locations. 
The dominant source of PM,,, emissions would be re-suspended dust from paved roadways. 
None of the relevant air quality agencies (BAAQMD, CARB, or U.S. EPA) require 
dispersion modeling of resuspended roadway dust. The BAAQMD impact assessment 
guidelines do not recommend such modeling as standard analysis and do not even mention 
such modeling as an approach for unusual projects. Nevertheless, in response to comments 
concerning the potential for local, project-rated impacts from PM,,, supplemental dispersion 
modeling was performed. Please see Response to Comment PlO-2, above, for additional 
information. 

Response to Comment PlO-5: 
The only potentially significant source of PM,, emissions associated with the Proposed 
Reuse Plan at this stage of plan review is re-suspended dust from vehicle travel on paved 
roadways. Vehicle travel associated with reuse would be distributed throughout the San 
Francisco Bay Area (southward along Highway 101 along the peninsula; northward along 
Highway 101 to Marin County; and eastward along Highway 80 to the east Bay, as welI 
as throughout the City), not concentrated in one local area. The traffic analysis presented 
in Section 4.1 discusses the contribution of Proposed Reuse Plan traffic to future traffic 
conditions at intersections in the HI’S vicinity. The air quality analysis is consistent with 
the BAAQMD impact assessment guidelines. 

EIS Table 3.2-3 has been updated in the EIS to include 1997 annual monitoring data. This 
table summarizes recent air quality monitoring data from the Arkansas Street and Ellis 
Street Stations in San Francisco. Federal 24hour and annual average standards have not 
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189 been exceeded. State annual average standards have not been exceeded since 1989. It is 
190 true that the state 24hour standard has been violated, although the frequency of violations 
191 has declined noticeably since the early 1990s. There have been a total of 5 measured 
392 exceedances of the state 24hour standard at the Arkansas Street monitoring station over the 
193 1995-1997 period. No year in that period had more than three exceedances (less than five 
194 percent of valid samples). The data fail to show a pattern in which the state 24hou.r 
19.5 standards are “often” violated. The supplemental PM,, modeling results discussed above in 
196 response to Comment PlO-2 do not indicate any significant impact on background PM,, 
197 concentrations. 

198 Applying the results of the risk assessment performed for the SFW-proposed power plant 
199 at Hunters Point to the PM,,emissions projected under the Proposed Reuse Plan to estimate 
200 potential fatalities is unfounded, because the power plant is a stationary source, whereas 
201 PM,,emissions under the Reuse Plan are primarily from mobile sources. It is acknowledged 
202 that vehicles in and around HI’S would cause exhaust and evaporative emissions 
203 containing toxic air contaminants (mostly benzene). As discussed in EIS Section 4.2, 
204 BAAQMD’s impact assessment guidelines do not require that mobile sources of toxic air 
205 contaminants be included when impacts are evaluated. However, the EIS does include 
206 substantial, feasible measures to reduce traffic (and associated air quality impacts), as 
207 described above in the response to Comment PlO-1. 

20s Note that toxic air contaminants, including toxic air contaminants from mobile sources, 
209 are discussed separately from PM,, and other criteria pollutants in the EIS (Section 4.2.2). 
210 The commentor should not assume that all particulate emissions quantified in the 
211 analysis are from exhaust; rather, the majority are from entrained roadway dust. The 
212 recent designation of particulates from diesel emissions as toxic air contaminants has 
213 been added to EIS Section 3.2.3. The BAAQMD and CARB have not yet established 
214 thresholds or standards for this source of toxic air contaminants. 

215 
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Response to Comment Plod: 
Based on a reassessment of appropriate factors for determining significance, the EIS does 
not identify a significant impact from PM,, emissions (see the response to Comment 
PlO-14 and EIS Section 4.2.2). Thus, mitigation is not required. However, the only 
significant source of PM,, emissions associated with the Proposed Reuse Plan at this stage 
of plan review is re-suspended dust from vehicle travel on paved roadways. Substantial 
trip reduction strategies are included within the TMA/TSMP framework (EIS Section 
4.1.2). Also, the TSMP could include physical roadway improvements, such as 
repaving/resurfacing, in addition to trip-reduction measures. 

Response to Comment PlO-7: 
Based on a reassessment of appropriate factors for determining significance, the EIS does 
not identify significant air quality impacts (see the response to Comment PlO-14 and EIS 
Section 4.2.2). Thus, mitigation is not required. However, implementation of the TSMP is 
expected to reduce vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled (which would reduce mobile 
emissions) to the extent feasible. The transportation demand strategy requires 
establishment of a TMA to monitor implementation of a TSMP, which would contain 
various specific techniques for reducing vehicle trips. As described above in Response PlO- 

d 
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- 233 
23-l 
235 

- 236 
237 
2% 

- 239 The BAAQMD impact assessment guidelines make it clear that the program’s focus on 
240 vehicle trip reduction is the most effective way to reduce vehicle emissions that are 
241 projected as a result of reuse of HES. The guidelines section on “Mitigating Impacts of 

- 242 Project Operations” (page 56) focus entirely on trip reduction measures and state: “In many 
243 cases motor vehicles traveling to and from a facility represent the principal source of air 
244 pollutants associated with the project. Therefore this section [of the guidelines] focuses 

- 245 primarily on measures to reduce mobile source emissions by reducing motor vehicle trips 
246 and vehicles miles traveled. ” Recommended trip-reduction measures specific to HP!3 can 
247 reduce vehicle trips and therefore vehicle emissions associated with reuse. Regarding 

- 248 potential projects on Port property, see Response PlO-10. Suggested tip-reduction 
249 measures at HPS are appropriate despite potential future development occurring on Port 
250 property and elsewhere, since they would reduce vehicle emissions generated at HE’S. 

b 
251 

252 
- 253 

2% 
255 

- 256 
257 
258 

I 259 

Response to Comment PlO-8: 
The traffic analysis was based on 1993 traffic data from the San Francisco Department of 
Parking and Traffic. A comment on the 1997 Draft EIS/EIR suggested that the LOS data 
for the existing conditions were inconsistent with the heavy truck traffic congestion then 
being experienced by local residents. In response to this comment, additional traffic 
count data for two intersections (marked with asterisks) were added to Table 3.1-3. The 
traffic analysis was not redone with 1997 data because the more recent data were only 
available for 2 of the 16 intersections analyzed. 1993 was the only year for which 
complete traffic data for all the study intersections were available. 

260 
261 

- 262 
263 
264 

- 265 
266 
267 
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269 
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271 
272 

- 273 
274 

1, the BAAQMD impact assessment guidelines contain a similar variety of tip reduction 
measures that together would reduce vehicle tips by an estimated 16.4 percent or more, 
with a concomitant reduction in air emissions. The EIS analysis assumes the 
implementation of trip reduction measures to achieve an average transit/other (i.e., non- 
auto) mode share of 12.9/14.3 percent for work trips. The objective of the TSMP is to ensure 
that mode split assumptions are met or exceeded, although it is unclear whether the 
reductions can reach the magnitude projected by the BAAQMD. 

To assess whether transportation impacts were appropriately analyzed, given that the 
analysis was based on 1993 data, the analysis was revisited in light of information 
available from the environmental analyses underway in 1998 for three other major San 
Francisco projects (Mission Bay, Third Street Light Rail Transit, and the Candlestick Point 
Stadium and Retail/Entertainment Center). The additional review is summarized in a 
technical memorandum, provided in Appendix B starting on page B-19. Adjustments 
made to the initial traffic analysis based on these data is described in the introduction to 
EIS Section 4.1. 

Response to Comment PlO-9: 
The commentor is correct in noting that the Port is seeking funding for a new bridge over 
Islais Creek (Illinois Street Intermodal Bridge). The Port’s $4 million request has been 
approved by the San Francisco Transportation Authority. The project is still awaiting 
approval by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (scheduled for March 2000) 
and subsequently by the California Transportation Commission. The total cost of the 
bridge would be $7.1 million, consisting of $2.5 million from Catellus, $0.6 million from 
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275 the Port, and the remaining $4 million from the Transportation Authority. An 
276 environmental analysis of the proposed bridge is currently underway. 

277 
27s 
279 
280 
281 

252 The Port of San Francisco is considering proposals for development of industrial and 
283 maritime-industrial uses in the southern waterfront area (Piers 90-92 and 80, 
254 approximately). These proposals, including those listed in Exhibit D that are reasonably 
285 foreseeable, will be subject to their own environmental analyses under state law. Those 
256 analyses will determine whether the Port’s proposed projects would contribute 
287 considerably to potentially significant impacts. 

288 Potential cumulative effects of the Proposed Reuse Plan are analyzed using a projections- 
2S9 based approach, rather than a list-based approach. The projections-based method is 
290 generally used for evaluation of projects within City jurisdiction. Under the 
291 projections-based approach, cumulative traffic is projected by applying a growth rate or 
292 by using a regional travel demand model that incorporates projected increases in housing 
293 and employment, as well as other factors, such as the availability of land, the location and 
294 price of parking, etc. This approach is permissible under NEPA. 

295 Response to Comment PlO-11: 
296 Please see responses to Comments PlO-1 and HO-7. 

297 Response to Comment PlO-12: 
298 Comment noted. Based on a reassessment of appropriate factors for determining 
299 significance, the EIS does not identify significant air quality impacts. See the response to 
300 Comment PlO-14 and EIS Section 4.2. 

301 Response to Comment PlO-13: 
302 Please see response to Comments PlO-1 and PlO-12. 

303 
304 
305 
306 
307 
308 

309 EIS Section 4.2 has been revised. After careful review of appropriate factors, the three 
310 significant unmitigable air quality impacts identified in the Revised Draft EIS/EIR have 
311 been reduced to a less than significant level under NEPA. As discussed in EIS Section 4.2, 
312 former Impacts 1 and 2, “Ozone Precursor Emissions from Increased Traffic” and “PqO 

Response to Comments 

Response to Comment PlO-10: 
The EIS identifies potentially significant impacts associated with project and cumulative 
traffic. As explained in Section 5.1, this analysis assumes transportation projects 
programmed by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission and regional growth in 
population and employment based on ABAG Projections. 

Response to Comment PlO-14: 
In accordance with Executive Order 12898, the EIS presents a thorough and 
comprehensive discussion and analysis of environmental justice concerns related to the 
proposed action. To avoid misinterpretation of statements presented in the 
Environmental Justice analysis, the referenced statement in Section 5.5, now in subsection 
5.5.4, fourth paragraph, second and third sentences, has been revised and clarified. 
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313 Emissions from Increased Traffic,” are considered less than significant because traffic- 
314 related ozone precursor and PM,, emissions are not expected to cause or contribute to a 
315 violation of Federal or state ambient air quality standards. 

316 
- 317 

Former Impact 3, “Toxic Air Contaminants from Stationary, Mobile, and Cumulative 
Sources,” is considered less than significant for the following reasons: 

318 
- 319 

320 
321 

- 322 
323 
324 

- 325 
326 

- 327 l Exposure to toxic air contaminant emissions from mobile sources would be roughly 
325 proportional to traffic volumes on the area roadway network. Reuse of HI’S would 
329 not result in traffic volumes on the local roadway network that would be unusually 
330 

- 331 
high in comparison to traffic volumes on comparable types of roadways elsewhere in 
the urbanized portions of the Bay Area. 

332 l The BAAQMD’s impact assessment guidelines do not require inclusion of mobile 
333 sources of toxic air contaminants when evaluating impacts. 

334 For these reasons, exposure to toxic air contaminant emissions from stationary, mobile, 
- 335 and cumulative sources would be considered less than significant. Because no significant 

336 air quality impacts are identified in the EIS, only significant unmitigable traffic impacts 
337 are appropriate for environmental justice consideration. Please see responses to 

- 338 Comments PlO-2 and PlO-3 for additional information. 

. No specific types or sizes of stationary sources have been proposed. When specific 
projects are proposed, BAAQMD will evaluate the significance of stationary source 
emissions. As discussed in Section 3.2.6, subheading Toxic Air Contaminants, 
BAAQMD requires that any incremental increase in emission of TACs from new or 
modified stationary sources be evaluated for human health impacts, especially cancer 
risk. BAAQMD can deny a permit if the estimated excess cancer risk is greater than 
certain threshold values. In addition, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency has 
committed to measures to reduce TAC emissions from stationary sources to the extent 
feasible, as discussed in the response to Comment F2-8. 
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SOUTHEAST ALLIANCE for EN WRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
744 lnnes Avenue, kn Fran&co, CA 94 124 ph: (415) 824-4102 

faxi (415) 824-1061 
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Mr. Gary Munekawa, 
Code 7032, Bldg. 209/l 
Engineering Field Activity West 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
900 Commodore Drive 
San Bruno, CA 94066-5006 

RE: EIS/R for the Disposal and Reuse of Hunters Point Shipyard 

Dear Ms. Gitelman and Mr. Munekawa 

SAEJ is pleased to submit formal comments for the Environmental Impact 
Statement/Report for the Disposal and Reuse of Hunters point Shipyard. The 
following represents both SAEJ’s immediate concerns as well as the range of 
issues we have identified through community dialogues. * 

The Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS) Reuse Plan was crafied with extensive 
community participation through the Citizens Advisory Committee. An 
important blueprint, it will guide the reuse of the shipyard. 

SAEJ is concerned that the EIR’s inadequate analysis and insufficient 
mitigation alternatives will further increase environmental and health problems 
in current residents, without ensuring that future economic benefits are 
specifically’targeted towards the Bayview-Hunters Point community. HPS 
reuse will exacerbate the economic and social pressures on the Bayview- 0 Pl l-l 

Hunters Point (BVHP) community unless the project is managed with the 
community’s improvement as an overarching goal. 

SAEJ has been working with organizations such as the BVHP Health and 
Environmental Assessment Task Force, HazMat Associates, Arc Ecology, SF 
Baykeeper, Communities for a Better Environment, the Coalition for Better 
Wastewater Solutions, the SF Audubon Society, and the SF Bicycle Coalition 
throughout the review process. SAEJ agrees with and supports the concerns 
submitted by these organizations. 



Comments for Hunters Point Shipyard Disposal and Reuse Revised EIs/EIR 
Page 2 of 6 

A. Traffic and Traffic Related Air Quality 

SAEJ disagrees with the EIR’s conclusion that trafftc impacts at 3’d/Chavez are 
unmitigatable and feels that the proposed mitigation for Significant Impacts 1 and 2 is 
insuffrcient. Mitigation for Significant Impact 3 contradicts underlying facts and Significant 
Impact 4 is inadequately analyzed and addressed. 

A significant portion of both construction and general commerce related truck traffic could 
be routed via the South Gate of the shipyard, especially once construction begins in what are 
currently parcels C 8c D. This will reduce congestion at 3’d/Evans, 3’d/Chavez, and 
Evans/Chavez, as well as avoid the Innes Ave. gateway and commercial/residential corridor. 
This is especialIy important when considering the cumulative effects, both congestion and 
transportation related air-quality, of the truck traffic projected by the increased activity on 
Port of San Francisco property that is discussed in detail in the Environmental Law and 
Justice Clinic’s (ELJC’s) HPS EIS/R comments. 

While the EIR proposes as mitigation road widening at several key intersections, evidence 
exists suggesting that increasing carrying capacity encourages automobile use. Thus, any 
congestion reduction strategy should include some capacity management component. It 
would be undesirable for the congestion reduction mitigation to actually increase congestion. 
The Phelps/Evans reroute and the Evans/Chavez widening will likely encourage automobile 
use unless there is proper emphasis on the TSMP and support of alternative transportation 
infrastructure. 

Unfortunately, the proposed TSMP is too ambiguous and designed to fail. Local Hiring 
Practices should be the first approach to reducing stress on the existing transportation system 
and resulting air pollution. The Transportation Management Association will have to make 
hiring from the 94124 community a priority instead of goal in the “if deemed appropriate” 
category. This can be accomplished through a comprehensive worker training program 
integrated with existing community based education and recruitment programs and 
implemented on a scale relative to the steadily increasing needs of HPS based employers. 

Ensuring integration of HPS transit links with the regional transit system will decrease the 
project’s contribution to increased congestion on I-280, US 10 1, and other affected local 
intersections. 

Incentives can be also be provided to HPS based employees to live at HPS. First time buyer 
assistance, possible rental subsidies (compensating for decreased demand on transportation 
services), and an increase in the affordable housing stock would be appropriate actions. 

The EIR’s analysis of unmet demand for transit should not simply be confmed to the Muni 
#19 line, but should include a quantitative and qualitative analysis of connecting lines, 
CalTrain, BART, and potential ferry services. Proposed Muni service expansions should be 
identified as specific and concrete mitigations, as should shuttle services to BART, the 
Transbay Terminal, and CalTrain. 

In respect to CalTrain, a public hearing is scheduled for Thursday, January 21 to discuss 
preliminary plans to close the Paul Street station. The City should comment on this proposed 
action and recommend keeping the station open. ‘0 Pl l-3 

Improvement of alternative transportation infrastructure will further reduce congestion and 
will significantly alleviate unmet demand for services. DPT studies have shown that bicycle IO Pll-4 

3 PI 1-2 
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use increases once lanes are striped, consequently reducing automobile congestion at affected 
I intersections. Evans Avenue and Hunters Point Blvd are currently wide enough to 

accommodate the two existing traffic lanes, existing on-street parking, and newly striped 
bike lanes which will provide an important link with the Mission District and points 
Northwest. Bike lanes should also be striped to provide safer access to HPS from southern 
and western approaches, further reducing automobile use. 
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rr 
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Reducing off-street parking will also spur demand for transit and alternative transportation. 
The freed up land can be used to expand the developable acreage, supply additional open 
space, or serve as a potential location for alternative stormwater/wastewater reclamation. 

Increased traffic will cause significant increases in the stormwater pollutant load. Streets 
should be properly designed and landscaped to maximize opportunities for low-cost 
alternative treatment technologies. Coordination with the Public Utilities Commission’s 
Clean Water Program will yield specific design changes to the streetscape that will 
significantly reduce contaminated stormwater impacts. 
The ElR also fails to analyze, much less propose mitigation, numerous other significant 
impacts. Transportation related air and noise pollution along the Innes Avenue gateway are 
not adequately assessed. lnnes Avenue is a residential street along with the gateway and 
transportation corridor for HPS. HPS will undoubtedly spur development along lnnes. 
Significant air quality and noise impacts on the quality of life for residents and businesses on 
lnnes Avenue and Hunters Point Hill will be felt unless traffic-calming measures are 
incorporated as mitigation. Extra wide sidewalks with extensive pedestrian amenities, the 
removal of two traffic lanes (one inbound & one outbound), special landscaping and trees, 
and enhanced lighting are among the many options that wiI1 promote a community character 
along the lnnes Gateway and into the shipyard. Considering that Innes will be a commercial 
corridor as well as gateway to HPS, this will add to its economic vitality and further spur 
growth around HPS. 

B. Hazardous Materials 
Although the City attempts to address human exposure to contamination, the proposed 
mitigations do not sufficiently protect human health and are unclear as to enforcement. This 
raises serious environmental justice issues when considering the cumulative environmental 
toxicity burden already faced by community residents. 

The ElR indicates that existing conditions on the site will have to be controlled through a 
variety of institutional controls, such as “covenants, conditions, or restrictions.. included in 
the deed,” but fails to provide sufficient information as to the monitoring mechanisms that 
will be used. Restrictions are only as effective as their enforcement mechanisms and 
conflicts of interest may exist unless an independent body monitors these controls. 

Experience at HPS and similar occurrences at other sites around the nation shows that when 
controls are proposed as mitigation to existing conditions, enforcement and monitoring oflen 
becomes lax, virtually ceasing within a few years. The SF Planning Department’s oversight 
‘of key development restrictions for an SF Police Department helipad shows that even when 
restrictions are specified in the Finding of Suitability to Lease, they may be overlooked. The 
project’s thirty year time horizon means that careful monitoring will have to take place for 
decades to come. Residual contamination will likely remain afler build-out. 
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This poses serious questions that are left unexamined in the EJR. The environmental 
remediation process itself has the potential to expose people to volatilization - a particular 
problem for children. This problem will be most severe when the remediation is taking place 
near residential areas. Independent tests done by members of the BVHP Health And 
Environmental Assessment Task Force in September and October of 1998 show that 
particulate and volatile chemical exposure is especially high in the hill area overlooking 
HPS. The Reuse Plan calls for residential uses in several portions of HIPS, as well as playing 
fields and other educational and recreational facilities in areas adjoining badly polluted sites. 0 Pll-7 - 

The EPA and other researchers have documented children’s increased susceptibility to 
pollution levels that may be at acceptable limits for adults. - 
SAEJ proposes that the City and Navy implement a comprehensive mitigation program to 
address these concerns within a community led framework. Neighborhood residents would 
be trained to review and monitor the remediation and construction activity. Community - 
Monitors would also review post-development construction activity (i.e. laying of sprinkler 
systems, gardening projects, etc.) that may not trigger an immediate response. 

Some of the mitigations and control measures proposed in the EIR have already shown 
themselves ineffective. Dust clouds were seen above Innes Avenue during late October and 
early November and this dust has been tracked into homes, offices, businesses, and 
automobiles. The dust clouds occurred during excavation activities, leading us to the 
conclusion that the dust was contaminated. More extensive remediation, demolition, and 
construction activities are likely to cause far more significant impacts. 

Another outstanding question is the cumulative health risk faced by BVHP residents who 
work at HIPS. A strong possibility exists that individuals working at HIPS will be doubly 
exposed-first at work and second from the generally high pollution levels in the Bayview- 
Hunters Point community. The EIR fails to adequately examine this possibility. 

Although contamination will likely remain after transfer, the EIR does not provide clear 
protocols for the financing of additional cleanup activities if extensive contamination is 
found after conveyance of the property. Financing questions will affect the intensity of 
development, possibly affecting level of cleanup and the project’s economic benefit. 
Although there are numerous options to deal with this, SAEJ seeks clarification on this 
important issue. 

The EIR’s finding of less than significant impact for ecological exposure to contamination 
during remediation activities is also unclear and leaves certain points unexamined. 
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- Contaminated Groundwater may be discharged into the City’s sanitary stormwater 
system, only if specific requirements are met. Nevertheless, some partially treated 
groundwater may enter the Bay during rain events because the City’s combined system 0 Pll-11 
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still has a significant amount of overflows annually. e 

- Air Emissions. Discussed above, these pose the same concerns for ecological receptors 
as for humans. 
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c. Socioeconomics 

The EIR fails to identify significant socioeconomic impacts caused by disposal and fails to 
propose sufficient mechanisms to ensure compliance with Guiding Principles put forth in the 
Reuse Plan. 

Although the reuse plan makes local business development a goal, nothing tin the EIR 
discusses how this will be accomplished. There is no discussion how the Redevelopment 
Agency or Master Developer will ensure effective local and African-American participation 
in both the construction activities and operation of businesses at HPS. 

The City should propose specific, tangible, and enforceable steps that will be taken to 
guarantee access to HPS, develop homegrown local businesses, and prioritize local hiring. 

Simple deference to market mechanisms is inadequate. A December 26, 1998 SF Examiner 
article suggested wide non-compliance with the City’s First Source policy. Response to 
comments should discuss this concern. Appropriate actions may be specific target goals for 
local employment, along with incentives and enforcement mechanisms to ensure compliance 
with the policy. To support development of local businesses, entrepreneurs should be 
supported through small business incubators, loan programs, and set-asides. A community 
development corporation, with access to HPS, would be an ideal organization to help 
administer these programs. 

This will allow residents to capture the project’s benefits while further developing the BVI-IP 
economic base. Additional benefits will include integration with the Bayview-Hunters Point 
Revitalization currently underway and reduction of commuter miles that contribute to 
increased air pollution and 

The Project may also contribute to already intense gentrification pressures. Only 15% of the 
housing is planned as “affordable.” The EIR states that the affordability of housing is a less 
than significant impact, based on Census data. This is misleading. A large portion of the 
residential space will be provided as live/work. A January 6, 1999 SF Weekly article 
“Assholes on the March” vividly described the recent live/work boom. “The units are out of 
financial reach for most San Franciscans, renting for more than $2,000 a month and selling 
for between $400,000 and $900,000.. .They are not friendly to families; with their open floor 
plans and open staircases, they are no place for kids. ‘They are condos for single yuppies’.” 

This is especially troubling when considering that the community is home to over 8,000 
youth under the age of 2 1. As many of these people grow up and begin to have families of 
their own, they must have affordable options to stay in the community. Unfortunately, HPS 
may make this infeasible. 

Feasible mitigation measures include increasing affordable housing stock for both rental and 
ownership, preferences for current residents of 94124, and less live/work. Where live work 
is the only option for residential use, special measures must be taken to target the 
development to BVHP residents and businesses. This will have the multiple effect of 
promoting local business development; increased local hiring to mitigate transportation 
related air pollution and stormwater impacts; and increased access to current residents of the 
community. 

0 PI 1-13 
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Conclusion 

The reuse of HPS gives the Bayview-Hunters Point community an excellent opportunity to 
benefit from San Francisco’s increased development pace, perhaps the last great opportunity. 
It is therefore vital that the project be managed with the community’s benefit in mind. 

SAEJ’s comments do not just represent the views of this organization, but those of concerned 
residents and organizations throughout the community. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity on commenting on this important document. 
Undoubtedly, we all want our hopes realized. We look forward to working with the lead 
agencies to ensure that this document and subsequent project is done right. 

Alex Lantsberg 
Project Coordinator 
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Letter Pll: Southeast Alliance for Environmental Justice 
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Response to Comment Pll-1: 
The responses below address specific comments regarding the analysis, mitigations, and 
assurance of future economic benefits for the Bayview-Hunters Point community. In 
addition, please see responses to specific comments by the Alliance for a Clean 
Waterfront (Letter P12), San Francisco Baykeeper (Letter P15), Communities for a Better 
Environment (Letter P13), Coalition for Better Wastewater Solutions (Letter P16), and the 
San Francisco Bicycle Coalition (Letter P14). 

Response to Comment Pll-2: 
The transportation analysis includes the assumption that Crisp Avenue would become a 
through arterial street, the South Gate would be open to truck traffic, and truck traffic 
would be routed via the South Gate of HPS to existing truck routes. Truck access to 
Hunters Point Shipyard (HIS) is assumed to follow the same pattern as auto traffic: 80 
percent from the Innes Gate and 20 percent from Crisp Avenue. The commenter’s 
suggestion that more traffic be routed through the South Gate would potentially shift 
impacts from one location (e.g., Third Street and Evans Avenue) to another (e.g., Third 
Street and Palou Avenue). Rather than pursue this strategy, the EIS includes a mitigation 
measure to address impacts where they are projected to occur. 

While road widening (proposed as mitigation for Significant and Mitigable Impact 2) can 
encourage automobile use, this tendency must be balanced against the need for lessening 
congestion and reducing air quality impacts. The Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (BAAQMD) recognizes that measures to improve traffic flow and reduce 
congestion can lessen air quality impacts, but cautions against traffic-inducing effects of 
increased roadway capacity (BAAQMD impact assessment guidelines, p. 59). The 
proposed mitigation measures would affect single intersections in a congested urban area 
where the transportation network has many other capacity constraints. Within this 
context, the suggested measures would not be expected to induce substantial additional 
traffic, and the benefit of reduced congestion and air quality impacts in the vicinity would 
appear to outweigh the incremental increases in capacity. 

The Transportation Management Association (TMA), through the Transportation System 
Management Plan (TSMP), would work to improve traffic conditions by encouraging 
alternate forms of transportation. The TSMP includes specific, feasible measures for 
reducing automobile trips and encouraging transit use. Implementation of the TSMP is 
expected to reduce traffic and air quality impacts. In addition, local hire provisions and 
shuttles (if feasible) are now included as required elements of the TSMP (see Section 4.1.2). 
The proposed TMA is the best form of mitigation that can be required at this early stage of 
the planning process. The TSMP is included in EIS Section 4.1.2 as mitigation for Significant 
and Mitigable Impacts 1, 2, and 3. The TSMP is described under the Significant 
Unmitigable Impact. Also see Section 4.1, subheading “Public Transportation,” for a 
discussion of potential transit improvements at HPS. 
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Response to Comment Pll-3: 

The Mayor spoke in favor of keeping the Paul Street Station open at the January 21,1999 
hearing. On February 4, 1999, CalTrain directors voted to keep the Paul Street CalTrain 
Station open. 

Response to Comment Pll-4: 

A discussion of bicycle routes has been added to Section 4.1. The discussion includes 
potential routes that would be considered for funding and implementation as part of the 
TSMP. Additional bicycle routes could be considered by the TMA as part of the TSMP. 
The City’s Department of Parking and Traffic could also consider additional bicycle 
routes separate from the TSMP. 

Response to’ Comment Pll-5: 

Comment noted. The amount of parking planned for at HPS is based on the modal splits 
used in the traffic analysis (see response to Comment P12-38). The plan is not to have 
more parking than what has been estimated for the analysis. Please see the discussion of 
the TSMP in Section 4.1.2, under the Significant Unmitigable Impact. 

As explained in Section 4.9, Water Resources, existing storm water discharges from HPS 
have been reported to contain industrial pollution, including hydrocarbons, total 
suspended solids (TSS), zinc, copper, lead, and nickel. Remediation activities under 
Navy’s Installation Restoration Program (1RP)are expected to decrease the concentrations 
of pollutants in storm water discharges over time, improving the quality of storm water 
discharges. Projected improvements attributed to remediation activities might be offset 
to some extent by increases in storm water pollutants attributable to project-generated 
traffic, but overall storm water quality is expected to improve. This improvement would 
be assured through institutional controls, which include preparation of a Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and implementation of best management practices. 
Alternative storm water treatment technologies could play a role in the SWPPP and could 
also be included in the design or repair of the storm water collection system (Option 1 or 
2, Section 4.9). Streetscape improvements would also be considered by the TSMP, which 
would likely monitor and prioritize physical transportation improvements, such as 
roadway resurfacing, roadway medians, sidewalk construction, etc. 

Response to Comment Pll-6: 

The General Plan designates Innes Avenue as a secondary arterial street (see EIS Section 
3.1.1, Figure 3.1-2). Consistent with this designation, traffic calming measures, 
particularly those that reduce the number of lanes or add impediments to travel, might 
not be appropriate. Such measures are not required to mitigate potential impacts 
identified in the EIS and are not proposed at this time. In general, street improvements in 
the larger Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood are being considered in the context of 
the Bayview-Hunters Point Revitalization Concept Plan prepared under the auspices of 
the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and the Bayview-Hunters Point Project Area 
Committee. 
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103 Response to Comment Pll-8: 

- 113 
114 
115 
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117 
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- 119 
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* 122 

The assessment of traffic impacts on Innes Avenue was an integral part of the traffic 
analysis. See EIS Sections 3.1,4.1, and 4.2. 

While pedestrian-oriented street design is desirable on Innes Avenue outside of HPS, this 
area is not part of the HI’S project. These improvements could be designed and funded as 
part of larger Bayview-Hunters Point Redevelopment efforts or accomplished by the 
City’s Department of Parking and Traffic and Department of Public Works as a separate 
project. 

Response to Comment Pll-7: 

As described in Section 3.7 of the EIS, it is Navy’s responsibility to remediate 
contaminated soil and groundwater at HPS such that the site is suitable for the land uses, 
including residential uses, proposed as part of the Proposed Reuse Plan. Navy’s 
remediation efforts, which are being coordinated with the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (U.S. EPA) and other regulatory agencies, must be protective of human health 
and the environment. There is already a process for public participation in the 
remediation process under the IRP. Navy’s remediation efforts are not the focus of the 
EIS. Reuse assumes that Navy’s remediation process and consultation with the U.S. EPA 
would result in use restrictions and similar mechanisms to limit potential exposure to 
residual contamination. Under the CERCLA process, U.S. EPA must approve the form of 
the restrictions, covenant, or conditions, including the enforcement mechanism. Any use 
restrictions would be included in the CERCLA Record of Decision. Therefore, potential 
impacts associated with exposure to residual soil and groundwater contamination would 
be less than significant. 

Dust suppression during remediation efforts is the responsibility of Navy and its 
contractors, consistent with work plans reviewed by the U.S. EPA as part of the CERCLA 
process. The dust suppression techniques currently being used during remediation of 
Parcel B, as well as the techniques required for construction activities associated with 
reuse (EIS Section 4.2), are proven methods. These methods have been approved and are 
often required by the City, U.S. EPA, and BAAQMD as a means to effectively control 
airborne dust. Please refer to the City’s grading ordinance, the U.S. EPA’s National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP), and the BAAQMD’s rules 
and regulations, which cite required dust suppression techniques. 

There are cases in which dust controls are not always 100 percent effective. The “dust 
clouds” seen in late October and early November 1998 were raised from dirt tracked off 
site by trucks hauling clean fill material to HPS. The doors of the bottom-dump trucks 
were occasionally blocked from closing completely, and small amounts (from several 
trucks) of clean soil were released onto Innes Avenue. This dirt was stirred up by 
subsequent traffic. The dust observed was not from contaminated soil. Navy took 
appropriate steps to stop the spillage from trucks. Through community feedback, Navy 
is very aware that dust suppression is a critical issue and has placed a high priority on the 
elimination of airborne exposure. There are a number of avenues available for the public 
to inform responsible agencies of observed emissions. The BAAQMD is the lead agency 
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123 for enforcement of the U.S. EPA’s NESHAP regulations and welcomes information on 
‘124 visible air emissions. 

12.5 

126 
127 
12s 
129 
131 
‘131 

157 Under Navy’s IRP, discharge of contaminated groundwater is strictly controlled, and 
1% discharge to the City’s combined sewer system requires a City permit. 

Response to Comment Pll-9: 

Risk assessment techniques used to select remediation levels are based on persons that 
live at the site, work at the site each day, or come. on the site to perform construction- 
related work (such as excavation). The remediation levels will be sufficient to protect 
individuals that might be directly exposed to contaminants. Please refer to Section 5.1.3 
of the EIS for further discussion. The current analysis cannot speculate on the nature of 
risks in other areas of San Francisco, such as the Bayview-Hunters Point area. 

Response to Comment Pll-10: 

Navy acknowledges that property disposal does not terminate Federal Government 
responsibility for contamination caused by its activities on the property. Section 120(h)(3) 
of CERCLA places certain restrictions on the conveyance of Federally owned property on 
which hazardous substances have been stored, released, or disposed of. Generally, Navy 
must take all remedial action necessary to protect human health and the environment 
with respect to any hazardous substances on a property before it can convey the property 
by deed. Under certain circumstances, however, contaminated property can be conveyed 
by deed before all remedial action has been taken. Section 120(h)(3)(C) of CERCLA sets 
forth the conditions under which the U.S. EPA Administrator, with the concurrence of the 
Governor, can defer the requirement of providing a covenant that all necessary remedial 
action has been taken before the date of conveyance. In such cases, once Navy has 
completed all necessary remedial action, it must issue a warranty that satisfies the 
covenant requirement. In any case, when property is conveyed, the grantee receives 
covenants and indemnifications regarding environmental liability from the Government 
of the United States or the Department of Defense, These covenants and indemnifications 
provide for continuing Federal responsibility for contamination resulting from Federal 
Government activities. The covenant and indemnification requirements that provide for 
continuing Federal Government responsibility are considered by Navy to be regulatory 
requirements and therefore not mitigation. 

Response to Comment Pll-11: 

As described in the response to Comment Pll-7 above, the remediation of HPS is not the 
focus of the EIS analysis. Remediation is being conducted under the IRP pursuant to 
CERCLA. Your comments have been forwarded to the remedial project manager 
handling the CERCLA actions at HPS. 

The potential impacts associated with combined sewer overflows (CSOs) are discussed in 
detail in Section 4.9 (Water Resources). To address the potential for partially treated 
groundwater to enter the Bay during rain events, additional mitigation has been added to 
Section 4.9.2, heading “Proposed Reuse Plan”, subheading “Significant and Mitigable 
Impact,” Mitigation 1. 
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- 17s l Create 6,400 permanent jobs at full build-out of the project. 

18’1 l Create and expand economic opportunities for existing area businesses, 

- 182 l Provide ownership and equity opportunities for area residents and businesses. 

183 l Provide the greatest possible level of education and job training and hiring 
- ‘IS1 opportunities for area residents and for partnerships with community residents and 

183 businesses throughout all development and long-term management of the project. 

- 186 
‘1 s7 

- 1% 
189 
190 

1% 
- 199 

For a discussion of dust suppression measures to control air emissions during 
remediation, see response to Comment Pll-8. 

Response to Comment Pll-12: 

Redevelopment activities at Hunters Point Shipyard would proceed pursuant to the 
Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Plan (San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1997b). 
As permitted under the Redevelopment Plan and as is customary for the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency would enter into a 
development agreement with a primary developer, selected by the Redevelopment 
Agency Commission. This agreement includes, as its first goal, the creation of 
“sustainable economic benefits and jobs for the Bayview-Hunters Point community.” The 
goal is further articulated by the following objectives: 

l Build a diverse and economically viable and sustainable community with 
employment, entrepreneurial, art and educational opportunities for the economic 
benefit of the Bayview-Hunters Point community. 

l Maximize participation of area residents and businesses in the pre-development, 
development, interim reuse, and environmental remediation of HPS. 

l Create small business assistance programs and incubator opportunities with linkages 
to larger, established businesses. 

l Provide for land uses and development projects that are compatible with one another 
within HPS and with the surrounding neighborhood, during all phases of 
redevelopment. 

The primary developer would be required to prepare and implement development 
proposals that are consistent with the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency goals and 
objectives including the ones listed above. Any development proposals submitted to the 
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency by the primary developer would also be reviewed 
by the HPS Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC). Further, the primary developer would 
be required to prepare and implement a Community Benefit Program that relates to the 
following: 

l Permanent and construction jobs, including job training, education and hiring 
programs consistent with articulated goals and objectives and with applicable San 
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20.3 l Business incubator and entrepreneur opportunities. 

204 l Local ownership opportunities. 

213 l Develop well-designed new residential areas that assist in meeting a range of housing 
211 needs of the greater Bayview-Hunters Point community and the City. 

220 l Provide an appropriate mix of ownership and rental housing with the maximum 
221 number of units at the lowest possible price. 

222 Development proposals submitted to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency by the 
22,; primary developer would be reviewed by the HPS CAC. Along with preparing and 
224 implementing development proposals that are consistent with San Francisco 
225 Redevelopment Agency goals and objectives, including the ones listed above, the primary 
226 developer would be required to prepare and implement a Community Benefit Program 
227 that relates to affordable housing, including a description of the number and size of units, 
22s phasing and linkage principles, anticipated timing of availability, price range, and levels 
229 of affordability. 

Response to Comments 

Francisco Redevelopment Agency and City requirements, such as the First Source 
Hiring and Equal Opportunity programs. 

l Investment opportunities for the community. 

Response to Comment Pll-13: 

As permitted under the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Plan (San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency, 1997) and as is customary for the San Francisco Redevelopment 
Agency as the City’s affordable housing development agency, the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency would enter into a development agreement with a primary 
developer, selected by the Redevelopment Agency Commission, to ensure that a range of 
housing opportunities is provided at the Shipyard. This goal is further articulated by the 
following objectives: 

l Develop and implement a permanent affordable housing program that makes 
available at least 20 percent of all new and rehabilitated housing types to low- and 
moderate-income households, maximizes the number and level of affordable housing, 
and is consistent with the housing needs identified by the Mayor’s Office of Housing 
in cooperation with the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. 
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ALLIANCE FOR A CLEAN WATERFRON’I’ 
.1’ ?,Wwork ofDiverse Community, Political and cc,irvironmental Jurtrce Orgunizat;onv 

January 19, 1999 

Engineering Field Activity West 
Naval Facilities Engineting Command 
Attn: Mr. Gary Munekawa, Code 7032, Bldg 20911 
900 Commodore Drive 
San Bruno, CA 940664006 

City and County of San Francisco 
San’Francisco Planning Department 
Attn: Ms. Hilary Gitelman 
1660 Mission Street, 5th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94 103 

I RE: I)& EIS/EIR for Disposal and Reuse of Hunters Point Shipyard 

Dear Mr. Munckawa and Ms. Gdnan: 

- 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on this second version of the Dratt 
Environmental Impact StatemenVEnvironmcntal Impact Report (EIVEIR). We appreciate the 
responsiveness of the City and the Navy to our requerts last year to rewrite tid recirculate this 
document. We also appreciate the extension of the comment period provided by the 
Rcdtvclopmcnt Agency and Planning Commission. 

Our Alliance is drawn together by a vision of an environmentally and socially sustainable 
community built on a foundation of clean water and environmental justice. Flowing from this 
vision we are concerned with the HPS EIS/EIR treatment of the obvious issues of Water 
Resources, Utilities, Hazardous Materials and Waste, and Land USC. Our vision also extends to 
the linked issues of Transportatiorl, Air Quality, Public Sctviccs. and Biological Resources. 
Ultimately it involves the question of the relationship between the Bayview-Hunters Point 
community and the redeveloped Hunters Point Shipyard. Will jobs and business opportunities go 
to the people living nearby who would travel the shortest distance? Or will they bc by-passed by 
commuters from the far corners of the Bay Region7 

In addition to our shared concerns that are linked to clean water, the Alliance is committed to 
expeditious redevelopment of the Shipyard according to tire goals and objectives laid out ic the 
Keurc Plan. WC arc mindtil that the Bayview-Hunters Point communtty actively participated in 
shaping the Reuse Plan. WC support their efforts to crcatc a new Shipyard that will complement 
their neighborhood and addtcss its most pressing needs by providing jobs, business opportunities, 
affordable housing, and open space targeted to Beyvicw-Hunters Point residents. 

We are also rcnuitivc to community concerns about existing environmental problems in Bayvicw- 
Hunters Point; poor air quality, high rates of asthma, cancer and other diseases, hundreds of 
contamuated brownfield sites, inadequate transponation links with the rest of the city and region 
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Ckently hi1 opportunities and degrade the quality oflife. We &se the view that redcvclapmrnt 
of MPS needa to correct these problems, not make them worse. 

The god of the Alliance in commenting on this ElS/ElR is to strengthen the prospects that reuse, 
will achieve these ends. We look to the environmental review procem to ensure that Shipyard 
redevelopment will be supported with the infrastructure end public sctices needed to protect the 
Project’s neighbors and new residents from the burden of environmental impacts. The Bayview- 
Hunters Point community must not be require4 to choose between economic opportunity and R 
healffil cAvironmeat. 

Many ofthe organizations participating in the Alliance are also submitting comments individually 
that provide additional detail, but we are in agreement on the broad range of issues presented in 
or combined comment6 that follow. 

We remain at your service to resolve the issues that con=m us. 

Contact: Eve Bach at Arc Ecology 
833 Market Street, Suite 2 107 San Francisco, California 94103 Phone 4 15 495 1781 

Michael T&omrrs; 
Ckinnc Wooi& 
Mike LOZ& 
Ruth Gruullnis 
June Morrison 
David Lewis 
Claude Wilson 

Amy Quirk 
Be@ MagiIcy 
Doug Kern 
Jeff Matmet 
John Rainwatet 
Aaron P&in 
Meg Reilly 
Ptiet Reich 
BM? Bach 
Olin Webb 
Sflwl Hlnom 

Communitioa for a Better EnvironmcdSder Projwt 
Mission Bay Conservancy 
San Franoiaco BayKeeper 
Golden Gate Audubon Society 
San Francisco ‘tomorrow 
Save San Francisco Bay Association 
Southeast Alliance for Environmental Justice 
Sunset Community Democratic Club 
Sustainable City 
Urban Watershed Project 
Wastewster Solutions 
California League of Conservation Voters 
South End Rowers Club 
Dolphin Club 
Sailboarders Environmental Alliance 
Public Trust Oroup 
Haz-Mat Connections, Bay View Advocates 
Arc Ecoloby 



COMMENTS ON THE HPS EIS/EIR 

I. STORMWATER AND SEWAGE (WATER RESOURCES AND UTILITIES) 
The Way that that SM FWW~SCO disposu of itr stormwatcr and sewage is not a matter of abstract or 
ac&ftk intt?rcrt to the Bayview-Hunters Point community. The City’s failure to provide water trutmer 
SYStemS crbk to aCCOmmodate peak loads of waterborne wastes b required these residents to live neti tc 
R 1~bd0fous sewaBe facility that ovedows during stormy weather. mig historical (but hardly benign) 
neglect has surrounded this community living in a magnificent bayshore location with polluted bay waters 
harboring inedible fish. - 

Planning for new development to send additional stonnwatcr and sewngc to the Bayview-iiunters Point 
Sewage Treatment Plan will cause the lower income people of color who comprise that community to 
bear a disproPortionate burden of the City’s environmcnnl burden. It is a sadly typical ewmplc of the 
kind of govemrnent decision that gave birth to Environmental Justice programs and requirements. 

The Alliance for a Clcsn Wat&ont promotes on-site troatment and recyc%nB of stonnwater and scwsgc, 
integrated into large development projects. It besins the proocss of Ii&g the unfair burden of treating the 
whole city’s sewage that the Bayview-Huntors Point community has borne for many years. 

HPS redevelopment is a project for which this solution is especially well-suited. The need for n new 
system of stonnwatcr treatment is prossing; 

l current approaches are inadequate; 
l poundwater has the potential to be a long-term serious problem since redevelopment will 

occur on land with residual conlamination due to anticipated “risk based cleanup”; 
l that are many subsistence fishetmcn in the ares; 
0 the Project will require complete replacement of the infiastructurt (why not do it right?); amI 
l at about 500 acres, the project includes enough land to accommodate the landscaping and 

facilities needed to carry out water treatment and recycling. 

Concerns about the individual and cumulative stormwater and sewage impacts of this Project, including 
their cnvironrncntal justice implicationa, have shaped our comments on this EISIEIR. WC ~uppofl the 
goals and obj&vea for re~ae developed by the community; our comments cpesk to the need to ensure 
that state-of-the-art, long term sustainable solutions to the Plan’s potential environmental impacts are 
Integrated into the Redevelopment Plan that will ultimately govenr reuse. 

L A. Navy Disposal 

I 

Problem: The EWEIR itself suwents that simple act of the Kavy disposing of HPS will change the--- 
status of the propcny’s stormwater systems from adequate (meets applicable standards) LO 
inadcquato (does not comply with standards that subsequently apply). “The City’s 
prehminav assessment of the cxiatina stem water system indicates that it does not operate 
to City strnderdg and will require substantial repairs or repiecemonts.” (page 3- 14 I) Virtuali 

- the same statement appears on page 3- 15 1 describing the storm drain system. 

0 P12-1 

0 P12-2 
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Comfnonlr on HPS EWEIR 

This observation is critical because the BIS/EIR considera A “violdon ofFederal, state, 01 
local storm water discharge stnndards or wastewater standards” to he (L threshold of 
significance for envitonmcntol impacts. (page 4-96) 

We question, therefore, the conchrsions that there are no stormwater end sewage impacts P12-2 

A,SOCiAtAd With the bhW)+S diCpOSAt Of ms. 0 
Remedy: III tbc Final EIS/EIR, Include I thorough anrlyair of the kgrl and prrrcticol 

implications of Navy coaveyrnct to the City of I rub-rtuldrrd aymtent, including 
liability to the City. Conrider as mifiption Navg upgrade of the ryltemr. 

B. More Stringent Thnrhold of Significant Noedod 

Problem, The E1WJ.R considers the threshold of significance for stormwater to bc compliance with 
existing regulntioru (page 4-96). This doec not seem reasonable for a 30-year redevelopment 
plan since it is predictable that standards will bowme more demanding during this time 
period. It is also inconsistent with environmental justice concerns, dnce existing regulatrons 
subject neighbors of the sewage trwtmcllt plant to overflows,. odors. and possible health 0 P12-3 
hazards. 

’ ‘~Y,:&v: Change the thrcrhold so tbrt It conridrn ppy diacbrrge of untreated stormwater into 
;hc Bay thrt t cru,ed by the Project (individually or cumulndvcly with other projects 
iu routbeast Sm Franclrco) to be a slgnilkeat envlronmcntrl lmprct. Conslder 
rtomwatsr on-rite stormwater treatment and recycling aa a mitigrtion. 

C. Inadequate AttentIOnlo Relationship between Water and Land use 

Problem Given that storm water systems are inadequate and will have to be redesigned and rebuilt, tf 
discussion in the EWEXR is insufficient because it does not embed this requirement into the 
land uscs pmnittcd by tht Proposed Reuse Plan and Redevelopment Plan. The Revised 
EIS/ElR does not co&lnte the proposed reuse plan with likely mitigation measures thAt 

would address storm water contamination and sanitary waste treatment, 

The EIR briefly considers three broad approaches to transporting storm water - mnintaining 
the existing separate system, replacing the existing system or replacing it with A combined 
stwcr system. The Revised EIR notes that “specific upgrades to the sanitary sewer and 
storm drainage systems . . . could include additional storage treatment. or alternative 
approaches to the hdling of norm wrtcr (e.@., retention. reclamation).” “Any one of these 
[storm water syotan] options could incorporate A variety of refinememo, including additions 
treatment, storage, or alternative tcchnologiw for handling storm water”. (page 4-100) 

However, the EWEIR fails to consider that such options will require apace (i.e. Land) 
stratcgical~y ~ocrted where the storm water is flOWiC@ A mAin ftmction of both the Reuse 
Plan and the Redevelopment Phm is deciding where open rprce areas will be located. Yet, 
nowhere in the EIWEIR do the authors make tho connections batwccn land use and 
stormwater system needs. For example, see. Lund USC. Chrpter 4 4 describing other open 

c hvaWctbbrras/HPCOM2. RTFJmury 10. 1899 I+!* 2 
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Ahnor for Clnr~ watorhcnt 
Jmurry 19. ISa8 

Cornmoms on kPS Elsm IR 

Spsce go& no mention ir made of accommodaing storm water pollution cantrol systems, 
such as large scale sand filters. 

Many alternatives addressing pollution of municipal and industrial storm water pollution 
include the UMF of large SC& liltem, yrossy swale, and other elements that cm only be 
accommodated within available open spaces. Similarly, there arc technologies available to 
prevent the Project born contributing additional ranitary waste to the City’s combined sewer 
system and. ultimately, to sewage overflows into Islaio Creek. These include II loud treatment 
system that would treat sanitary waste to a high enough quality to efficiently reclaim it on- P12-4 

sire for irrigation, toilet flushing and other uses, This solution would need space within the 0 
reuse plan. 

Similarly, the EIS/EIR’s discussion of increased sanitary waste flows resulting from t!le 
Project makes no attempt to correlate the land uses and infi~struaurc needs of the Plan with 
potential unitary waste treatment and management alternatives that may require space 

Remedy: Aa part of preparation of tbc FInal EWEIB, undertake P study of the sprtial 8 nd 
locational needs of on-rite stormwater md sewage trutmcnt. Through the mir igntion 
process, require mitigotfon of the Reuse Plaa l d the Redevelopment Plan to ~nsurc 
that the land use map is consirlca( with these land needs so that these treatmC!it 
options are not pre-cmpted. 

Problem. The EISIEXR notw that “[t]hc quality of fbture storm water discharges will depend on the 
nature of future land UK.S and on the eff&tivcness of water quality control measures.” (pag 
S-93) This is true. Indeed, open space is one of the land uses which can incorporate a 
number of available tacbnologks which arc capable of treating ctorm water. Untbrtunately, 
the x@tigations described for storm water pollution do nor explore the obvious structural 
opportunities Horded by a large redevelopment proposal. (page 4 93) The two mitigations 
only addresr construction “best management practices,” public education, and good 
housekeeping. The issue does not conclude there. 

Remedy: As with rhc Mission Bay Project, the City should consider structural storm water 
pollution controls that will assure comprehensive treatment of storm water flows 
originrtiou at EPS. The Mission Bay Project includea, among other things, advanced 
street dean@, treatment of all gtorm water flows by Vortex-type treatment units 
(inst&d at each of five outfalls, and ktly, an as yet to be Kn&zed second tier of 
treatment using sand fliten prOpOSed to underlie open apace areas at the edge of the 
project. 

C’nfortunntely, although Cntellur Development has been vcy rupportlve of installing 
such ftitcrs, the available space in the reuac plan for Mlssion Bay limired the areas that 
tbe filtcrr could be installed to two aegmcatr of the project, restricting the potential of 
Illten,, and the potcntirl Tot Biting storm water treatment f&ciiitiu in those accns. The 
HPS EWEIR lbould consider adjustmenU to the reuse plan to maximize the 
redevelopment project’s ability to incorporate storm water control mcasuru in open 
spsce 8rvae. 

3 P12-5 
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Commsntr on HPS EWEIR, 

Both I’mPA and CEQA purporu would be well served to the extent that this EIS/E~ 
pmvider the public 8ttd deciaionmakcrr with information that enabler them to 
inte!rrate envirOnmentally sound rcwage and wastewater treatment into this Project il 
it3 early stages. 

D. Inadequate Dkurslon of Relationship to Tranrportrtlon 

Problem; There io rrlsc~ no attempt in the rev&d EISIEIR to correlate transportation planning with 
storm water pollution impecta. The EIS&IR ecknowledges thet more cars will cause more 
pollution to flow via storm water from streets. “Typical sources of pollutants from parking 
lots include fluid leaks $&I vehicles, brake pad wear, tire &&on, pavement wear, 
eedimentr, pesticides from lendaceped eras, and atmospheric deposition. Types of pollutant 
may include oil and grease, met&, hydrocarhonq and organic pollutants, as well as 
sedimcnto.” (page 3-145) 

s 

No correlation between the areas of increased traffic mnd strategic placcmont of storm water 
treatment measures is discussed (perhepr send filters locrted within expanded street medians 
for wtmpje). 

Remedy: a)lncludc projections in the FInal EWEIR of tbc maximum land area for paved 
parkig amen rllowed by Design for Davelopment, Theo project raductionr thaf could 
be rurtaiwd Y the Redevdopmeat Plan were ammdad to include rutomoblle 
disincentives rnd other mitigations at I) level thrt would result in no unmitigrble 
transportation or air quality imprcb. 

b)Calculatrthe net “ravings” of runoll pollutants discharged to the Bay if the project 
limitd parking to the reduced amount, instead of the amount that the Plan currently 
would permit. 

c)Then roughly calculate the amount of rtormwatcr that could be treated if thr land 
arca %clafmed” from paved parking were used instead for stormwater treatment. 

d)Estimatc the net dlfferancc bctwean the volume of pollutants entering the Bay under 
the parking and the ttormwrter treatment rccaari~t. 

c)Design mitigations bared on these results. 

Problem. Sewage overflows at Yosemite Ch8nnd caused by cs08 currently impair beneficial uses of 
the Bay n=r HPS. 

P12-5 3 

Remedy: Consider any additioo to CSOs by new development at EPS to be an environmental 
impact. Iucludc 81 mitigation8 rcquiremcntr to prevent discharge of groundwater to 
the treatment plrnt during and for a few dryr following a rtom. 
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c. Treating Sewage on-alto 
Problem : In discursing unitary waste, the WSElR does not appear to contemplate separating out the 

existing CSO sptem within Yosemite Channel. There ir no analysis of opportunities to 
separate the storm WllW gytiam from sanitary waste in this area of Hunters Point in order to 
reduce the quantity of combined 8awcr ovartlows into Yoscmitc Channel. I 

The discussion of sanitary waste mitigation frils to address the potential of a loc&cd 
treatment system that would prevent additional aewa~e flow, to the exist@ Southeast 
scwagc plant and which would mon &cliveiy and e!Wently accommodate local reuse of 
treated WwMator. 

Remedy: The Final EISIEIR needa to rnrtyze space requirement of l on-site rcwmgc trutmcnt 
fkility rad provide miti@onr amending the Rukvdopment Plrn to require this 
option. In addition, the RCWC and Redevdopment Pinnr’ open rprcc compontntr 
rbould conrider the rvnilabil)ty of #pace for tree pbatiag~ that could riro bt 
iacorpor8led Is u tcrtirry treatment component of 8 rrnltary waste treatment plan. 

0 P12-7 

F. The B&~Jo~~ Plan 
Problem; It in unclear what the status is of the Backbone Plan. The earlier version of the Draft EIS/ELR 

seem@ to assume that that Plan would be fol!owtd. and indicated that it was one of the 
Documents being reviewed as part uf the Project; the current version of the EIS/EIR appears 
tr, consider the Backbone Plan aimply as a possibility. (page 4-97) The text of the current P12-8 

document indicates that it&structure replacement could be increnIental, timed to accompany 0 
dcvclopmcnt. makes clear that the above concerns need to be considered in this EIR p:occss 

Remedy: Clarib whether the Backbone Plan is likely to be used. If not, analyze how the 
incre~~~cntal rpprorcb would be implamented and how itr impacts would bc mitigated. 

G. Unclear Numbers 
Probl$m: In Impact 2 (page 4-92). the authora cite a baseline of 240 mgy of stotmwater currently 

dhchargd via HI’S’ current acpurted stormwater system. 

Remedy: Explain the empirical #)U~CC and derivation of this amount. 
I 

Problem: l’be d&&an states that there will be 227 mu afkr redevelopment. (Table 4.9-2, page 4- 
89) However. at 2 I” average rainfdl per YM (the figure used in the Mission Bay analysir), 
the volume of rain fUng on the site would be 282mgy. 

ZIinchex$ear - I. 75 fecr~ar 
fis@ww x 493 acres = 862.75 we-feet&ar 
862.75 acre-fec@wr x S26,OOO galhn.Vaw-fmt - 281.2Smillion gallons&ear 0 P12-9 

Remedy: Explain the empirical aourcc and derivation of 227mgy. What runofl’coeficientr were 
u~d? Gxplrb wby it ir lower tbra the brreline. Explrin tht Psrumptions thut went Into 
Table 4.9-2. Eow much lnnd would bt needed to treat tRis quantity of rtormwrttr? 

c:l~v~~smore~PC~2.RTFJrn~ay 10. loQ0 PIga 6 I 
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II. LAND USE 

A. Relationship to Stormwater tmprca 

Problem: There is no indication that open space in suticnt amount and appropriate location would be 
available lo treat all stormwater on-rite. 

Remedy: Include I rtudy of this is$ue in tbc FiRal EISBXR and modify the land WC mrpr in the 
Reuse rad the Redevelopment Plans accordingly. (see dircussion above) 

6. Potential Conflict between Planned Reaidontlal and Open Space Uaea v&h On- 
going Remsdirtlon Actlvl~irr 

?roblem: We were very. pleaacd that the EBEIK conridtred there potentirl impact& and agree that 
subscqucnt focused environmca~l review will be nceded.(page 449) WC arc concerned, 
however, that the EIWEIR wncludes &at there UC no potential Land Use environmental 
impacta despite this analyair. Insufficient information does not rupport a conclurion of no 
ilTlp6Ct. &dtW it fC@rt, I fold CO mmitmont lo perform focused onvironmentd review 
when lnfbrmation becomes availrble as-a with a specific project seeks approval. 

Remedy: ldcntify thir land UII conflict u,a potential rignificant impact and mirigarc with the 
requiremrnl to perform an initirl urcrrmeat when tidcntirl or open rpncc projccta 
am proporcd within a specifk distance (wch aI 250 yards) of current or expected 
remedintion projects. This should alro be extended to child&c facilities, rewitive 
commercial (au& as restauranta with outdoor wfing), R&D taboratories, and 
educational and cultural land use& 

C. Unclaor Relrtiotwhip between the TWO Parta of tlm Project (Reuse Plan and 
Redevelopment Plan) and between the Project and tho General Plan 

1. The Relationship between the Reuse Plan and San Francisco General Plan 
Problem; The EWEIR is evasive about possible inconsiatencic6 between the Reuse Plan and the 

General Plan, (pale CSO-51) There is a discussion about the need to modify maps of some 
of the Ekmants, and the vague conclusion that “On the whole, proposed land uses and land 
use pokier contticd in the w plan ordinance would be compatible with City policy.” 

This general reluctance of the authors to provide deviled information about potentid 
inconsistencies of tho Reux-Plan with the General Plan echoes a theme sounded in the first 
vcr&m of this draft EIS/EIR, In that document, the text promised an appendix with u 
detailed analysir, but no such appendix waa mncluded. In that earlier veraion of the draft 
EWEIR, the authors suggested they mi@ mod@ the Gcnaral Plan to match the Reuse Plar 
to reconcile incomirtcncicr. In tN6 vetlion, they offer the same general stratqy if the Reuse 
Plan is ever incotpornted into the General Plan.@~c 4-50) 

Arc Ecology’s comments on rhat eulier document are still relevant.: 
Another example of an inadequate approach lo mitigation is the vague promise 

c.l~sWS(b~rcrlrlPCOM2.RTFJ1nuury 10.1898 l-g* 0 
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(not actually listed as B mitigation) to sddress the incompatibility of the Proposed 
Rowe Plan with the Gene4 Plan by modi@& the Goneral Phxn. It is not possible 
to determine where the ConfIicts UC or ifthey are significsnt because the EWEJR 
providea no details, but this approach to reconciliq the differences tnrly 
undcnnincs the rrtionde for confbmwcc. The reason for compving the Reuse 
Plan to the General Plan is to make sure thu the uw plsn fits into the overall 
vision for the city. .Modifjhg the Rowe Plan to conform to the General Plan turns 
this statewide objective on its head. especially when various findings of no impact 
UC based on General Plan policies: 

-. 

Remedy: Analyze aJI potential differencea between the Reure Plan and the CeneA plan, 

2. Th# Role of the Roura Plan 

Problem: Further complicating the relationship between the Rmuuse Plm md the General Plan, the 
current version of the EWEIR anticipates that the Reuse P&n (which the Board of 
Supervisors adopted as a Proposed Area Plan) might never scturlly make it into the General 
Plsn,“The Proposed Reuse Plan mly be incorporrt.ed into the City’s Genera! Plan in the fern 
of a new Area Pkn.* (page 4-50 emphasis added) 

Iftba Reuse Plan is not incorporated into the General Plsn, it would seem to have no official 
fbnction or weight as A pluming document under State Plsnning Law. 

This would present a w problem, not just because it wouId jettison the plan developed 
md endorsed by the Bayview-Hunters Point community. More significantly, it would seem to 
leave the Redevclopmcnt Plan (Appendir C) remaining 8s tbe single planning document with 
teeth. 

Remedy: Expldn what the rule of the Rcurc Plan would be ia 8ovcming redevelopment of HPS 
if it is npf rdoptcd as an area plro rnd Ir of otbcrwirc incorpontcd into the Gencml 
Plan. To what extent would implementation of tbe Redevelopment Plrn need to cnrry 
out the goala and objectives of the Rcura Plan if the Reuse Plan does m become a part 
of the General plan? 

- 

- 

3. The Relationship botwoon the Reu~ Plan and the Redevelopment Plan I 
Problem. The Redevelopment Plan, except for its lnnd Use Plan, is virtually a boilerplate 
document that is hardly specific to the HPS site. It does not reference the special needs and 
conccms of Bayview-Iluttturr Point. The policies thus the CAC aud the community labored 
over for many months are simply not included in the Redevelopment Plan. 

The formul objectives of the Redevelopment Plan do not mention Bayview-Hunters Point or 
South Bayshore in any way. The only rcfcnnce to the adjacent community in the 
Redevelopment Plsn is a reprint of the General Principles of the Citizens Advisory 
Cotnmiftec However these principles sre clearly presented aa the views of the CAC. not A 
statcmcnt of Redevelopment Agency policy 

r Iov~~SlbrlOrMPCOM2,RTFJmWy 19. 1080 PW 7 
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“The CAC adoptad a set of planning guideline to frame their ideas for the 
development and reintegration of the Shipyard into the social, economic and . . physical fabric of Bayvim Hunras Point.. The C AC &lmes rcpr~ cnt a SK01 
m and &&&&dk& that they ohodd set the tone for the 
rcncwal of the project area.” (Redevelopment Plu, page 5 - emphasis added) 

Remedy: {a) Aarlyze rU potential diffcrcncer between the Reuse Plan md the Redevelopment 
Plra. 
(b) Explain the extcut to which implcmenution of the Redevelopment PJxn would be 
m to be consirtent with ClsC prJnclpJ,lw. 

4. The Rolationshlp behueen the R~dsvmlopment Plan and the General Plan 
Problem: The EISIEIR is altogether Ant about consistency between the Redevelopment Plan and thr 

General Plur. This ir surprisily b-use repsedatives of the SF P-8 Depsnment 
assund the Raievciopmcnt Agency Board on 7/14/97, when the Board adopted the HPS 
Redevelopment Plan, that potential conflicta between the two pianain~ documents would be 
thoroogh!y cxplorod when the Radovclopmont Plan was subjected to environmental review. 

Potential conflicts between the Redevelopment Plan and the General Plan are particulrrly 
troubling becaucc the Design for Development states, “All new development ahall meet the 
requirements of the Gutoral Plan ad applicable codes including ch&nges or amendments 
tircreto as may be made subsequent to the adoption of the Redevelopment Plan u . . . . 
EKtont that Md vnendmmts Dwfslmdb 
8.” (p&Be 52 of the Da+ for 
Dcvclopmcnt emphasis added) 

Remedy: a) Analyze aJ! potcntirl dikmccr between the Redevelopnlent Plan and the General 
PJaa. 
(c ) Explxin to what extent the implcmeatrtion of the Redevelopment P&n would be 
g&red to be consistent with the xontag ordinrnca md public worJu codes. 

D. Land Ures PermItted by the Rcdevotopm8nt Plan 
Problem: The Redevelopmum Plan specifically allows land USC) under its Industrial, Research and 

D&iopmcnt, and Maritime Indusvia land use categories that would hrtvc potentially 
significant environmental impact& (pages 9- 11 of the Redevelopment Plan) Examples of la1 
uses chat could potentially g&rate huudous wastes arc 

l the manufncturing, processing, frbricating, and assembly of chemicals and allied 
products, primary and fabricaM metal products, and elcctricaYclcctronic equipment 
and parts (in the IndustxiJ cltcgory), 

l the manufacturing proaetixy. fabricatiny, and assembly of X-ray apparatus and 
tubes, and diagnostic substances, and 

8 virtually all the Maritime Industrial land uses 

Several petitted land uses in the Industrial category could potentially goncrrtc large I 
c I~~pl~~~)~PCOklZ.RTFJln~ry 10, lQS9 PW . 
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volumes of tmck trattic - UI iS8uC of pnriiculur concern to the Bayview-Hunterr Point 
community which is afready burdened with more than their fair share of the city’s truck traffic 
&ause of the pattern of existing routes. These uses potential include 

l the processing of food products (depending on the scale of operations). 
l trucking and courier urvks, and 0 P12-16 
l warehousing and distribution. 

Remedy: Identify the potential impwtr of parmittod land wu and provide mitigation in the 
form of rquirementr for additional envir~amcotd review. 

E. Tidelands Trust 
Problem: WC appreciate the discussion of Public Trust issues and expect that the Final EISIEIR will be 

rrblc to include a description of the anticipated land trade described on page 4-5 1. If there is 
not an ngrccmcnt about the trade by that time, the inconsistencies of the Reuse and the 0 P12-17 
Redevelopment Plans with Public Trust requirements would be significant impacts requiring 
miti&on. 

Remedy: Include Public Trurt inconrlateucicr in the Final EWEIR if they have not been 
resolved. Othrmirc mrlyze potential Lmprctm of the trades. ‘- 

. 

III. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
We appreciate that tbc discussion of Haardoua Materirlr includes a more thorough description of the 
Shipyard contaminants than in the ptious version of the EISEIR However, the current documents 
continues to lack the fun rar@e of information naccssary for the public and o&als to make informed 
decisions about reuse oftbe site. 

A. Cleanup to Reuse - Undemtanding Undoflying Aorumptlorrc 
Problem: AIthouBh Section 3.7.3 includes II brief explanation for nsk based cleanups (page 
3-99), it fails 10 identify a major problem that is likely to occur as a consequence of Kavy 
disposal of HPS parcels. The problem is that information about residual contamination 
needed to protect firture usem of the site could become inaccessible. To understand the 
problem, it is necessary to appreciate the kind of’quantitative uulysir thnt determines 
rcmcdicr ,in “risk based cleanups” that the Navy is undertaking at EN. 

As the explanation on p~gc 3-99 suggests, a risk based cleanup occurs when the agency 
responsible for cleanup (the hivy in the case of HPS) determines that the remedy for 
contsminrtion is to limit pe~plc’s accaas to the to&s rather than to remove or treat those 
totics ro federal and state standards. The limits on access can be physical (capping a site, 
erecting a fme around It) a&or social (establishing rules that allow people to work but not 
live on tho site, or that limit chitdrcn’s use of the site). In the same way that regulatory 
agencies (USEPA, CaEPA) have quantied standards for the treatment or rcmovrl of toxics 
(non-risk based cleanups). they quantify the health risks associated with limitations on use of 
a site 

The issue is that terms such as “industrial standard” and “residential standard” are a very 

rough sbonhand that communicates a wide range of meanings The decision to clean a site to 
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AII “industrial standard”, for example, is brued on studies (on ulirnds) sugsming that the 
probability that an adult human who spends 250 days pu year for 25 years exxporcd to toxic0 
on !hc ground rurfscc on the site will develop cenccr (over and beyond his or her rjsk 
otherwise) is between 1 in 10,009 Md 1 in l,~,OOO. A more compkrtcd example is that 
cleanup to a residential standard (which ansumcs 350 days per year for 24 years, and assumes 
use of the site by children) does not always meM a 1-k of restrictions. Regulators may 
consider it safe far families to live on a site, but not to cat vegetables grown in their 
backyard. 

The EWEIR does not explore whether tbe Navy RODS on Shipyard clc~~~p will convey 
critical infornution about use restriction sufficient to ensure that future users arc not urposed 
to greater risks than accepted by cleanup de&ions 

For cxrmple, on page 3-100 we are assured that the Human HeaJth Risk Asseswts for 
parccis A,B,C.D. end E nddresaed both a “commcrciaUrcsidantirl and industrial reuse 
scenario” but the Navy Record of D&ion (ROD) on the “completed” clonnups (Parcels A 
and B) do not spell out what kinds of activities could be associated with each scenario, 

The uncertainties for the rest of the Shipyard are even greater rince the Navy has not yet 
determined what level of clcunup 11 will undertake at Parcclr C, D, E, and F. 

This same problem emerges with Mitigation 3, which would require implementation and 
monitoring of u9c restrictions. This ir an important mitigation and we are pleesed that it is 
included. However, it doer not describe that the bm of “non-reridcntial uses” would also 
need to include a prohibition of child-occupied facilities (ruch as school6 and childcare 
facilities), and vegetabldtiuit gardens. Tkse additional restrictions require a much mart 
thorough and complioetcd implementscion and monitoring system. A company that allows 
employees to develop 4 garden twenty yeus from now is not likely to apply for a City permit; 
nor would it neccrsarily ask the City for permission if it decides to set aside a small amount 
of sp4ce for childcare haltiy through rhc next century 

Remedy: To safeguard future users of Shipyard sites that have (or will hrve) undergone 
%leanup to reuse ‘I, the EIS/IXR needs to require the Navy to spell out iu its RODS the 
specific assumptions and tortrictions underlying each risk brscd clcrnup. The RODS 
need to explain tbrt reeidcntial scenarios assume longer exposure duration and more 
intense exposure (i.e. children playing outside). And that the coacentrationr of 
chemicals lcfr in the soil wJJl be siealficantly lower for residential scenarios than for 
indurtrial rccnrrior. The RODS oeed.to specie tbrt a parcel cleaned to industrial 
standards will not be usable for rrridentlrl purposes unless rdditionrl cleanup (clcrnup 
to lower chemical concentrations) is undertaken. 

The Redevelopment Plan in particular needs to be amended to account for the fact that 
p~~p&y not cleaned to ruidentirl standards will continue to be encumbered by tories 
by mrintrlnlnp easily l ccuslblc, detailed information about my restrictions on use, by 
rrquirinp the master developer to integrate thb information into its marketing of 
propetiies, by on-going public education about the rirkr, by supportlng monitoring of 
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the restrictions by community-based organizations, and by enforcement over the life of 
the redevelopment district. IO P12-18 

Problem. Cleanup to reuse will require continuing expenditure of resources to monitor USC rcstnctions, 
and hamper flexibility of redevelopment. Redevelopment of the site will mean that wen 
ocuaiond hpses in monitoring and cnforcemmt could cause long term exposure to 
h~~dour materisls. This is a potential impact of the Rcdwelopment Plm. 

Remedy: The most atraipktforward mitigation would be for the City to insist and for the Navy to 
provide Cot deeper and more thorough cleanup whenever possible, Ia tbe absence of 
this.obvious mitigation, It will be necessary for the Navy to ensure, by its own 

programs or by providing, as a condition of its disposal of the property, the finnncial 
support to enable that tbc Redevdapmeat Agency to enforce conditions assumed in the 
human health risk assessment. 

8. Double Expowe 

Problem The industrial reuse scenario assumes 5 day a week exposure to site contaminants. The 
EI!EIR notes community concerns that people who Iive in the contaminated neighborhoods 
outside the shipyard gates and ia surrounding nc@hb~rhoodc could potentially experience 
cumulative health impacts because their exposure would be closer to 7 days a week. A 
person who lives in the Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood cannot go home to a clean 
environment aftar working in a contaminated site on the Shipyud. The fact is that this 
neighborhood hosts the highest concentration of hazardous waste sites in Ihe CiLy. 

The EIS/EIR peremptorily dismisses these CO~CCCCIIS as “specuiative” without analysis. (Pages 
5-l 9-20) 

Remedy: Provide additional aaalysis ol the potential impacts of double exporurc given the 
unlimited variety of land uoes permitted by the Redevelopment Plan, and consider 
clwnup to unrestricted use by the Navy a8 a mitigation. 

C. Residual Contrminrtion 
Problem. The EIS/EIR does not sufficiently address impacts caused by residual (after the cleanup) 

contamination. The mitigations put forth in section 4.7 uo somuwhet disingenuous in 
directing readers to ‘%vy data” to determine the location of $ossiblc residual comaminatior 
It would be an impossible task evon to learn which of the hundreds of documents co consult 

first. 

!&?mcdy: The EISEIR needs to upaud this mitigation so that it would rquire the Navy ruppor 
the creatioa and operation of a system makinp all data rbout residual contamination 
drily accessible to the public. Anticiputed residue1 contamination needs to be 
described and presented on I threc-dimenrionrl may or GIS system for future 
reference. A means to update this mrp needs to be provided as cleanup proceeds, aud 
ss additional contamination ir discovered during the rsdcvclopmcnt process and 
afkem*ds. 
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The Rdevdopment Agency will need to l ctivcly communicate this information to 
people living and working at ok near the Shipyard in clenr, undentandrble terms. It 
will Dot be aougb to simply ntpond to requcru for informrtion. 0 P12-21 

In addition, the EISIEIR needr to ducribe potential Proporition 65 dia&rurc 
obligatlona that wUI be borne by bdnur leasing from the Redevelopment Agency and 
by private ownen of Shipyard propcrtia. 

Problem: The mitigation that contractors immcdialcly stop work in areas contaminated with “unknown 
hazardous nWerials*’ is inadequate because it assumes that contractors will know when they 
have encountered unexpected contar&ation. However, many hazardous tnaterialp do not 
wme in the Finn of debris or tanks. Many toxins cannot be sun or smcllod cvtn when they 
are present In hann[ul conccntrrtions. 0 P12-22 

+-I -*- A reliable mean8 of dircovering unidentified rubrurface burrdr buidu encountering 
debris needs to be provided u a midgatlon, Aa a uritigalioa, lhc City nccdv to strictly 
enforce provisions at least u rtringatt as &tide 20 of the Ssn Fnncirco Public Work, 
Code at all oxcavrtionr. If Attick 20 ir strengthened, the improved rtaudsrdr need to 
he rtrktly enforced. The Redwdopment P&a must not be permitted to override tbir 
requirement. 

b. fmpacts of Navy Disposal 

Problem: As It does in almost every other section, the EISEtR initiates discussion of Hazardous 
Materials with the glib concltsJon that there are not impacts of Savy disposal of the Shipyard 
property. We are very concerned that the Navy intends for its disposal of the ptopcny to 
terminate its responsibility for the contamination it has caused. As an illustration, the 
mitigations ~c1 forth in Scction 4.7 make no mcntion of the Navy’s potential role in 
addressing heretofore undiscovered contamination, which is likely to occur, especially on P12-23 
ptis of the siu that were not previously invcsti@cd or remcdiatcd. (The CERCLA Record 
of Decision is essentially a cleanup contract between the Navy and the regulators. The terms 0 
of the ROD apply to tbe entire subject parcel - not just to the remtdiation areas.) 

Remedy: Mitigation Sneedr to be modified ruch that SF Department of Public Health will 
consult the appropriate CERCLA Record of De&ion and the Navy before any 
additional cleanup ia undertaken. If contamhtation falla within the tcrmr of the 
CERCI,A ROD, the Navy must rrtrin ruponribility for coat to cleanup to levels 
rpecihed in the ROD. 

Mitigalions rhould mlso specify that the Redevelopment Agency will provide aU site 
developem md contracton with CERCW Records of Decisiona, including detrilr of 
une rwtrictionr and other rasumptiont undtrlying the cleanup for that site. 

E. Need for a Project Altematlve Reducirq Jmpacts of Contamination 0 P12-24 
Problem The Reduced Dcvclopmcnt Altcmativc was not devclopcd wrth an eye toward avoldulg (or 
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taking into account) areaS of residual contamination. Ihc EIS/ElR does not include a Project 
Alternative that adjusts the land USC configuntion of the Proposed Reuse Pinn to avoid 
groundwater plumes. 

Remedy: Either provide l n additional rltemrtive in the Pinrl EWEIR or develop mitigrtionr 
that require dtvelopmcnt to be sited so that it avoids groundwater plumes and does 
not UUIC changea in groundwater flows that would create row plumes, change their 
flow rates, or threaten the effectivemar of groundwater remediu. 

F. Ecologlcrl Exposure to RWdurl Contrmlnrtlon During Constructlon I 
Problem: Impact 6 does not analyze the problems that till be created when utility lines pass through 

zonea of contaminated groundwater Any underground utility corridor can provide a flow 
path to the Bay. When piping or utility trenches cut through areas of contaminated 
groundwater, the loose soil, gravd backtIll, or the wall of the pipe provides a new, efficient 
pathway for the contaminated groundwater to reach the Bay. In this way rebuilding the 
Shipyard’s infbtructurc could lead to a serious increase in Bay pollution unless the impact is 
rpccifiully mitigated. 

Remedy: The Final EZUEIR need8 to specify, bared on conrultrtion with experts in the fteld, 
strtr of the wrt requircmcnb or rtandardr 18 a mitigation of this potcntlrlly rerious 
impact. 

Problem: Sewer lines can provide M ~Iditional patbway.for untreated groundwater to flow into the 
Bay because the contaminated groundwater k&s into the pipes (eva new ones - sewer 
pipes are not pressurized urd unleu rpecirlly engineered qAfIcaily not to lark, they will) 
during dry periods then is discharged with stormwater. 

Remedy: To ded with inflow, Mitigation 6 need8 to include a requirement for ieak-resistant 
newer pipe whenever the line passer tbrougb zonc~ of contnminntioa. 

G. Human Health Risk8 at Parcel F 
Problem: The EWEIR is incorrect in its statement that “there is no pathway for human exposure to the 

submurgcd contaminated sediments” at Parcel F. (page 3-116) Muny people regularly fish in 
the area for subsistence purposes. 

The EUI correctly spates W the $rimrry exposure pathway for fish is ingestion of 
contaminated prey uld incidental ingestion of sediment,” and that “potions of parcel F are 
charactefhd by concentrrtiono of chemicals that are generally toxic to aquatic life.” The EIR 
states that some chemicals ‘such as DDT, PCBs, and mercury, have high bioaccumulation 
&ton, which means that they rccumulotc and are magnified in the natural food chain.” 
Clearly human health is jeopardized because of exposure to to& chemicals from 
consumption of Bay fish. 

Remedy: The results of P human health rirk ureumrnt must be incorporated into the Final 
E.ISl&XR, and mitigations of any impact, need to be incorporated into the Project as 
amendments to the Redevelopment Plan. 

c r~v@blr~ssorMPCO~RRTFJlnury 19. 1000 peg* 13 

P12-24 

ii 

0 P12-25 

0 P12-26 

0 P12-27 



. 

Ahno~ for Cbrn Wotrrfront 
Jmuuy 19. lQf0 

Cammont~ on HPS ElSlElR 

H. Irwtltutlonal Controls 
Problem: Institutional controls are being widely applied as part of cleanup remedies, even before they 

have been tested for effectiveness and durability. Mitigation 3 fonunatcly assigns an active 
role for the City in monitoring and enforcing institutional controls. (page 4-75) The 
discussion should aiso clari@ Navy responsibility for ensuring that future users comply with 
tht terms of the Cleanup ROD. 

Remedy: Dcvdop a pmgram lor Bayview-Hunterc Point community mcmberr to arrirt in the 
monitoring effort, and to educate the public about ratrictionr on use of affected 
properties. 

IV. TRANSPORTATION AND TRAFFIC 
The relationship between transportation and tnffic issues, and the clean water focus of these comments, 
is strong. TrafEc conycstion generates air pollutants that find their way into runoff. as do the 
contaminants f&n parked cars. The space nedal &x all-day parkiq of employecr commuting in their 
individual cars absorbs space that is needed br landscaping to treat stotmwater. The City services 
required to support automobile travel depend on some of the same local public funds that are needed to 
crcatc and operate the systems needed to prevent untreated sewage and nrnoff from entering the Day or 
contaminating groundwater. 

A. Information, Methodology, and Data 
The first level of problam in the analysis of transportanon and uafiic concerns the data used to detine 
misting conditions and to sotimatc Project impacts. 

0 P12-28 

0 P12-29 

1. Public Tranclit 
Problem: Information describing existing and projected MLJNI service routes is incomplete (Page 3-91 - 

--12) I( 1 P12-30 

Remedy: Provide information about rchedukr, (including houra of operating, headwaya, travel - 
timn to ma]or destinationa and hubr) and ridership. I 

2. Curnnt Traffic Volumes 
Problem: Authors measure regional trrffic at 3 points including I-280 &&& of U.S. 101 (Initially Page 

3-16). even though Caltrans wmrnents on previous version of the DraA EISER suggcstcd 
measuring on I-280 m of U.S. 101. The Caltranr comment seems reasonable @en the 
authors’ projections that 75% of the vehicle trips to and from HPS will initiate or terminrtc 
within the City of San Francisco. (Page 4-6) 

ttcmedy: Supplement traflic data currently providtd for I-280 south of U.S. 101, with data fron 
1.280 north of U.S. 101 and lnttgralt the rddilional data into all calculrtionn rad 
analyses. 

0 P12-31 

Problem. fable B-S Freeway Ramp Volumes are based on 1992 and 1993 Caltrans data and Korve 
1995 data. It is not clear which data comes from which ycar or how numbers have been 

ermU~lbar~JHPCOM2.R~FJ~nu~ry 10. 1000 pep 14 
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Comments an HPS E:YEIR 

Explain the empirical SOWCL and drrivrtion of numbcn urcd in this tabic. 

IO 

P12-32 

The description of Regional Transportation Services (pages 87-a) indicates that wt-mwtions 
between rcgronal transit lines and HPS would be very time consuming, but provides r(! 
information about tk atttount of time it would take, on average for a Shipyard employee or 
resident to connect with SamTrans, CaITrrin, BART, A-C Transit, Golden Gate Transit and 0 P12-33 
ftics. A poor understanding of the high travel times in turn contributes to tha authors 
subsequent overestimate of translt use. 

Emtimrte the total travel time for rverqc trips to and from San Matco, Alameda, 
Contra Coata, rad Maria couatia by tronrit. 
The main numbers in Table B-9 Trip Generation R&s (for MD and for Industrial Innd uses) 
are unintelligible. It is not Itt all obvious how Korve derlvcd the numbers. 

Provide an cxplanrtloo for the meaning end the calcultatiou of these trip generation 0 P12-34 

rates. 

Futum Trwwportatlon System 
Although this section. which sets the stage for the discussion of cumulrrive impacts, purports 
to ikclude the truck tra& that will be generated by the redeveloped site, it does not address 0 P12-35 
anticipated increases in truck trafIic volumes that will be associated with Shipyard cleanup 
activities and that will contribute significantly to cumulative impacts. (Pages 3-21-23) 

luclude 80 estimate uf the volume of truck trips that will be generated by Shipyard 
nmcdirtion truck trrffk thrt must be taken into account in estimating the Project’s 
cumulative truck trrffk impacts. 

The IiWEIR states that transportation improvements are included in the Project although we 
6nd no information in citkr the Reuse Plan or in the Redevelopment Plan of what specific 
improvements will be, what attmdards they will achieve, or when they will be implemented. 0 P12-36 
We find no evidence of any commitment by the City or any other agency IO provide trnnsit 
incentives or improvemento, only very general gods and objectives that do not mandrtc a 
puformance standard. The EWBIR does not provide any additional specificity. Examples 
are “Truck routes would be deoignatcd within I-U’S”. “Pedestrian and bicycle facilities would 
he provided”. (Page 4-2) 

The worst example of good intentions and pious hopes unsupported by reliable commltmcnt 
ie the EWEIR statement, “Public transportation service into HPS would be 
extended/expanded ” (Page 4-2) There is no evidence whatsocvcr that the Reuse Plan 

c~lmaWtfbrmedHPCOM2 RTFJmurry 19.1990 
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Remedy: 

Problem:’ 

Rcmtdy; 

4. 
Problem’ 

includes a commitmunt to extend or expand public transportation into HPS. Indeed, SF 
MUM ~t~~~cnts (4/U/96) on the previous version of the HPS EWEKR specifically 
point out that service improvements cannot be relied upon. 

The Redevelopment Plan never mentions trtit goals. The closeat it comes is the objective 
listed in part II A 6, to provide i&rstructure that includes “streets and umponation 
facilities.” The Des&t for Dovelopmcnt is hardly better. In setting design standards it fails t( 
include a single criterion to encourage or facilitate trsnsit uses. 

The problem is not a frilurc to anticipate detail, On page 53, the Dc3iNn for Developmen 
requires developers to show where City plantin@ and lighting will be located, to indicate the 
transition from overhead to underground utilities, and the location, desfgn and sizes of iens. 
Yet developers art not asked about bus stops. The ElS/EIR Fails to note that the Design for 
Deve~opmcnt makes no provision for inc0rporatinR transit f&ties into rtreet construction 

(concrete pads at bus stops to prevent destruction of sofbr street surfaces), turnout lanes. OI 
sidewalk widening for bus shelters. It is prinfiAy clear thst transit would be an afterthought. 
shoehomed into a project primarily d&wed for the single-occupancy automobile. 

The authors of the EWER add insult to injury by repeatedly assuming that transit 
improvements will be in place when they crlculrtc of trip prttcrns and modal split, 
contributing to an under-estimate of traf%c volumes. (Page 4-4) 

a) Precisely identify the qscific traarportrtion improvements that are required by the 
Rcu~e Plan and the Rrdeveiopmcnt Plan, 
b) Improvements listed on pages 4-t and 4-3 thrt are not included in the Project but 
we clearly required should be added to the Project 81 m.itigationt of tmflic and air 
quality imprcts. 
c] Amend the Design for Devdopmcnt with specific duign criteria 40 accommodate 
and encourage tmnsit and bicycle ust I 

0 P12-36 

Some of the items listed on pwcs 4-2 snd 4-3, such as converting Crisp Avcnuc into a 1 
through arterial street, opening the South Gate to t&c, and design&~ truck routes within 
HPS will rc+ire ontironrnental review. They are an integral part of the Reuse Project and 
shouid not be piecemealeb- 

0 p12-3, 

Analyze the potential environmental impacts of thuc specific trrnsportatioo me~ures 
in the final EIWFJR and mitigate as nccessay, 

‘Mp Statistlc8 and Traffic Volume8 
The ruthon have based the key traf& calculations (e.g. average daily person tnpn, average 
daily vehicle trips. trip distribution, modal rplit and traffk volumes that arc dcrivul from 
these numbers) on tho assumption that transit improvements and other mitigations will be 
impfementcd. 

c.hvab/dbmsmaAiPC~ RTFanuwy 19. 1899 pagm 16 
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One cxampic of this nuthodology is provided in the second paragraph on page 4.5 which 
sutnmtizas the number of person trips, vehicle trips, and the modal split for the A.M. peak 
2010. The EWEIR states, ‘This distribution ir based on the objcctivo and policicr of the 
Proposed Reuse Plan regarding the use of transit and alternative modes at iiPS, which WOU~ 
by [-tic) acbicvcd tkugh’mitigation measures described later in this section.” (Pago 4-5) 

There arc reveal problems with this strtomont. First, the EIWEIR does not speci& the 
objgtlves md pokier of the Proposed Rcusc Plan. probably because all UC much too 
gcnerpl to predict how much transit improvement will actually occur. The same is true for 
Mitigation 3, ihe single mitigation in the EWEIR that seems designed to promote public 
transit use. .&litigation 3, which would form the HPS ThIA, does not spocifj, the hal of 
transit improvements expected to occur u a result of this &on. (Page 4-13) Adjusting the 
calculations of tr&c volumea on the basis of vague rtotomtnts of good intentions results in 
meaningless numbers. 

The EIS/EIR (including technical appendix B) dou not inform the reader what t&? traRic 
volumes would be iftheac very inadequately framed mitigations were not implemented or 
partially implemented. The a&hors do not inform us what level of transit incentives they are 
rrssuming will be implemented Nor do they tell us how they convexted th&centives into a 
numerical factor reducing vcihide trips. and therefore reducing traf3ic volumes It is, 
conscqucntly, impossible for the public or elected officials, to track the authors’ calculation OI 
to indcpcndcntly cvrluatc whether the adjusted firures are reasonabic. 

Furthermore, since the reader lacks information about the level oftransit incentives that arc 
assumed by the authors of the EI!EIR, we cannot demmine what additional incentives 
would need to be added to hlly mit&uc impacts. 

Remedy: a) Fint, provided the unrdjurled numbers; i.e., caIculrtc travel demand and trarCic 
volumea uring the ruumption that tbcn will not be transit promoting imprPvemcntr. 
b) Next rptcify EWEIR assumption8 about the level of tranrit and rltcmrtivc : 

P12-38 3 

transportatioo incentives and requiremtntl that were urcd to calculate the adjusted 
(i.e. mirigatcd) numbcn. 

/ 

c) Explain the derivation of the rdjurtmenl factors; i.e., the rtlationrhip a@Iumed 1 

between the level ol inceativcr and the reductlonr in automobile trrflic was quantified. i 
d) Finally recalculate all traik volume, with both Ihc unrdjusred and adjusted 
numbers. i 

Problem. Numbers in the text do not match numbers m table. Table B-10 shows 3,505 total person 
trips in the Ah4 peak hour for the Proposed Reuse Plan in the Year 20 10; the text states, “As 
shown in Table B- 10, the Proposed Reuse Plan is estimated to generate approximately 5,480 
person-trips.during the A.M. peak hour...“. There are comparable discrepancies between the 
pext and the table for AU other categories of totd person trips(for year 2025, P.M., and 
Reduced Development Alternative). 

I Remedy: Explain the ~ourcc of the dlaparity and rtatc which (if any) ir correct, and whether the 
I 
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numben quoted ia tbe text the unrdjulted (accurate) vcrrion. Which rat of numbrn 
was urcd to calculate tnlFic imprcta? 

It is not possible to validate the calwlations in Table B- 11 Project Vehicle Trip Generation, 
which rely on “auto percentages and vehicle occupancy rates [VORS) obtained ffom the City 
Planning Department.” If we work brchvards, the VOR seems high at roughly I .7 persons 
per vehicle (vehicle person trips / autos) for peak hour travel. 0 P12-40 

Explain the source of tbc numben. Wbrt nrc they based on? Bow do they compare 
with q umber# for other dirtrictr in San Prancko, and for the city a~ a whole? 

In their discussion ofTrip Linkages (pq+ B-10 - I l), the authors urbitrarily apply a 25% 
reduction to the number of trips generated by more&use and cultunl land uses. The text 
sta@?a, “Studies IWO shown thrt the percentage of tripa in a mixod-uso linked development 
!xua straw rclarionship to the percat4~c of eommercr ‘J land uses within the area. Since P12-41 
there is 8 ai@kant amount of commcrcilrl use identifkd in the Proposed Heuse Plan, the 25 
percent reduction is appropriate.” 

0 

Explain which studies are the rutbon nfucnclng, Wbrt ir the nature of the “rtroag 
relrtionrhip. 9” How wu the very general term “significant amount” of commercial use 
trm8lrted into I qurntitxtivc (Z!I%) reduction? Why not a reduction of IS%? Or 
lO%? 

The numbers resulting from this non-rigorous calculations appear to ovetstatc the number of 
trips (74%) originating and ending in San Francisco (page 4-5 and pages B- 1 1 --- 13). In 
doing so they lay the groundwork for overestimating the numbers of HPS jobs that will go to 
San Francisco resident. 

Based on the August 1993 C%ywide Tkwl Behavior Sumey - Visitor Travel Behavior 
(CTBSJ, the authors assumed thrt tripr to and from HPS would bo ~eogrnphictiy distributed 
in thi same proportion as tripr to and from the much huger Superdistrict 1, an area 
comprising almost the entire eastern half of the city. This assumption is not justifiable 0 PI242 

because the Shipyard is at the extreme southeastom tip of the district, is fpr less accessible to 
mea uoas of San Francisco than the rest of Superdistrict I, and is closer and more accessible 
co nonhern San ‘Mate0 County than to much of San Francisco 

The wthoro of the EWEIR just& their assumption mth the statement that the results are 
consistem with the Year 2010 MTC regional utic model. Information about the 
assumptions of that model and the trip distribution that it suggested. is not availabie Indeed, 
the EWEIR’s bibliography does not even list the .MTC model. 
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I 

‘5 

I 



m 
JAS. -20’ 99lIEDl 09.47 AAVY EFA WEST Eh\‘IRO.\ I’LXG ILL -r.3-.-“-,,~ 

Sent 6y: ARC ECCLCSY; 415 495 1787; 

Ailisnce for Clean Walerfront 
Jmuny lQ, 1QBB 

Commontr M HPS EWEIR 

Remedy: Provide background information about the MTC travel model and its utlmate of the 
distribution of HPS trips. Raeqtimrte trip dirtribution based on drtr from the 
Bayvim-Hunttn Point neighborhood. 

B. Definition of Impacts 

1. Truck Tr&fIc 
Problem: In its exploration of traffic impacts, the EIS/EIR ignores the particular impacts of trucks In 

defining thresholds of signiflcancc, the authors do not break out truck traffic ftom t&ic in 
general even thou& twk tratIic has a diEerent, more invasive set of impactr, and will 
increase at a Werent rate than t&c generally at HPS. During the next 5-10 years, 
concufrcnt environmcma~ remedition, building demolition, Md new construction at HPS 
(and other rites in the southetuttm quadrant of San Francisco) can be expected to 
cutnulativoly Bencrate a hi& volume of heavy truck traffic. Common sense qgcsts that nel 
sources of truck traffic associated with the 1 million fi’ of industrial, R&D and mixed USC in 
20 IO and 2 H million f? in 2025 (pa@ 4-44) will add substantially to the existing proporrlor 
of truck traflic on Third Street, where currently trucks account for 10-f 5% in the A.M., 4- 
7?? P.M.. (page 3-14). 

There is no analysis to suppoct the conclusion (page 4-19) that this additional truck trtic 
will not gsnerate signbant imptis. Tbe authors state that they have used %onservativc 
assumptions of high truck we” but they do not tell the reader what those assumptions arc. 
They state that “% amount of’ truck traflio [ 180 truckr during Ah4 peak hours, 110 during 
PM at Project building, according to Table 6-I l] could be accommodated within the 
capacity of the surrounding street system and therefore would not bc considered significant” 
They have apparently compared total U&C volume to street capacity without accounting B 
the differentially greater impacts of tn&r than automobiles, including noise, vibration, air 
pollutioq wear MCI tar on streets, and energy use. 

Even though the EWEIR fails to account for the special impacts of tnrck traf5c. the Design 
for Developmem, in effect, concedes this point. It requires developmenl to “design and 
incorporate sound insulation, ventilation systems, and other structural features to minimize 
the effects of trtic noise. pollution, and vibration” in an area where “higher levels of large 
vehicle trafKc UC anticipated.” (page 42 of De@ for Development) We appreciate that 
these requirements of lhe Redevelopment Plnn will protect people living and working in HPS 
from truck impacts, but what about the people who live on the Bayview-Hunters Point 
meets thw these trucks will trove1 to rrrive and depart the Shipyard7 

Furthermore the conclusion that the impact of truck trtic wiil be insignificant appears to be 
based on incomplete infotmation. By examining truck traffic only in the years 2010 and 2025 
the authors fail to capture impacts created when truck traf?‘ic would bo tho most problematic 
- when demolition and construction l ,t the Shipyard are in full sting, and add to the truck 
traffic generated by remcdiation tiotts. The estimate of truck trafic in Table B. 11 almost 
cutainiy does not take demolition md construction u&c into account. The numbers nppeo~ 
to be baxd on citywide ratios (all we ue told ir that they were “obtained from the City 
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Planning Dcparuuont”). The information 1s also incomplete because it excludes non-peak 
hour truck trips. 

Tn.& trrtiic ir an cxtrcmoly sensitive and contentious issue in the Bayvicw-Hunters Point 
community because of existing land u% conflicts and rtrect -highway configurations. 
Although flushing out the issues might cause di&ences of opinion to surf’c during the 
environmud rtiw pro~eu, avoiding the irsuc until r&dents arc actually impacted by th 
truck trafW of Ii’PS will maJce it oven more difficult to build community consensus around 
solutions. There will be fewer options and a whole new set of interests that will have to be 
satisfied. 

Remedy: a) Sot a quantitativt thmhold of ripaifkmact, based on tnnrportrtion iittretun. 

b) Projtct daily truck4nfllc for j-year intrrvalr. 

c) Analyze environment81 Jmpactr, including air poJJutJon, no&a, rnd vibration. 

c) Mitigau impacts with routing and scheduling mtrictions. 

d) Mitigate impact8 with rmcsdmsntr to tbc Redcvelopmcut PJru thrt restrict land 
UBCI that typically generate bigh vohfrna of truck t&k. 

c. lnadequok Mitigations 

4. Unmltlgutablo Impact of Incnr~d CumuJ& Tlrmc ri Third and Chavez 
Problem: The mponnc (it is not o&red as a formaJ xnitig&n) to this t&ic impact is to form a HP!3 

Transportation Management Asaocirtion (‘IMA) which would implement a Transportation 
System Management Plan (TSMP), is an open-ended process with no predictable outcome. 
Even though the mitigation rpecifies six program8 of the TSMP, the authors of the EISEIR 
do not set goals fbr tJz programs (such as 5O?A of employees using Jtemrtivcs to the prival 
automobile by 20 JO), suggest tht scale at which TSMP program would operate, nor specitj 
which agency would be responsible for the programs, or lourcos of tiding. It ia uncles hot 
much responsibility and authority would rest with the Th4A, how much with the coordinatin 
committee, and how much with the Redcvelopmcnt Agency and the Board of Suptisors. 
(p%es 4-L 8) 

E;urthcrmote, the single clement of the TSMP that seems to have teeth --- the program to 
“monitor tra& demand and implement planned services” has. on closer inspection, more 
yms than teeth. 

The EISEIR states that a threshold of 1,500 new employees or reaidenu will triggct “those 
transit improvements contained in the Proposed Reuure Plrn thAt arc necessary to meet 
demand, in&ding propored MUNI extensions if upplicablc.” The mirlgation got, on fo 
sumest thut the TS.W would “curtail commncirl and residential development until required 
se&es are tindcd and implemented, if necessary lo prevent an imbalance between transit 

’ demand and aezvicea.” 
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The problem lies in the l~rguagc. We have been unable to find specific transit improvements 
in the Reuse Pl~r. We do not understand what is meant by transit “dcmancj”. Doeg the term 

demand refer to people who arc: already riders or those who would bccomc riders if there 

- were rusonable hcadways ad travel times? Is this mitigation suggesting that transit Mwjces 
might (“ifapplicable”) ha extended when ridership reaches high levels? What are needed to 
mitime the u&c impacta u&transit improvements to increase ridership when it is low. 

It Is also unclenr what is meant by cuttailing development, and why only commercirl md 0 P12-44 

residential development would be affected. What are “required services” in this comext, and 
how would the TMA recognize an “irnbalsnce” between transit demand and services? 

s, 
Remedy: This nitigrtion should be nwrittoa to require a moratorium on development at HPS 

whenever sin+occupaacy vehicles and trrftic volumes nrcb levclr that would cause 
significant impacts. Tbc norrtorium would be lined only when the target tevcla are 
attained. Thir adjustment would continue throughout the life of the project. 

I 

- 

.L-,. 
L. J ‘-3 1’. Ill : The EWEIR provides a list of potentialIy stronger incentives --- ideas such as local hiring 

practices end rhuttlc services --but they arc simply a menu of idcas that the T.MA might or 
might not consider. Despite the fact that the proposed mitigations art not sufficient to filly 
address the traBc congestion impacts , the EISEIR fails to require these stronger measure! 

Given the unknown goals, operations, and governance of the TS&lP programs, and the 
authors’ reluctance to seriously consider effective mitigations, the authors’ judgment that tt 
increased cumulative t&k at Third and Chavez csnnot be mitigated is unfounded. 

- 

Indeed, trafIic mitigation 3 actually appears as II formal mitl&ation to address mltigable 
impact 3, Unmet Demand for public Tmnsit. For the most serious traffic and nir pollution 
impacts, this EIS/EIR does no propose any mitipuon mcssurcs whrtsocvcr. 

WC arc concerned that the authors appear to be so uninterested in devising mitigations that 
would protect the Bayview-Hunters Point community from the impacts of traffic congestion 
at this key intenection. The EIs/EIR does not formally propose uny mitigation to lessen thi 
Impact despite concluding it is tmmitigrble. We are rpprehensive that a finding of overridiq 
:reed in co~ection with this cum&tive impact will write 8 blrnk check, in effect, for rlf 
development projects along the south eastern edge of the city to ignore and fail to mitigate 
any traffic and air quaiity imprcts of those developments. 

Remedy: a) Develop a reriour, qurntikd mitigation program that targets employment and 
burincsr ownenhlp opportunitier at the ShipyarrJ to Bayview-Hunterr Point rcrideoa 
The targeting goaJ (in combination with tranrit incentives) rhould be high enough, in 
co~unction with othrr mitigation mcarurer we propo~c, to ensure thrt trafic and nlr 
pollution imprctr will be fully mltigatcd. The program should be incorporvtcd into th 
terms of the Redevelopment Agency’s conveyance of Shipyard property to the master 
developer. 

ct~vobl~fb~oUW’COM3 RTFdnuay 10, 1000 p8ge 21 
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Comments on HPS EislElR 

Thir mitigation program is needed because current experience auggeota that new job 
cmrted ia B8~i~w-EuM~~ Point WC lkly to be f&d by pooplc who travel into the 
ar)8 from clrmben Lu the city and region. B~yview4iuntcn Point residents have not 
benefIted from employment in their neighborhood. 

Hunten Point worken bwt ruffored untmployment rater 2% rbc.rest of the City. In 
1990, one out of five Aftlun Amtrlcaa male worktra Jiviag ia Bayview-Hunton Point 
was unemployed, and this significantly underrtator tho problem because more than 
~0% of Afkicra-American mc~ ovtr 16 wcrt not included in the labor force. (~990 IJS 
Census) 

Hunters Point worlscn do not rufftr such high unemploymtnl rates bccruse jobs trc 
too far away. ‘Thy livt midway between the two area8 of highest coucentratiou of 
tmploymest in tht 9-county region-the Airport area and downtown San Fran&co. I 
proximity to job determined employment nte~, Bayvim-Hunters Point would have 
the lowut role or uaemploymtol in tht rtgioo. 

The following paragraph appeared in the 1 l/97 vcnion of the draft EIS/ElR (pngc 3- 
61). rlthough it hrr rppern to brvc bcea tscbtd from tbt current vtnion; 

la tht City, the jobr/housing ratio in 1990 wu 1.77:1, Thin means that there 
are almost twict II many jobs as there are housing units. Within tht South 
Bay!horc planning area, this JobaIhouaing ratio WII 3.49:l in 1990. This 
indicator that South &ysbon plamh$ aru reridcno live amidst a woaltb o 
cmploymtnt opportunititk yet . . . they have had little succw in gaining 
IcceDl10 employmtnt - dther ia their own acighborhood or any other part 
of the region. 

Experience couarek, therefore, that creating johc at the Shipynrd will not nddrerc 
unemployment in adjacent Bayvim-Hunten Point unless the Redevelopment Plan 
create, tffectivc linkagtr between the jobs and businerr opportunider that are 
projected for the Shipyard. The figurer in tho EWEIR that Bayview-Hunters Point 
residents will hold 3,000 HPS jobs by 2010 (page J-61) b wishful thinking. The 
document provides no explanation why the new jobs would go to Bnyvicw-Huntcrr 
Point rcsidcnts when up until now they have sot benefited from a surfeit ofjobs in Ihe 
neighborhood. There WC no polick or pmgtrmr in the Project (hat would ma&c the 
difference 

The u&r vctaioa of the Draft EWEIR rugguted rupport for locally owned 
burinures at the Shipyard as probably tbc marl promlrlsg approach to reducing 
t&Tic congcrlion and air pollution bccrurc experience has rhown that burincrscr 
owned by ntighborhood residcntr art by far the most likely 10 hire local employee!% 

Employment preferences for neighborhood rtsidtntr could bt implemented through a 
program supported by Shipyard employers, with rrwrrds for rucccrskl local hires. For 
crrmple, Shipyard rmployrn would have rpecific local hiring gonlr, and would 
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Comments on HPS ElS/ElR 

financially aupport l fund to recruit, trein, end coech neighborhood job #ecken. As 
employers rcbleve succeu in meeting their hiring goals, their llnonciel contribution8 
for rupport st&eCr would decnut proportionally. 

A program tnrgctlng burinw opportunitiu to B&en-Hunten Point rcsidcnts could 
be rupported by the muter developer, consistiap of lend write-downs, l cctw to tquity 
end debt capital on favoreblt terms, technicel l existence, end busincxs linkegu. 

An cfieient l pproecb to combine employment and burinexc opportunitice for Beyvicw 
iiuaterx Poiet reoidenta would be to provide e rubstentiel emount of acreage to P 
IocaUy controlled dtvelopmcnt corporation to develop. 

b) A 8uppkmental mitigation would be a requirement (Ed pert of the terms of 
conveyeace to the mrrtrr developer) for liPS burinuxu to rupport e fLtc shuttle 
service connecling HPS nith’Bayview=Hunten Point, end with mejor trearit hubs 
(BART et 24” Street), CJTrein, SamTreat, end the Eeat Bay Terminal). The shuttle 
service would nerve both employees and residents of EPS end the larger neighborhood. 

e) Mitigetionr rhouid elro indud? a full menu of requirement8 end incentives to reduce 
peek hour travel end overell vehicle milts, such 81 requirements or incentlver for 
burincrra to rhlft work rcbeduler to ofi peak hour& prefcrcntiel perking and finxncial 
incentives Car cerpool end VIII pool trevcl end electric vehicles, additional bicycle Ienes, 
eccurr bicycle storage, changing fedlitier for bicycle riders, end on-site child care. 

c) Disincentives to tbs mingle occupancy automobile could include cbrrga for employee 
perklng (cerpoob l ad VIM could be exempt) The revenue) could help to rupport the 
xhuttle ryxtem end the incentives lirttd above. 

2. lJn~ltlgatablc Impact of Increa&d Cumulative Traffic at U.S. 101 and I-280 
Our comments about the a,neiysis of Unmitigruble Impact 1 (increased cumulative traffic at Third Street 
and Chwcz) apply to Unmitigatablc Impact 2. The cstunatc oftrafk at this location appears to under- 
count the impacts, and there is no scriouo wcmpt to mitigate theoe impacts. The same mitigations that we 
propose for impact 1 would work for Impact 2. 

3. Mitigable Signlficrnt Imp& 
Problem: The EIS/ElR id&&s street “improvements” to mitigate increased cumulative traffic at twu 

intcrscctions: Third Street and Evans Avenue, and Evans Avenue and Chavez Street. We 
btlicvt both of these mitigations, which are designed (0 rccommodert additional traffic at 
these intersections, ere uneccepteblt because they ~111 ect, in efkt as incentives, to 
additional automobile ~a.&. We consrder these mitigations to k particularly unacceptable in 
the context of the Project as a whole, because they could exacerbate the “unmitigatabie” 
trafiic and air pollution impacts at interrccGons several bloc&s away. 

::wdy: Replace these mitigations with mitigetionr to reduce the treffic volumes for the Project 
em a whole. 
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AIlmncc for Clrm Waterfront 
Jlnurfy 1% 1999 

Comment8 on HPS EISEIR 

4. Shoftcoming$ of the TMA l TSMP Approach 
Problem. The main traffic and air pollution mitigation in this EIS/EXR would form the HpS 

‘h!tIpOXtAtfOn ~agmraot Benny . There is no way for the public or decisionmakers to 
anticipate the outcomes of such a mitigat&on since no gorlr or peaform~ncc standards for the 
Transportation System Muqcmcnt Progrun UC idcntiflod in the EWEIR. 

Th;! ‘TMA. witi nly on the City’s regulatory powen to cre&tc incentives and rcqulrcments 
dc&ned to rhiA travel to transit md other altemativer to the rin#c occupancy automobile. 
From the britfdescriptioa on page 4-7. it appears they will do so tier the Redevelopment 
bency has conveyed Shipyard property to the muter developer (when there arc property 
ownen and tcnnnrs on the site w&o could sit as members of the TMA). 

3 P12-48 e 

Imporing requiruncntr on the rmpw dcvdopcr or subsequent owner& after they own KPS 
property rather than before they have acquired it will greatly limit options for strong 
inccntiiw and rquirementr. State law und court docisiona rook to prevent “trkingr” from 
private property owners. IfmSguions 80 into cf’kct before the HPS properties are 
convcycd to privcrte owners, this would not be an irurc. A ma&r developer would 
understand what waa required before buying the property. 

Remedy: Include A docription of specific tnnrportrtion management programr in the 
mitigation and ret a scbeduie of progreuively higher rnnuaJ performance IIOAlS for 
nowautomobile tnvcl to and from the Shipyard. hcorporrtc theac pfo@Ams AI 
requiremcno into the Redevclopmcnt Agcncy’a terms of convcyww of Shipyard 
property to the master developer. 

Problem. Many of the critical ferturer of the TMA are unclear. IO P12-49 
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Remedy: Respond ta the fallo.wing questians: 
l How will the mcmben be rckctcd? 
l Why would other Ikyvimv-Yuntcn Point tenants, ownen, rnd employeu be 

escluded? 
l Who wilJ be nspoodble for developing the TS-HP? Adopting it? 
l Wbrt urthority will the TMA brvc for implementing itr provisions? 
l Tbc TMA (in whole or in pnrt?) wll! be pm of a brardcr Caordinrring Cammittrc 

that includes same membtn of the Citizenr Mviroq Committee rad city atalC 
What will be the r~lc of the Coordinrting COmtMtk%? 

l How will conflicts of intereat be prevented of TMA members? 

. . . . tiescribe tnnslt md rlterartlvs tr8arportrtion incentivcr II mitiptionr iusterd 01 1 
delcprting them 

0, What is the Ovoniding Naad for this ProJect? 
Unless trat& and air quality impacts are fully mitigated in the Final EIS/IiXR, it ic evident that public and 
of&hls will neocl to make Wings of ovari<ting need aim32 the no project altcrnrtive is not 8 real opdon. 
That will be virtually impossible to do fbr this Project. The Project generater subsrantid localized u&k 
and rir impacta that exacerbate existing poor conditions in a lower income minority community In the 
absence of the mitigations we have proposed. these impacts would not k balanced with my degree of 
ctruinty by neighborhood bmchts. The ume ugumant can k made at A citywide level. 

l The Project as proposed will result in a net loo0 to the City’s creasriry (see section on Public 
Scnfica) for 4t least 30 yur& 

l l’he City already has 1.7 jobs for every residence, 3 S in &view Hunters Point. ‘1%~ need to 
add more jobs if they an not targeted to un- or under-employed neighharhond residents is not 
obvious.. 

. Tra&ic and air pollution impacts are under-uttmsted, preventing masoned balancing of 
environmental impacts against bet&r, 

v. AIR QUALIlY L 

A. Similwitir~ and Overlap with Trumportatlon Anrlyslr 
Many of same general problems that comprdmice the jkebty of tho transportation analysis afflict the 
exploration of air quaky issues. Projaotions urcd to determine impacts are based on numbers that aaaumc 
high levels of mnsit use and alternative truuportrtion even though the Project doer not include any 
commitment to implement such incentives. The only mit’igation of air pollution caused by t&k- is the 
open-ended ‘MA approach with no predicrabk efbct. An with traffic impacts, the EISIEIR has an overly 
tolerant attitude to rir pollution impsts and proposes no mitigation meQwrc# to eliminate them. The 
remedies that we proposed in our comments on tranrponation apply in oqurl ma&sure to the air quality 
analysis. 
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Cnrnmrnlr on hPS EWER 

8. Underlying Numbers 
Problem: In the Air Q&t), anaJysi#, ortimrtct of trip geaeration and trwel panem rcdt hwc been 

tweaked without justifkuion. resulting la an undercount of air pollution problems. “The 
v&iclc trip gateration estimatea reflect a wbuantial unount of tranrir USC. ridesharing. and 
nonvehiculiu travcl. Refbtftitt~ net trip generation rate8 are about SO pcrccnt lower than 
c4xxv~oMl tip guler&n rBt.ea.” (pqr B-47) 

Numbera rppcu out of the air with no lo&al explurrtion even in the technical rppcndix thaw 0 ~12-52 
ir prcsmrbly cbc phce where the cuiour ruder cue check on uwnptions and 
mcthodolo~. “The trawl time end vrhiclc speed d&ibution represent professional judpent 
based on regionrl lrnd use pattents, rqional trutsportation systems, previous analypes of 
travel patterns as reprosor& by various rqional tr&ic models, and previous tiyscs of 

- data fktt regional and rutewide uavel pattern survey.” @a& B-47) 

The numbcrr that result front this %lack box” approach to calcultions do not seem 
reasonable. The mean commute trip trrvd time for pcoplt tivin~ in HPS is projected to bc 2 1 
&JWS even tbouah the comparable figure for the rert of the SF-OMnd area is 113 hi&her 
at 26 minutes. (page &SO) It is questionabb thu the travel time should be so much lower for 
one ofthc most rcmota paru of San Francko Is thh the result of the unjustified assumptwn 
that % of HPS job, in 2010 will go tbe Bqkw-Hunters Point r&dents? 

Remrdyr For the Find EIS/EIR, rculcul~te without rdjurting rtandrrd figure for brrelinc i 
numben. Eaplrln rrrumptioar behind numben. 

I 

Problem: The EIS&IR cannot le@t~~tely claim that the air pollution impacts are unmitigable because 
ihen is no way for the reader to know wlut maneurea have Jrewly been folded into the 
numhers rnd whnr lkther steps could be t&en. 0 P12-53 

Remedy: C&ulrtr trip prttrm data thrt would be conrirtenl with no impacta from ozone 
precunor cmkaion or PMw, and tbea devise a prckge of’mitigrtionr that would 
appmrcb those numben. Include among the mitigrtionr wuirementa on Shipyard 
employers to hire from within Bayview-Buntera Point, mad quiremcnts for businerscl 
owned by Bayview-Huntem Point r&dent& Alro include u specific mitigatinn 
prqramr BA4Q.U rugge8tious oftronrit improvements and rmcaiticr, street 
improvemeWs, ridabrring incentives, tnnsit incentives. site plan changes, design 
changer, operational cha.nycs. parking redesign end bufl’er rtripr. 

&oblon: The Dr& WSIElR reco@eo that the rqlon was desigMtcd a~ a “modcrate non- 
attrinmantU area for ozone. However, despite this clarification, the DraA EIS/EIR frils to 
anrlyu: mitigation murura to addresl the silyrihcant levelr of reactive or@utic compound, 
and nitrogen oxide (ozone precursors) wbicb WiJl be produced 8s a rcrult of the Project. 
InstEnd, the Draft EISm considers the addition of the Project’8 incremental increase in 
relation to the retion’s over4 ozone precursor emissions and concludes that there will not be 
any measurable change in the high ozone concentrations. This “ratio” analysis is unlatil and 
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Cammnftt.6 on HPS EWEIR 

improper under CEQA and cannot be used to dismiro 8 &n&ant impact. 

Remedy: The Final EIQZIR nrrdr to propow l lktlvr mitigations with predictable outcomer lo 
the Project% ozone impacts. 

C. Alr Pollution iw an Envlronmontal Juatlco luua 
Problem: Air q~Jity io the B~yvi~~-Hunt~~ Point uu is &WY degr&d. The failure ;o mitigate 

localized hazwdous air pollutantr in the PMIO and romr oxone precursors rcprercnts an 
erwimnmtnl *ticc i)Nc. 

Remedy: Provide an cnviroamentrl ju~tlce rorlyrir l d mitigationr. 

VI. PUBLIC SERVICES 
Problem: Thin EWETR doas not ~llminc the pate&l mvironmen~I impncts that would result from 

the fiscd tonditions crcawd by the tax increment finurclng in the Redovalopmcnt Plan. Wbc~ 
the City ulopts tho Huntera Point R&ve!opment Plq it will be agreeing to use property 
rues to fund redmlopment agency pro~uns, adminir~ntios and bond dnauciny instead of 
helping to foot the tofu of City and County Klvicar. The City will continue to collccr dl 
orhcr WXCL in the rcdevolopod area, but there will WI fu abort of covcri~~g cxpc~~ses by SZOC 
million. This will af%ct the public revenues available for police, fire, roads, stormwater and 
wt-tcr treatment, and utilities. The EWRR Jrmdy mticiprrsr A possible reduction in 
fire scnticca by stating tbt the on-base fire station may be clored. (page 4- 105) -_ 

’ ltmw~ on the R8d-ktilopnk kk ii&y 1997 
T&k Iv4 Thlr I6 UM cicyatld amtly’r rhm of 
pfaprry ux i-nt thrl r?te Plan proj8fac will be 
oqnthbutd to the Bdmdopmart Agency. It ir an 
qprexittuth offarqoru City mfaw becauv it 
isnacwhuwmudlpro~y~vlouldocuucrl 
Uu lkbelapment DMfia WC no; crublishcd. 
Pot uttkttor~n rru~tu, tbu nmount ir pw~ter than 
bo L116 million projcaed by the Wway hiadd, 
that dculner a ncc~ lore D the City of MH lnillian 
imead of S208 millloa. 
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redevelopment on pubk eenicea mt EipS and OR public tcniccr to the City generally. IO P12-56 

VII. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
Problem: The Draft EWEIR briefly describer the demographics of the Bayview-Hunters Point 

community and m&w a conclusory stammonc that the propoKd rwlt of rhc Huntcrr Point 
Shipyard will not have any dispropotiorute adverse impacts. This conclusion is incomct. 

Tha Bayview-Huntera Point commurtity (Jto known II the South B~yfihore district of San 
Franoisco) has epproximrtaly 27,000 rcsidcnu, 91% of whom are persons of color (62% 
Mican-AmsricM; 22Ya AsWlhciflc Irlmder; 8% Luino; and 8% Euro-American). It is a 
community experiencing wnomic hud#hip. whh more than 30?A of rbe residenti having 
household iacomer.Icrr than S13,OOO (compared with 19% of J1 City housaholdo). Ferry-ix 
pace& (46%) of the houtiold incomes are below SZS,OOO. During the pplt decade, poveny 
hu incr~d dr~tically (25% to 30!!!)). Also, over the pur dscrde, with the City’s 
man~fbctuing and industrial jobr da4idng. B~yview-Hunters Point unemployment rata has 
near& doubled. 

Thor6 is currurtly 1 h&h crkr occurring in chir couununity. Residents suffer from relatively 
hi& lcv& of unc6r. rwerq: respiratory Un6urr wch as bronchitis gd uthmk and many 
other &one Lnlth co&ions. Jn fact, the horpitakation rues for asthma and bronchitis in 
the neighborhood are the highest in the State of California. We bciievr that these avcesrivt 
adverse he&h conditions UC the result, in part, of the environmentsI pollution problems in 
the nuighborhood . 

The Project moPI likely will cxaccr@c thcs6 environmcntol and health problems because it 
will create signiflcam environmental impacts, especially ar 10 air polhrrion. without proper 
mitigation. The L~uI Age&s arc prohibited f?om rpprovin~ the Project and contributing to 
this d~spropoKionat6 impact and Isgacy of cnvironmcntrl ditiination in Hunters Point 
under the President’s Order on Environmenti Justice end Title VI of rhe CiviI Rights Act of 
1964, as unended. 42 U.S.C. 08 2000d. 

The Prcridear’r Executive Order on Environmatul Jurticz, as well as the PrarldcMs 
February 11,1994 Memorandum on Environmental Justice. ore intended to onsure that 
fcderrl dcpaftmentr and agencies idsnrifL md address the dispropoctionrualy high and 
adverse human health and onvironm#rtd cfkcts of their policies, programs and activities on 
minority communiricr and lower-inCorn communities. 

Remedy: A proper anrlfiis of the environmental conditions at and around tbc Shipyard and the 
pollution’r l flectr on thr local residents 88 a rccult of the Shipyord’u redevelopment 
must be made before the Lend Agenciu may approve the Project. Other the Project 
would contribute and exacerbate the e,nvironmental injustice and racism in the 
Bayview-Hunters Point in vlolsdon or the law. 

0 P12-57 



- 
JAN. -2-I 99 (WED) IS:;4 MU EFA H%ST EhTlROS PLXG 

--. _ 
4is2443286 .-- .-_- _._-.. 

cnr By: ARC ECOLCGY; 415 495 1707; Jan-19-99 5:02PYfW 20 ‘?%y&& 

c 

Uliwwa for Cbn W4trrffonl 
Jwwsry 10.1906 

Cfammontr en HPS EwGR 

I 

c 

)r 

t 

- 

t 

VIII. DEFINITION dF ALTERNATIVES 

A. Navy3 Fngmont of WI AJtomrtivo 
‘!‘he EISWR crertu four denstiv~ projectr: (1)N~vy disposal of the Shipyard, (2)the Proposed Reuse 

.I ‘Yhn Reduced Development Alternative, and (4) No Project. 

-.. 6 to rhe fourth rltemative, Navy would continue to own the property, l d would not ULC rho 
building, land, end other Mlitie8 beyond continuing cxistinl( ieaser. They would continue cleam~p ar,;l 
minimal maintonmcs and prohibit public rccesr. The other three rlromativss call for Navy convoyancc of 
HPS to San Framisca far muse. 

The first Jrmutivc - Navy dispcml is fundamentally dckicnt. The federal governmenr’s proposed 
de&Ion is to convey the property to San Fran&o for ruu~; It ir not abandonment ofiiPS. Considering 
Navy dispord as an i&pmdmt alternative doesnot comply with zJEP& or CEQ& that require the 
Project, and by extension, the Pro&t Altcmativu. to include foreseeable consequences. 

BiWC Guidelinea recogniza and corroborate this standard by directing military autboritiep to in&do 
reu~c wxwioa in their EIS on property diaporition. BMC Guidelinea estabkh such tirJht dadlines fur 
local rcunc aulborities to complete their reuse phu qwci6ully to amble the EIS to incorporate the reuse 
ph. 

To better understand the Navy’r obligaxionr to review HYS reuse, let us rupposc that Navy and the City 
had not agreed to propare a comb&i EISWR Ifthi~ were tba caaa, the Navy would be obligrtcd to 
prepare an EIS on it, de&ion to convey HIPS to San Francisco including revi& of foracerbIc ra~sc. 
Cooperating with the City to prepare a jolm EISWR does not relieve the Navy of its legal obligation to 
identif) envkonmeatd impacta and rltemaciver to foreseeable reuse, prior to conveying the property 

The EWEIR alludes to the h’rvy’s responsibility to address rcusc as indirect impacts of disposal. NEYA 
does not draw a distinction between indrrcct cffect~ and direct &ectr; both UC included in the detirution 
of impacts-( NEPA Reguktions, Section 1508.8 ) The S~vy is responsible for addressing impacts of 
“rearonably fore~celblc Marc actions regardlcw of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person 

undortpkcs suchother actions.“( NEPA Regularions, Section 1508.7) 

3 
P12-58 

Althou~b rht Navy will oat have direct responsibility for implementing KWIC of the mitigrrionr piopoKd 
in this EIS&IE& many of the most ruious imprctr of reuse will rcault from rcdcvcloping propcny that the 
Navy conldminated and mpecu to only putiolly remediatc. there are imprctr that are within the Navy’s 
authority to mitigate. 

8. Reduced Albrnotive is 8 Hollow Exercisr 

Accorchn~ to federal and CMitomia Inw, the “heart” (NEPA Regulations, 40 CFR 1502.14) of the 
EWEJR is aupporcd to be “the presentation of a rrnge of potential alternatives to rhe proposed project 

0 
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that could fcaoibly occomplirh most of the m of the project and could avoid or substantially 
lessen one or more of the significant cffcctr.“( CEQA Guidelinti, 15 126 A(d)(2) emptis added) In the 
HPS EWER the Reduced Development Alternative is the only alternative presented. in addition to “no 
c.lwvo~~lbrrumPCOM2.RTF~n~ry 18.1000 page 29 
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wJject”, We do not balieve that t& Reduced Development Alrcmativc provides decisionmakers with a 
I . . . qwdy designed alternative that would rchiove the “bark purposes” of the Proposed Reuse Plan with 
. ? llrlvwrc; impact. 

d 

The point of dqwwc for deaigniDp o genuine dtemative is B clear sense of the pro]ect’r “basic 
purposes”. The EISEIR prrrentr a nunmked ntuumnt oftha Rcdevtlopment Plur’r objectives as the 

0 - 
p12-59 

k&e Plan Objectlvos (p&e 2-3) (It should be noted that CAC hopes for a~retationship be&en he 
existing Bayvicw-Hunterr Point counntmity and the HPS did not m&c this short list.) 

Jt is not clear b-w the cuthon developed the Ruhtced Development AJtemativc that ir supposed tb 
achicvc these same objectives but with & lower level of mhntnental imprcu. There UC no rigno that tB c 
Reduce Development Ahcwtive was de&& to address the most serious impactr of the Proposed 
hue Plm; trafk mnd air pollution. To thu contray. the land uses that contribute moat rignificuntly to 
tlme impacts (industrir) and R&D)m cut back by about 50%. while those adding much less to there 
impact9 (livchvork and residattiel) are reduced by about 7Wo. The only criterion mentioned for the 
Reduced DcvoIopment Aknative’s dosip is that it is Wended to create up to 2,700 jobs”. The 
signifknce of this number mnd how it mrtchcs the nine objectives of the Redevelopment Plan is not 
explained. 

This approach to designing the project alternative ruggests that the authors consider it an empty exercise, 
and does not help decisionmakers and the public seriously conaider the binds of change0 that might 
improve the Proposed Reuse Plan. Tbc fillurc to de&n an rltewtive that m&es a reriour utempt to 
cjiminatc unmitigatahlo impms reprorents a serious flaw of the EISEIR, apeeially aa it is compounded 
by the frilurc to consider strong mitigation maaura. 
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Response to Comments 

1 Letter P12: Alliance for a Clean .Waterfront 

I 

2 

3 
ti. 4 

5 
6 

- 7 
8 
9 

- 10 

11 Reuse would, however, result in incremental additional flows of sanitary sewage to the 
12 SEWPCP. This incremental increase in sanitary sewage would .be a direct result of 
13 additional housing and employment at HPS and would not be considered significant, 
14 because the plant operates under permits from the RWQCB and has sufficient dry- 
15 weather capacity to accept the increased flows. 

16 The incremental increase in sanitary sewage would result in an incremental increase in 
17 partially treated combined sewage overflow (CSO) volumes. Overflow events would 

- 18 continue to occur an average of one to ten times per year, depending on location along 
19 the Bay waterfront. Estimated annual CSO volumes would increase by less than 1 million 
20 gallons (4 million liters) per year (or less than 0.1 percent). The change in CSO volumes 

- 21 would be negligible both in terms of existing discharge volumes and projected 
22 cumulative increases in CSOs. CSOs are permitted under the current regulatory regime 
23 and rapidly disperse in Bay waters. For all of these reasons, the projected incremental 

I 24 increase in CSO volumes would not be considered significant and does not warrant 
25 imposition of on-site sewage treatment as mitigation. 
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Response to Comment P12-1: 
With implementation of mitigation provided in EIS Section 4.9, Water Resources, there 
would be no additional flows of storm water to the City’s Southeast Water Pollution 
Control Plant (SEWPCP) as a result of development at Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS). 
Also, with planned remediation of contamination, implementation of mitigation 
provided in Section 4.9 (Water Resources), and planned utility upgrades described in 
Section 4.10 (Utilities), the quality of storm water discharged directly to the Bay at HPS is 
expected to improve over time; the volume of storm water discharged would stay the 
same or decrease. 

Despite these conclusions of the EIS, nothing would preclude on-site treatment of 
sanitary sewage and/or storm water at HPS if desired. On-site treatment would not 
remove such treatment from the Bayview-Hunters Point community, however, and 
would require the use of land and financial resources that could then not be used to meet 
other community objectives. 

Response to Comment P12-2: 
The comment is correct in noting that the existing HPS storm water system does not meet 
the City’s capacity criteria. The system has only a two-year storm capacity, rather than 
the City’s five-year capacity requirement. Further, portions of the system are in poor 
condition. However, the lack of capacity does not affect water quality, which is the 
discharge standard of concern in Section 4.10 and identified by the comment. Repair or 
replacement of the storm water system is proposed under both reuse alternatives and is 
analyzed in this EIS. 

Response to Comment P12-3: 
EIS evaluation factors are routinely and appropriately based on regulatory standards. 
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41 Also, while future revisions of regulatory standards cannot be anticipated and therefore 
42 
43 

cannot be applied as evaluation factors, future activities at the site would be required to 
conform to all standards applicable at the time that the activity was permitted. 
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As described in response to Comment P12-1 above, mitigation provided in EIS/EIR 
Section 4.9, Water Resources, would ensure that the quality of storm water discharges 
from HI’S would improve in the future and that the quantity of storm water discharges 
would not increase. No further mitigation is required. 
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Response to Comment P12-4: 

The Proposed Reuse Plan includes about 124 acres (50 hectares [ha]) devoted to open 
space, 70 acres (28 ha) for research and development, 96 acres (39 ha) for industrial, and 
86 acres (34 ha) for maritime industrial uses. These areas could clearly accommodate 
sand filters, grassy swales, and an on-site sewage plant, if desired. It should be noted 
that, currently, no treatment of storm water from the site is required, nor are any 
quantitative limits applied to storm water. As explained in response to Comment 12-1, 
provision of specific on-site treatment facilities is not required as mitigation but could be 
implemented under the Proposed Reuse Plan in response to community concerns. These 
facilities could also be included in the design of utility upgrades, as described in the EIS 
and acknowledged in the comment. 
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The EIS does not include an analysis of land required for on-site storm water or 
wastewater treatment because the plan is currently conceptual, and no facility designs are 
available for analysis. Therefore, such analysis would be premature. It would be 
appropriate to address the possible land use implications of such proposals when actual 
reuse projects and sewage treatment options are selected. Most of the approaches 
identified in the comment could be integrated into overall project designs. 
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Response to Comment P12-5: 

As explained in Section 4.9, Water Resources, existing storm water discharges from HPS 
have been reported to contain industrial pollution, including hydrocarbons, total 
suspended solids (TSS), zinc, copper, lead, and nickel. Remediation activities under the 
Installation Restoration Program (IRP) are expected to decrease the concentrations of 
pollutants in storm water discharges over time, improving the quality of storm water 
discharges. Projected improvements attributed to remediation might be offset to some 
extent by increases in storm water pollutants attributable to project-generated traffic, but 
overall storm water quality is expected to improve. This improvement would be assured 
by compliance with the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
General Industrial Permit, which requires a detailed Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP) and implementation of best management practices. Alternative storm 
water treatment technologies could play a role in the SWPPP and could also be included 
in the design or repair of the storm water collection system (Option 1 or 2, Section 4.9). 
Streetscape improvements would also be considered by the Transportation Management 
System Plan (TSMP), which would likely monitor and prioritize physical transportation 
improvements, such as roadway resurfacing, roadway medians, sidewalk construction, 
etc. It is assumed that street sweeping would be performed at HPS as it is developed. 
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Response to Comment P12-6: 

As discussed in the response to Comment P12-1, the Proposed Reuse Plan is not expected 
to have a significant impact on CSOs, which are permitted under the City’s discharge 
requirements. The potential impacts associated with CSOs are discussed in detail in EIS 
Section 4.9 (Water Resources). A mitigation has been added to Section 4.9.2, heading 
“Proposed Reuse Plan”, subheading “Significant and Mitigable Impact”, Mitigation 1 that 
addresses discharges during wet weather. 

90 Under Navy’s IRP, discharge of contaminated groundwater is strictly controlled, and 
91 discharge to the City’s combined sewer system requires a City permit. 
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Response to Comment P12-7: 

Please see responses to Comments P12-1 and P12-4. 
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Response to Comment P12-8: 

The City has not decided whether to implement the Backbone Plan or whether to take a 
more incremental approach to infrastructure improvements (Section 4.10, Utilities). 
However, the City would ensure that necessary improvements are in place before 
development proceeds within any given area of HPS. The decision regarding whether to 
use the Backbone Plan or some other approach would likely be the subject of negotiation 
between the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and the selected developer for HPS. 
At the programmatic level of this EIS, no impacts associated with utility installation have 
been identified, beyond those that would be associated with construction activities; such 
potential impacts would be less than significant through compliance with applicable 
institutional controls (Sections 4.2 [Air Quality] and 4.9 [Water Resources]). 
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Response to Comment P12-9: 

The 240 mgy figure for base-case storm water runoff from HPS was derived by correcting 
the San Francisco Public Utility Commission’s (SFPUC’s) 227 mgy post-project runoff 
figure to account for a slightly higher runoff coefficient under the base case (runoff 
coefficient, or “C” factor of 0.85 vs. 0.80, per SFPUC 1998, page 10). 

110 The 227 mgy figure used in the EJS is derived from Table 5 of the SFPUC’s Draft Bayside 
111 Cumulative Impact Assessment. Parameters used in developing that calculation are a 
112 “C” factor of 0.8, a watershed area of 493 acres, and an average rainfall of 21 inches. The 
113 comment’s calculation did not factor in the “C” coefficient, which reflects the fact that 
114 some (about 20 percent) of the precipitation falling on the site exits as evaporation or 
11.5 transpiration or infiltrates into the ground. The runoff coefficient for the post-project case 
116 is lower than for the base case because of additional vegetated open space and 
117 landscaping with the project. Also see response to Comment P12-4. 

11s Response to Comment P12-10: 

Please see response to Comment P12-4. 119 
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Response to Comment P12-ll: 
The potential conflict between planned land uses (including residential and open space 
uses) with ongoing remediation activities would be minimized through institutional 
controls included in the existing regulations or, if required, covenants, conditions, or 
restrictions in the conveyance document, as described in EIS Section 4.7.2. Consistent 
with Section 4.4, Land Use, and the text cited by the comment, specific future 
development proposals would be evaluated by the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 
to determine if their potential impacts have been adequately addressed through this 
programmatic EIS. If additional potential impacts are identified for specific proposals, 
further environmental analysis would be done in accordance with state law. 

130 

131 
132 
133 
134 
135 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 

Response to Comment P12-12: 
As stated in Section 1.1 of the EIS, future development at HPS would be governed by the 
Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Plan (Redevelopment Plan) (San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency, 1997b), which implements the Proposed Reuse Plan. A 
companion Design fir Development (City and County of San Francisco Planning 
Department and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 1997c), containing 
development controls and standards, is another implementing tool intended to facilitate 
redevelopment of HPS in a manner consistent with the Proposed Reuse Plan. The 
Redevelopment Plan was prepared in accordance with the California Community 
Redevelopment Law and pursuant to Chapter 4.5 therein, which governs the 
redevelopment of closed military bases. 

141 California law requires that the Redevelopment Plan be consistent with the General Plan, 
142 and as described in the EIS, some conforming amendments to the General Plan are 
143 anticipated as part of both reuse alternatives. The General Plan would be amended either 
144 through the adoption of the Proposed Reuse Plan as an Area Plan or by amending some 
145 or all of the nine General Plan elements. See the revision to Section 4.4.3, paragraph 1, 
146 first sentence, which clarifies this issue. 

147 The comment suggests that the Proposed Reuse Plan would be modified to conform to 
148 the General Plan. On the contrary, the General Plan would be amended to maintain 
149 consistency with the Proposed Reuse Plan and RedeveZopment Plan. The City’s General 
150 Plan does not currently contain maps or policies that are specific to HI’S, which has 
151 historically been a Federal facility. The City proposes to amend to the General Plan at a 
152 future date to include maps and policies consistent with the Redevelopment Plan. The 
153 requirement for plan consistency is a matter of state law (Health and Safety Code 5 
154 33331); conformity to regulations is therefore not considered mitigation. Other sections of 
155 the EIS evaluate the physical effects that could result from implementation of the 
156 Proposed Reuse Plan through the Redevelopment Plan program. 

157 Response to Comment P12-13: 
158 Please see response to Comment P12-12. 
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- 193 Response to Comment P12-16: 
194 The EIS is a programmatic document. The analysis is presented at a general level of 
195 detail, because the actions to be taken are the disposal of the base and the implementation 

- 196 of a community reuse alternative (for which land uses are presented at a general level of 
197 detail). The analysis also analyzes a general level of activity that is consistent with market 
198 projections for the site and assesses the impacts of up to 180 truck trips during the 

- 199 morning peak hour and 110 truck trips during the peak evening hour at full build-out. 

200 While the types of uses that would occupy HPS have been identified, the future 
- 201 occupants of HPS are unknown. Therefore, specific impacts associated with individual 

202 projects cannot be detailed at this time. It would be speculative to assume specific 

Response to Comment Pl2-14: 
The guiding principals articulated by the Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC) for 
redeveloping and integrating HPS in the Bay-view-Hunters Point community are clearly 
reflected in the Redeevelopment Plan objectives. Objective No. 1 is to “foster employment, 
business, and entrepreneurial opportunities in the rehabilitation, construction, operations, 
and maintenance of facilities in the Project Area.” HPS (the Project Area) is centrally 
located in the Bayview-Hunters Point and South Bayshore communities. Therefore, this 
objective is clearly specific to the HPS site and is responsive to the CAC’s first guiding 
principal to “encourage land uses that will foster employment, business and 
entrepreneurial opportunities, cultural and other public benefits for residents of San 
Francisco.” Objective No. 9, to “retain those existing viable industries and businesses 
currently located in the Project Area” similarly reflects CAC’s second guiding principal, 
to “support existing businesses and the artists’ community.” As explained in the 
response to Comment P12-12 above, the Proposed Reuse Plan objectives would be 
reflected in amendments to the San Francisco General Plan, which contains policies and 
objectives to guide land use development throughout the City. Also, Proposed Reuse 
Plan objectives are expected to inform transactional documents between the San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency and the developer, which would be charged with 
implementation of the Redmelopment Plan at HPS. 

Response to Comment P12-15: 
The physical effects associated with implementing the Redevelopment Plan are addressed 
in other sections of the EIS. As explained in the response to Comment P12-12 above, the 
EIS anticipates that the General Plan would be amended to include the Proposed Reuse 
Plan in toto or amended by adjusting current elements of the General Plan to include HPS 
and Proposed Reuse Plan objectives. No specific conflicts between the General Plan and 
the Redevelopment Plan have been identified, as the General Plan does not currently 
contain specific policies and objectives addressing HPS, which has historically been in 
Navy jurisdiction. Also as explained in the response to Comment P12-12, the 
RedeveZopment Plan and its companion Design for DeveZopment are the regulatory 
documents that would guide future development at HPS. Standards of the Planning 
Code would only apply if they were not expressly superseded by standards contained in 
the redevelopment documents. Consistent with state redevelopment law, future General 
Plan amendments (those proposed after the amendments anticipated in the EIS) might 
also not apply within the redevelopment area. 
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203 impacts associated with specific types of industrial uses, because future tenants are not 
204 known at this time. However, the EIS impact analysis is conservative and recommends 
205 measures to reduce these risks. If a specific project is proposed under the Proposed Reuse 
206 Plan and found to contain a component that has not been adequately analyzed under this 
207 EIS, the project proponent would be required to perform additional environmental 
208 analysis in accordance with state law (CEQA Guidelines §§ 15162-15163). In addition, the 
209 San Francisco Redevelopment Agency could implement a screening mechanism for 
210 future industrial tenants, in addition to conducting additional, project-specific 
211 environmental analysis as required by law. 
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Response to Comment P12-17: 

The Proposed Reuse Plan and Hunters Point RedeveZopment Plan are based on the 
development activities that would take place after the completion of an exchange with the 
State Lands Commission. Accordingly, there will be no inconsistency between the Public 
Trust requirements and these plans. 
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Response to Comment P12-18: 

The outcome of the CERCLA process and the content of the CERCLA Records of Decision 
(RODS) for remediation of parcels at HPS are not the subject of this EIS. Instead, this EIS 
considers the impacts of Navy disposal and civilian reuse. The remediation process and 
the content of CERCLA RODS wilI be determined by Navy in consultation with the U.S. 
EPA and other regulatory agencies. Questions and comments related to the remediation 
program should be directed to the ongoing IRP. 

224 As discussed in Section 4.7, Hazardous Materials and Waste, CERCLA RODS will contain 
225 use restrictions to prevent future exposure to residual contamination. The San Francisco 
226 Redevelopment Agency would be responsible for enforcing use restrictions contained in 
227 the CERCLA RODS. Thus, if cleanup standards would not be protective of human health 
228 in the case of child care use, and the CERCLA ROD contains a restriction on child care 
229 uses, then this restriction would be enforced by the San Francisco Redevelopment 
230 Agency. The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency is a regulatory and implementing 
231 entity, and restrictions could be imposed as regulations (e.g., the Redevelopment Plan could 
232 be amended to prohibit child care) or through entitlements or transactions (e.g., as permit 
233 conditions, lease conditions, or as part of a development agreement). 

234 
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Response to Comment P12-19: 

Navy’s goal is to remediate the site to a level that is protective of human health and the 
environment, consistent with the proposed reuse. See also the response to Comment 
P12-18, above. Financial responsibility is not a NEPA issue and is appropriately not 
addressed in the EIS. 
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Response to Comment P12-20: 

Risk assessment techniques used to select remediation levels are based on persons who 
live at the site, work at the site each day, or come on the site to perform construction- 
related work (such as excavation). The remediation levels will be sufficient to protect 
these individuals that could be directly exposed to contaminants. Questions and 

P12-6 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000 



Response to Comments 

- 248 

249 
250 

- 251 
252 
253 

- 254 
255 
256 

- 
257 
258 

a 259 

260 

- 261 
262 
263 

- 264 
265 
266 

- 267 
268 
269 

- 270 
271 
272 

- 273 
274 
275 

- 276 
277 
278 

- 279 

280 

- 281 
282 
283 

- 284 
285 

comments related to the remediation program should be directed to the ongoing IRP. 
The current analysis cannot evaluate the nature of risks in other areas of San Francisco, 
such as the Bayview-Hunters Point area. Please refer to EIS Section 5.1.3 for further 
discussion. 

Response to Comment P12-21: 

The review of available information sources regarding potential contamination is a 
standard pre-development procedure, and developers and their consultants routinely 
review multiple data bases and reports in the course of site investigations. At HPS, the 
review of available information would be easier to do if Navy’s information were 
provided in one location and/or made available via a GIS mapping system. While the 
City could request such a system from Navy in the course of negotiations regarding 
conveyance of HI’S, provision of information in one specific form or another need not be 
required as mitigation. 

Reference to potential Proposition 65 disclosure obligations has been added to Section 
4.7.2, “Proposed Reuse Plan,” “Less Than Significant Impacts”, “Hazardous Materials Use 
and Generation,” third paragraph, first two sentences. 

Response to Comment P12-22: 

Contractors would be made aware that contamination could be encountered and that 
they should be alert during their work for any evidence of unusual conditions, such as a 
petroleum odor, visible staining, or the presence of subsurface metallic objects. 
Compliance with Article 20 of the San Francisco Public Works Code would greatly 
reduce, but probably will not totally eliminate, exposure to unknown contamination. 
Any subsurface work in brownfields, current industrial areas, or even streets for that 
matter, has this inherent problem. It is impossible to detect all contamination without 
coll+ing samples in each and every excavation, which is not feasible and would have 
limited benefit. 

Exposure to unknown contamination would also be minimized in other ways. The 
CERCLA process followed in the IRP is designed to minimize, to the extent possible, 
undiscovered contamination. The process included a great deal of historical review and 
on-site reconnaissance before sampling, developing a sampling program based on ‘known 
or suspected spills, and remediation. The result is a site where contamination has been 
removed to the extent feasible, and the risk to exposure has been minimized to reasonable 
levels. Institutional controls such as the “stop work” and Article 20 of the San Francisco 
Public Works Code address, as best possible, potential exposure to residual 
contamination that might evade the CERCLA and IRP process. No measures have been 
proposed to “override” Article 20 requirements. 

Response to Comment P12-23: 

Navy acknowledges that property disposal does not terminate Federal Government 
responsibility for contamination caused by its activities on the property. Section 120(h)(3) 
of CERCLA places certain restrictions on the conveyance of Federally owned property on 
which hazardous substances have been stored, released or disposed of. Generally, Navy 
must take all remedial action necessary to protect human health and the environment 
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300 Please see Response to Comment 12-21 regarding review of available information. This 
301 information would include the CERCLA RODS and any restrictions they contain. 

302 

303 
304 
305 
306 
307 
308 
309 
310 
311 
312 
313 
313 
315 
316 
317 

318 

319 
320 
321 
322 
323 
324 
325 
326 
327 

with respect to any hazardous substances on a property before it can convey the property. 
Under certain circumstances, however, contaminated property can be conveyed before all 
remedial action has been taken. Section 120(h)(3)(C) of CERCLA sets forth the conditions 
under which the U.S. EPA Administrator, with the concurrence of the Governor, can 
defer the requirement of providing a covenant that all necessary remedial action has been 
taken before the date of conveyance. 
necessary remedial action, 

In such cases, once Navy has completed all 
it must issue a warranty that satisfies the covenant 

requirement. In any case, when property is conveyed, the grantee receives covenants and 
indemnifications regarding environmental liability from the Government of the United 
States or the Department of Defense. These covenants and indemnifications provide for 
continuing Federal responsibility for contamination resulting from Federal Government 
activities. The covenant and indemnification requirements that, provide for continuing 
Federal Government responsibility are considered by Navy to be regulatory requirements 
and therefore not mitigation. 

Response to Comment Pt2-24: 
The Reduced Development Alternative was developed at a lesser intensity of use than the 
Proposed Reuse Plan to provide decision-makers with an alternative that would have 
fewer or less severe significant impacts. This alternative does not suggest rearrangement 
of land uses or establishment of new uses not included in the Proposed Reuse Plan and 
thus would be consistent with the site remediation proposed under CERCLA, since that 
remediation is based on the land use map in the Proposed Reuse Plan. See EIS Section 
2.5. The potential to substantially modify groundwater flow or exacerbate contaminated 
groundwater conditions by development under either reuse alternative would be 
negligible. Hydraulic control of a plume during remediation is a basic practice that 
would be evaluated regularly as control wells are monitored. Any loss of control due to 
natural or artificial processes (such as siting a subsurface garage nearby) would be 
rectified by engineering methods, such as relocating or installing new control wells. No 
transfer can take place unless U.S. EPA is satisfied that sufficient remediation has 
occurred and sufficient controls are in place to assure that reuse would not threaten the 
effectiveness of groundwater remedies. 

Response to Comment P12-25: 
Construction activities at HPS that could affect contaminated soil or groundwater would 
be subject to institutional controls identified in CERCLA RODS. If installation of a utility 
line in a zone of contaminated groundwater were proposed, the project proponent would 
be required to develop installation procedures that would prevent potential impacts on 
human health or the environment. These measures would have to be approved by the 
acquiring entity, under the direction of Federal, state, and local agencies with regulatory 
authority. Note that the impact referred to in the comment (Impact 6) has been 
elirninated from the Final EIS based on reassessment of appropriate factors for 
determining the significance of impacts. 
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Response to Comment P12-26: 

Navy will take action on existing storm drain lines to minimize possible leakage and 
subsequent migration of contaminated groundwater to the Bay. For new sewer pipes, 
please see response to Comment P12-25 above. 

Response to Comment P12-27: 

Text in the discussion of Parcel F has been revised to acknowledge that there is a potential 
pathway for human exposure to contaminated sediments in Parcel F through ingestion of 
contaminated fish. Navy is addressing this issue under the IRP in consultation with U.S. 
EPA. 

Response to Comment P12-28: 

Since reuse would occur after the property is transferred from Federal ownership, 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified for impacts associated with reuse 
would be the responsibility of the acquiring entity (under the direction of Federal, state, 
and local agencies with regulatory authority over protected resources), and not Navy. 
Note that the impact referred to in the comment (Impact 3) has been eliminated from the 
Final EIS based on reassessment of appropriate factors for determining the significance of 
impacts. 

Response to Comment P12-29: 

Please refer to response to Comments P12-1 and P12-5, as well as specific transportation- 
related comments below. Also see comment letters from San Francisco Tomorrow (Letter 
P9), Golden Gate University Environmental Law and Justice Clinic (Letter PlO), and the 
Southeast Alliance for Environmental Justice (Letter Pll). 

Response to Comment P12-30: 

The discussion of MUNI in Section 3.1.2, Public Transit, has been revised to include 
weekday operation times for transit lines servicing the South Bayshore area. Additional 
information on regional transportation travel times has been added to Appendix B, 
subheading “Regional Transportation Service.” MUNI ridership information is collected 
in downtown in San Francisco where ridership is highest, so this information would not 
be representative of ridership levels in the South Bayshore planning area. Observations 
of ridership on Route #19 indicate that it is very light at HPS. 

Response to Comment P12-31: 

I-280 north of U.S. 101 was not included as a regional roadway because the amount of 
traffic generated by HPS on this section of I-280 would be minimal and significantly 
lower than on the section of I-280 south of U.S. 101. As shown in Table B-11 (Appendix 
B), HPS would generate the most vehicle trips in the P.M. peak hour, a total of 2,450 in 
Year 2025. As shown in Table B-12, 8.2 percent of these trips would be destined to 
downtown San Francisco, Superdistrict 1, and 7.8 percent to the East Bay (a total of 16 
percent, or 392 trips). Only a small percentage of these trips would use the section of 
I-280 north of U.S. 101, because there are other route options (such as Third Street and 
U.S. 101). Assuming 30 percent of the HPS vehicle trips destined for downtown San 
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368 Francisco and the East Bay used this section of I-280, about 70 vehicles would travel in the 
369 non-peak direction and 50 vehicles in the peak direction. 

370 Response to Comment P12-32: 

371 The citation on Table B-5 has been corrected. 

372 
373 
374 
375 

376 
377 
378 
379 
3so 
381 

382 Table B-9 has been revised to add a superscript “5” to the “Industrial” land use. This 
383 superscript is footnoted at the bottom of the page to the trip rate source, which is the 
384 Institute of Transportation Engineers (DE) Trip Generation Munual. See Appendix B, Trip 
355 Generation (under header “Travel Demand Methodology”). 

386 
387 
3ss 
359 
390 
391 

392 
393 
394 
395 
396 
397 
39s 
399 
400 

401 At this programmatic stage of planning, the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
402 approach is the most efficient and effective means for mitigating traffic impacts and 
403 assuring appropriate transit development at HPS. This approach is required in Section 
404 4.1.2, as mitigation for Significant and Mitigable Impacts 1, 2, and 3. The TSMP is 
405 described in EIS Section 4.1.2 under the Significant Unmitigable Impact. 

Response to Comments 

Response to Comment P12-33: 

A table showing regional travel times has been inserted into the discussion of Regional 
Transportation Service in Appendix B and is referenced in Section 3.1.1, under Public 
Transportation. 

Response to Comment P12-34: 

Table B-9 in Appendix B shows the rate at which trips would be generated by land use 
category. For the Research & Development and Industrial land uses, the rate at which 
trips are generated is a logarithmic function (the rate at which trips are generated changes 
in relation to the amount of square footage of these land uses). Therefore, the rate is 
expressed in terms of an equation instead of a value, as for the other land uses. 

Response to Comment P12-35: 

The referenced section discusses future network changes. Section 5.1.3, Potential 
Cumulative Impacts, subsection Concurrent Reuse and Remediution, discusses truck traffic 
associated with HPS cleanup and provides estimates of truck traffic volumes. Certain 
phases of remediation are estimated to generate approximately 40 to 60 truck trips per 
day on average, with a maximum of 150 truck trips per day. 

Response to Comment P12-36: 

Potential transit improvements have been added to Section 4.1, subheading “Public 
Transportation.” Because planned improvements have not been formally programmed or 
funded, the EIS includes mitigation measures to ensure that these types of improvements, 
as well as others related to pedestrian and bicycle facilities, transit stops, and road 
resurfacing, would occur before or concurrent with development at HPS. These 
improvements, as well as those transit improvements assumed to exist by 2010 and 2020 
in 1994 Regional Transportation Plan for the Sun Francisco Buy Area (RTP) (MTC, 1994), were 
considered when developing modal split data for the future conditions. 
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409 
410 

- 411 
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415 
- 416 

417 
41s 

- 419 
420 
421 

_ 422 
423 
424 

- 425 
426 
427 

- 42s 

429 
- 430 

431 
432 

- 433 

434 

- 435 
436 
437 

43s 

439 
- 440 

441 
442 

- 443 

Response to Comment P12-37: 
Traffic impacts on Crisp Avenue were analyzed at Spear Avenue and “I” Street. Both of 
these intersections would operate at level of service (LOS) B or better conditions in 2010 
and 2025 (See Tables 4.1-2 and 4.1-3). Truck impacts were analyzed and concluded to be 
less than significant. See the discussion of increased truck traffic in Section 4.1.2, under 
the subheading “Less Than Significant Impacts.” No further environmental review is 
necessary to describe impacts and mitigation related to truck traffic using the South Gate 
of HPS. 

Response to Comment P12-38: 
Regarding transit improvements, please see response to Comment P12-36. The objectives 
and policies referred to in the EIS are given in the Land Use Alternatives and Proposed Draft 
Plan (City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department, and the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency, 1997a), Improvement Priorities, page 120, and the TDM 
measures given in Section 4.1.2 of the EIS. These community-based policy statements and 
the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency’s intention to implement the TDM measure 
warranted aggressive assumptions regarding transit mode shares. These assumptions, 
which would be met or exceeded by the TMA and TSMP measures that the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency has agreed to implement, were based on adjustments to existing 
transit service data. 

The TMA could establish a performance standard for the TSMP that would require future 
tenants of HI’S to meet or exceed the transit mode splits used in the traffic analysis. The 
TMA could also establish annual and progressively higher goals for non-auto travel. A 
discussion of modal splits has been added to Section 4.1. 

The adjustment factor (reflecting the potential increase in transit services in the area) used 
in the analysis was developed by modifying the out-of-vehicle travel times to reflect 
potential improved total travel times, and modifications were made to the mode choice 
variables to account for changes in transit service (e.g., decrease in transit headways). 
Please see Appendix B, Travel Demand Methadology. 

Response to Comment P12-39: 
The data in Table B-10 (Appendix B) are correct and were used in the traffic analysis. The 
accompanying text in Appendix B, heading “Travel Demand Methodology”, subheading 
“Trip Generation”, paragraph 4 has been revised to match the data in Table B-10. 

Response to Comment P12-40: 
The vehicle occupancy rates (VORs) are based on employee and visitor survey 
information from the 1993 Citywide Traffic Behavior Survey (CTBS) conducted by the City 
of San Francisco Planning Department. The survey data were summarized by 
Superdistrict. Because HPS is in Superdistrict 3, the average VORs for Superdistrict 3 
were used in the traffic analysis. Also see response to Comment P9-11. 
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444 

445 
446 
447 
448 
449 
450 
451 
452 
453 
454 
455 
456 
457 

45s Internal trips would include those that are integral to other trips. For example, if 
459 someone stopped at the comer store on his way to work, the stop at the comer would be 
460 considered a “linked” or “internal” trip, depending on the location of the store in relation 
461 to home and work. The use of reduction factors to account for linked and internal trips is 
462 an accepted professional practice, as demonstrated by ITE literature on the subject. 

463 Response to Comment P12-42: 

464 The comment is unclear. Superdistrict 1, as shown in Figure B-l, encompasses the 
465 financial district of downtown, in the northeastern quadrant of the City. Table B-12 
466 shows that 8.2 percent of the HPS trips would go to Superdistrict 1. The 74.4 percent 
467 shown in this table refers to all of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1, 2, 3 and 4), meaning 
468 that 74.4 percent of the trips from HPS would be within San Francisco. Superdistrict 3 is 
469 the largest district, encompassing the southeastern quadrant of the City. Table B-12 
470 shows that 50 percent of the HIS-generated trips would be within Superdistrict 3. 

471 The trip distribution pattern was obtained from the Citywide TraveI Behavior Survey for 
472 Superdistrict 3, not Superdistrict 1. The Proposed Reuse Plan includes a total of 1,300 
473 dwelling units and 500 live-work units. The Bayview-Hunters Point Redevelopment 
474 Area, as well as the Executive Park development, would include additional housing 
47.5 developments. In addition, the Bayview-Hunters Point Community is working with the 
476 San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and the Mayor’s Office to secure jobs to be created 
477 at HPS. There is no reason to believe that the existing residence distribution pattern 
47s would not be maintained in the future. 

479 The MTC model was used to develop the future baseline (i.e., traffic volumes) without 
480 reuse of HPS. It was not used to justify trip distribution. There are no specific trip 
481 distribution data available for Bayview-Hunters Point. It is appropriate to use the 
482 Superdistrict 3 distribution pattern for the analysis for the reasons explained above. 

483 

484 
485 

Response to Comments 

Response to Comment P12-41: 

The 25 percent reduction in the number of trips generated by mixed-use and cultural land 
uses was developed by Korve Engineering in consultation with the San Francisco 
Planning Department. This number was developed based on the ITE Trip Generation 
Manual, 5th Edition. Section VII, Quantifying Pass-By and Diverted Linked Trips, states 
that “Pass-by trips are estimated to be 25 percent of the driveway volumes.” The 25 
percent reduction was applied only to the mixed-use and cultural uses for the analysis of 
external intersections. No reductions were applied for the analysis of internal 
intersections. For mixed-use developments such as HPS that consist of two or more land 
uses, trip-making characteristics are interrelated. A reduction in the tip-generation 
estimated for new developments is generally taken into account for the internal trips of 
those “captured” within the single, overall development. The linkage, or capture 
percentage, varies depending on the types of land use; the ITE has identified values 
ranging between 9 to 45 percent. 

Response to Comment P12-43: 

The issue of truck traffic is broken out as a separate issue throughout the EIS. The 
existing condition of truck traffic is discussed in Section 3.1.1, under a separate 
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486 subsection titled “Truck Service.“ Impacts from truck traffic are discussed in Section 
487 4.12, under “Less than Significant Impacts.” The traffic assessment found that increases 

- 488 in truck traffic due to reuse of HPS would not be significant. The number of truck traffic 
489 trips generated by reuse is shown in Table B-11, the calculations for which are based on 
490 the assessment methodology discussed in Section 3.1.2 and supported by technical 

II 491 information in Appendix B. Cumulative truck traffic effects’associated with concurrent 
492 reuse development and remediation activities is discussed in Section 5.1.3. Specific 
493 project proposals (e.g., involving construction and demolition) would require further 

- 494 environmental review under state law. 

495 Projected truck traffic (see response to Comment P12-37) was included in the analysis of 
I 496 air quality and noise. Truck traffic impacts were found to be less than significant, except 

497 to the extent that truck traffic contributes to the unmitigable traffic congestion at Third 
498 Street/Cesar Chavez Street intersection. 

- 499 
500 
501 

- 502 
503 
504 

- 505 
506 
507 

- 508 
509 
510 

- 511 

512 
- 513 

514 
515 

- 516 
517 
518 

- 519 
520 
521 

- 522 The curtailment of residential and commercial development is intended to ensure that 
523 development of uses with the potential to generate vehicle trips is slowed or stopped 
524 until adequate transit service is in place. Commercial and residential development would 

- 525 include all development at HPS with the exception of open space/recreation, 
526 infrastructure improvements, and similar activities. 

Response to Comment P12-44: 
The mitigation envisions establishment of a TMA to monitor implementation of a TSMP. 
This mitigation strategy has been applied to other recent City projects, such as the Giant’s 
ballpark and Mission Bay, and is appropriate given the programmatic nature of the EIS 
and the lack of information regarding specific development projects, phasing of 
development, and available funding. It is envisioned that the TMA would consist of 
property owners, tenants, neighborhood representatives, and City/San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency staff. The group would be appointed by the Mayor, similar to 
the Ballpark Transportation Coordinating Committee, and would report to the 
Redevelopment Agency Commission. The TMA would have no funding authority, but it 
is anticipated that the group would prioritize required investments and monitor the 
effectiveness of the mitigation measures and the TSMP for the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency. 

The TSMP envisions a phased approach to development and transit improvements at 
HPS, under which some development would proceed, transit service would be expanded, 
additional development would proceed, additional service would be provided, etc. Thus, 
development and transit service are interrelated, and development would provide a 
funding mechanism and ridership for transit, while provision of transit would allow 
more development. It is anticipated that at any time in the development process, transit 
service would meet the demand of existing residents and employees of HPS. The TMA 
could establish performance standards for the TDM program that would require future 
tenants at HPS to meet or exceed the mode splits (discussed in Section 4.1) used in the EIS 
analysis. 
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527 Required transit service expansions would include those identified and prioritized by the 
528 TMA through the TSMP. These could include transit service expansions identified in the 
529 Hunters Point Shipyard Trunsporfation Plan (San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1996), 
530 which outlines transit improvements in five-year increments, or alternative strategies 
531 identified in the TSMP. Monitoring transit demand could involve surveying employees 
532 and residents, observing transit vehicle occupancy, observing vehicles entering and 
533 leaving HPS, and other techniques. 

534 Response to Comment P12-45: 

535 Please see responses to Comments P12-36 and P12-38 for details regarding transit 
536 improvements and TSMP goals. 

537 The TSMP includes specific, feasible measures for reducing automobile trips and 
538 encouraging transit use. Implementation of the TSMP is expected to reduce traffic and air 
539 quality impacts. Thus it is inaccurate to say that “for the most serious traffic and air 
530 pollution impacts, this EIS does not propose any mitigation measures whatsoever.” The 
541 proposed TMA is the best form of mitigation that can be required at this early stage of the 
542 planning process. A finding of overriding consideration does not relieve the City of the 
543 requirements to comply with Federal and state laws and regulations, the policies of the 
544 City’s General Plan, or environmental review of project-specific proposals. 

545 The local hiring and other provisions in the TMA have been upgraded from a “may do” 
546 to a “must do” in Section 4.1.2, subheading “Significant Unmitigable Impact.” 

547 Performance targets for the TSMP has been described above, in response to Comment 
548 P12-44. Transportation mitigation measures identified, along with these performance 
549 targets, would be implemented and monitored as set forth in a mitigation monitoring 
550 program to be adopted by the Redevelopment Agency Commission. The mitigation 
551 monitoring program could define a specific role or requirements for the developer of 
552 HPS. 

553 Redevelopment activities at HPS would proceed pursuant to the Hunters Point Shipyard 
554 Redevelopment Plan (San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1997). As permitted under the 
555 Redevelopment Plan and as is customary for the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, the 
556 San Francisco Redevelopment Agency would enter into a development agreement with a 
557 primary developer, selected by the Redevelopment Agency Commission. This agreement 
558 includes, as its first goal, the creation of “sustainable economic benefits and jobs for the 
559 Bayview-Hunters Point community.” The goal is further articulated by the following 
560 objectives: 

561 l Build a diverse and economically viable and sustainable community with 
562 employment, entrepreneurial, art and educational opportunities for the economic 
563 benefit of the Bayview-Hunters Point community. 

564 l Create 6,400 permanent jobs at full build-out of the project. 

e 

- 
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- 568 

569 
I 570 

571 

572 - 
573 

574 
- 575 

576 

- 577 
578 
579 

- 580 
,581 
582 

- 583 

584 
- 585 

586 
587 

I 
588 

589 

590 

- 591 
592 
593 

- 594 
595 
596 

II 
597 
598 

- 

Response to Comments 

Maximize participation of area residents and businesses in the pre-development, 
development, interim reuse, and environmental remediation of HPS. 

Create and expand economic opportunities for existing area businesses. 

Provide ownership and equity opportunities for area residents and businesses. 

Provide the greatest possible level of education and job t-raining and hiring 
opportunities for area residents and for partnerships with community residents and 
businesses throughout all development and long-term management of the project. 

Create small business assistance programs and incubator opportunities with linkages 
to larger, established businesses. 

Provide for land uses and development projects that are compatible with one another 
within HPS and with the surrounding neighborhood, during all phases of 
redevelopment. 

The primary developer would be required to prepare and implement development 
proposals that are consistent with the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency goals and 
objectives including the ones listed above. Any development proposals submitted to the 
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency by the primary developer would also be reviewed 
by the HPS Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC). Further, the primary developer would 
be required to prepare and implement a Community Benefit Program that relates to the 
following: 

l Permanent and construction jobs, including job training, education and hiring 
programs consistent with articulated goals and objectives and with applicable San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency and City requirements, such as the First Source 
Hiring and Equal Opportunity programs. 

l Investment opportunities for the community. 

l Business incubator and entrepreneur opportunities. 

l Local ownership opportunities. 

As permitted under the ReAeveZopment Plan and as is customary for the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency as the City’s affordable housing development agency, the San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency would enter into a development agreement with a 
primary developer, selected by the Redevelopment Agency Commission, to ensure that a 
range of housing opportunities is provided at the Shipyard. This goal is further 
articulated by the following objectives: 

l Develop well-designed new residential areas that assist in meeting a range of housing 
needs of the greater Bayview-Hunters Point community and the City. 
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599 l Develop and implement a permanent affordable housing program that makes 
600 available at least 20 percent of all new and rehabilitated housing types to low- and 
601 moderate-income households, maximizes the number and level of affordable housing, 
602 and is consistent with the housing needs identified by the Mayor’s Office of Housing 
603 in cooperation with the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. 

604 l Provide an appropriate mix of ownership and rental housing with the maximum 
605 number of units at the lowest possible price. 

606 Development proposals submitted to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency by the 
607 primary developer would be reviewed by the HI’S CAC. Along with preparing and 
608 implementing development proposals that are, consistent with San Francisco 
609 Redevelopment Agency goals and objectives, including the ones listed above, the primary 
610 developer would be required to prepare and implement a Community Benefit Program 
611 that relates to affordable housing, including a description of the number and size of units, 
612 phasing and linkage principles, anticipated timing of availability, price range, and levels 
613 of affordability. 

614 Response to Comment P12-46: 
615 Please see responses to Comments P12-44 and P12-45. 

616 Response to Comment P12-47: I 
617 While road widening (proposed as mitigation for Significant and Mitigable Impact 2) can 
618 encourage automobile use, this tendency must be balanced against the need for lessening 
619 congestion and reducing air quality impacts. The BAAQMD recognizes that measures to 
620 improve traffic flow and reduce congestion can lessen air quality impacts, but cautions 
621 against traffic-inducing effects of increased roadway capacity (BAAQMD impact 
622 assessment guidelines, p. 59). The proposed mitigation measures would affect single 
623 intersections in a congested urban area where the transportation network has many other 
624 capacity constraints. Within this context, the suggested measures would not be expected 
625 to induce substantial additional traffic, and the benefit of reduced congestion and 
626 potential air quality impacts in the vicinity would appear to outweigh the incremental 
627 increases in capacity. 

628 The TMA, through the TSMP, would work to improve traffic conditions by encouraging 
629 alternate forms of transportation. The TSMP includes specific, feasible measures for 
630 reducing automobile tips and encouraging transit use. Implementation of the TSMP is 
631 expected to reduce traffic and air quality impacts. In addition, local hire provisions and 
632 shuttles (if feasible) are now included as required elements of the TSMP (see Section 4.9.2). 
633 The proposed TMA is the best form of mitigation that can be required at this early stage of 
634 the planning process. The TSMP is required in EIS Section 4.1.2 as mitigation for Significant 
635 and Mitigable, Impacts 1, 2, and 3. The TAMP is described in Section 4.1.2, under 
636 “Significant Unmitigable Impact.” 

637 

638 
639 

Response to Comments 

Response to Comment P12-48: 
Please refer to the response to Comment P12-38. The Redevelopment Agency 
Commission has committed to adopting mitigation measures and a mitigation 
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640 monitoring program at the time of project approvals, including any sale or lease of 
641 property. It is anticipated, therefore, that mitigation measures that the developer would 

- 642 need to satisfy would be reflected in the agreement between the developer and the 
643 Redevelopment Agency Commission. The developer of HI’S would therefore be aware of 
644 mitigation requirements before proceeding with development, leasing, or purchasing of 

- 645 property. 

6% 

- 647 
638 
649 

- 650 
651 

I 652 It is anticipated that the TSMP would be drafted by consultants to the San Francisco 
653 Redevelopment Agency or the HPS developer and would be refined and reviewed by the 
654 TMA. It is expected that the Hunters Point Shipyard Transportation Plan (San Francisco 

_ 655 Redevelopment Agency, 1996) would be the starting point for the TSMP. 

656 The TMA would have no funding authority but would prioritize investments, monitor 
657 

- 658 
compliance with the TSMP, and make recommendations to the Redevelopment Agency 
Commission. The TMA would represent diverse perspectives, and conflicts of interest 

659 are not anticipated. Members of the Bayview-Hunters Point community would not be 
660 excluded from the TMA. See Section 4.1.2, under “Significant Unmitigable Impact,” for a 

- 661 description of the TMA. 

662 

- 663 
664 

- 665 

666 
667 

- 668 
669 
670 

- 671 
672 
673 

- ‘674 

675 

- 676 
677 
678 

I 679 

Response to Comment P12-49: 
The TMA would initially be appointed by the Mayor for an l&month term. The TMA 
and the coordinating committee are one and the same. The TMA would include property 
owners, representatives of the CAC, and appropriate City/San Francisco Redevelopment 
Agency staff. The role of the TMA would be to prepare a TSMP for HPS and monitor 
performance to ensure the effectiveness of the measures. 

Response to Comment P12-50: 
The referenced overriding considerations are CEQA requirements and are not applicable 

Navy’s National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review. 

Response to Comment P12-51: 
As required by basic considerations of internal consistency, the analysis of traffic-related air 
quality impacts is based on the trip generation and traffic distribution analyses presented in 
EIS Section 4.1, Traffic, Transportation, and Circulation. The trip generation estimates were 
conservative. The modal split ratio used for HPS development is consistent with the 
Citywide Travel Behavior Survey (conducted in 1992) for Superdistrict 3 as a whole. See 
Section 4.1 for a discussion of mode splits. Implementation of the proposed TMA is 
expected to reduce traffic and potential air quality impacts. Under the TSMP, options could 
include the use of alternative fuel vehicles for large employers. Also, see response to 
Comment PlO-7. Note that the EIS does not identify any significant air quality impacts. 

Response to Comment P12-52: 
As is standard practice for impact assessments, the air quality analysis is explicitly based on 
the vehicle tip generation analysis of the project. Travel patterns in the Bay Area do reflect 
a high amount of transit and ridesharing use, and the trip generation estimates for the reuse 
alternatives reflect anticipated transit system expansions and proposed TDM strategies (see 
response to Comment P12-36). The BAAQMD impact assessment guidelines (BAAQMD, 
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681 
682 

1996) expressly recommend using project-specific trip generation analyses in preference to 
generic average trip generation rates. 

653 
684 

Other components of the air quality analysis were developed with an approach that has 

655 
been used in air quality impact assessments for nearly two decades. This approach is 
consistent with that recommended by U.S. EPA emission inventory guidance (U.S. EPA, 

686 1992, Procedures for Emission Inventory Preparation, Volume Iv: Mobile Sources). As 
687 
688 

documented in EIS Appendix B, this approach makes explicit estimates of travel patterns 

689 
according to trip purpose, thus accounting for the mix of short and long trips that occur in 

690 
the real world. The travel time distribution patterns are used directly to compute vehicle 
operating mode conditions, which are a major factor determining vehicle emission rates. In 

691 
692 

addition, the analysis uses a mix of average route speeds for each trip purpose category to 
account for the nonlinearity of vehicle emission rates at different average route speeds. 

693 The travel time distribution data presented in Appendix B, Table B-30 were obtained from 
694 the U.S. Federal Highway Administration, 1985, and were based on data obtained from 
695 1980 census data for urbanized areas. These data are consistent with the Citywide TruveZ 
696 Behavior Suroey survey data, which show that about three-quarters of jobs at HPS are 
697 expected to be held by San Francisco residents (Table B-12), not Hunters Point residents. 

698 

699 
700 
701 
702 
703 
704 
705 
706 
707 
708 

709 Mitigation measures presented in the EIS would ensure that assumed trip-reduction 
710 levels are reached or exceeded. However, the level to which these measures would 
711 effectively reduce vehicle trips beyond the levels assumed in the analysis cannot be 
712 quantified in the absence of more specific information about future tenants of the 
713 shipyard, the manner in which development would proceed, and the pace of 
714 development. For this reason, the EIS analysis conservatively concludes that one traffic 
715 impact would remain significant, despite the application of feasible mitigation measures. 
716 Many of the commentor’s suggested mitigations are in the TSMP, such as transit 
717 improvements, amenities, incentives, street improvements, and local hiring practices. No 
718 site plan changes or parking redesign measures have been identified that would further 
719 reduce vehicle trips. 

720 

721 
722 

Response to Comment P12-53: 
The EIS analysis assumes somewhat higher levels of ridesharing, transit use, and tip 
reduction during reuse than are typically assumed when analyzing individual projects 
within San Francisco. These assumptions are legitimately based on policy statements 
contained in the Proposed Reuse Plan and are valid because implementation of related 
mitigation measures has been agreed to by the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency as 
part of the project. These measures (formation of a TMA and implementation of a TSMP) 
include trip-reduction measures similar to those recommended by the BAAQMD’s 
impact assessment guidelines. These guidelines suggest a variety of measures (see Table 
15, p. 60) that in most circumstances would together reduce vehicle trips by an estimated 
16.4 percent (using the low end of the effectiveness range provided). 

- 

- 

4 

. 

Response to Comment P12-54: 
The EIS does not use a “ratio” approach to determine impact significance. The EIS identifies 
the added emissions increment, but the additional emissions would not measurably change 
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L 

723 ambient air quality levels . The physics and chemistry of photochemical ozone production 
724 indicate that the added ozone precursor emissions would not produce measurable changes 

- 725 in regional ozone levels. If current regional ozone precursor emission quantities (estimated 
726 in the 1997 Clean Air Plan at 976,000 lbs [443,000 kg] per day of reactive organic compounds 
727 and 1,264,OOO lbs 1573,000 kg] per day of nitrogen oxides) have not produced any violations 

- 728 of state or Federal ozone standards on the San Francisco peninsula during the past seven 
729 years, the additional increment of emissions from the Proposed Reuse Plan (132 lbs [60 kg] 
730 per day of reactive organic compounds and 321 lbs [46 kg] per day of nitrogen oxides) will 

- 731 not alter that situation. 

732 As already explained in response to the previous comments, the proposed TMA is a 
- 733 comprehensive, effective mitigation plan for reducing traffic and air quality impacts. It is 

734 the best form of mitigation that can be required at this early stage of the planning process. 

- 735 

736 
737 

- 738 

739 
740 

- 731 
742 
743 

- 

744 
745 

- 

746 
747 

- 748 
749 
750 

- 751 
752 

753 
- 754 

Within the San Francisco Bay Area, the highest and most frequent violations of Federal and 
state ozone standards occur in eastern Alameda and Contra Costa Counties (primarily the 

755 Liver-more and Concord areas) and in the Alameda County and Santa Clara County 
756 portions of the South Bay (Fremont, San Jose, and Gilroy areas). Average I%&, 

- 757 concentrations are relatively uniform throughout the Bay Area, with most monitoring 
758 stations having annual average I%$, levels within 10 percent of the regional mean. The 
759 highest 24hour I’%,, concentrations generally have been measured in the Liver-more and 

- 760 San Jose areas. The highest average PM,, concentrations and the most frequent violations of 
761 the state 24hou.r Pq,, standards occur in the San Jose area. 

Response to Comment P12-55: 
The comment’s assertion that “air quality in the Bayview-Hunters Point area is already 
degraded” is not supported by BAAQMD air quality monitoring data, which are 
summarized in Table 3.2-3: 

l Ozone: There have been no violations of either Federal or state ozone standards on the 
San Francisco peninsula since before 1991. In fact, the 1997 Clean Air Plan for the Bay 
Area identifies the City as having the lowest exposure to ozone of any county in the Bay 
Area. It is true, however, that ozone standard violations have occurred in other parts 
of the Bay Area (Alameda, Contra Costa, and Santa Clara Counties). 

l Carbon monoxide: There have been no violations of either Federal or state carbon 
monoxide standards since before 1991. 

. PM,,: Federal PM,, standards have not been exceeded since before 1991. The state 
annual average PM,, standard has not been exceeded on the San Francisco peninsula 
since before 1991 and has not been exceeded anywhere in the Bay Area since 1992. Only 
the very stringent state 24hou.r PM,, standard is exceeded periodically in the San 
Francisco area. The magnitude and frequency with which state Pl$, standards are 
exceeded in the San Francisco area are among the lowest of any major urban area in 
California. 
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762 Stationary Sources of Toxic Air Contaminants: The BAAQMD’s 1997 annual report on the 
763 toxic air contaminant control program (BAAQMD, 1998) shows that the City has a 
764 relatively low number of stationary sources emitting reportable quantities of hazardous 
765 air pollutants. Most of the listed toxic air contaminant emission sources in the City are 
766 dry cleaners. The BAAQMD 1997 annual report covers 70 toxic air contaminants, 43 of 
767 which have at least one stationary source of reportable size in the Bay Area. Only 13 of 
768 the 70 toxic air contaminants listed in the BAAQMD 1997 annual report have stationary 
769 sources of reportable size within the City. Stationary sources of emissions in the City 
770 make a disproportionately low contribution to regional toxic air contaminant emissions 
771 for 11 of the 13 substances. 

772 The City accounts for 11.8 percent of the population and 17.7 percent of the employment 
773 in the Bay Area, but City sources account for less than 1 percent of regional stationary 
774 source emissions for 6 toxic air contaminants, 1 percent to 5 percent of regional emissions 
775 for an additional 3 toxic air contaminants, 6 percent to 11 percent of regional emissions 
776 for 2 additional toxic air contaminants, and about 18 percent of regional emissions for 1 
777 toxic air contaminant. Only in the case of one substance (benzyl chloride) does the City 
778 make a disproportionately large contribution to regional toxic air contaminant emissions. 
779 That case involves a situation where there are only two stationary emission sources for 
780 the substance in the entire nine-county region. 

781 As shown in the table on the next page, the BAAQMD’s 1997 annual report on the toxic 
782 air contaminant control program (BAAQMD, 1998) indicates that average levels of toxic 
783 air contaminants monitored in the City (at the Arkansas Street station) are uniformly 
784 lower than regional average concentrations. The data from the Arkansas Street 
785 monitoring station are representative of the Hunters Point area, as described in response 
786 to Comment PlO-3. 

787 EIS Section 4.2 has been revised. After careful review of appropriate factors, the three 
788 significant unmitigable air quality impacts identified in the Revised Draft EIS/EIR have 
789 been reduced to a less than significant level under NEPA. As discussed in EIS Section 4.2, 
790 the former Impacts 1 and 2, “Ozone Precursor Emissions from Increased Traffic” and 
791 “PM10 Emissions from Increased Traffic” are considered less than significant because 
792 traffic-related ozone precursor and PM,, emissions are not expected to cause or contribute 
793 to a violation of Federal or state ambient air quality standards. Former Impact 3, “Toxic 
794 Air Contaminants from Stationary, Mobile, and Cumulative Sources,” is considered less 
795 than significant for the following reasons: 

796 l No specific types or sizes of stationary sources have been proposed. When specific 
797 projects are proposed, BAAQMD will evaluate the significance of stationary source 
798 emissions. As discussed in Section 3.2.6, subheading Toxic Air Contaminants, 
799 BAAQMD requires that any incremental increase in emission of TACs from new or 
800 modified stationary sources be evaluated for human health impacts, especially cancer 
801 risk. BAAQMD can deny a permit if the estimated excess health risks are greater than 
802 certain threshold values. In addition, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency has 
803 committed to measures to reduce TAC emissions from stationary sources to the extent 
804 feasible, as discussed in the response to Comment F2-8. 

d 

d 
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‘I 

Constituent 

Benzene 

Max. 24-hr Mean 24-hr Max. 24hr Mean 24-hr 
Bay Area Bay Area Arkansas Street Arkansas Street 

Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration 
(PPb) (PPb) (PPb) (PPb) 
4.40 0.57 1.70 0.51 

- 

- 

1,3-Butadiene 

Chloroform 

Carbon 
Tetrachloride 

Ethylene dibromide 

Ethylene dichloride 

Methyl tertiary- 
butyl ether 

Methylene chloride 

Perchloroethvlene 

2.60 0.34 0.90 BDL 

0.40 0.02 BDL BDL 

0.55 0.11 0.11 0.10 

BDL BDL BDL BDL 

BDL BDL BDL BDL 

13.40 1.61 4.70 1.14 

8.60 0.51 1.10 BDL 

7.76 0.19 0.28 0.08 

Toluene I 16.60 I 1.86 I 4.40 I 1.62 

h l,l,l- 
Trichloroethane 

Trichloroethvlene 

1.78 0.17 0.20 0.09 

1.36 BDL BDL BDL 

Vinvl chloride I BDL 1 BDL I BDL I BDL 

805 
- 806 

807 

ppb = parts per billion by volume 
BDL = Below detection limit 
Source: BAAQMD. 1998. 1997 Annual Report, Toxic Air Contaminant Control Program. Volumes I and II. 

- 808 
809 
810 

- 811 
812 

l Reuse of HPS would not result in traffic volumes on the local roadway network that 
would be unusually high in comparison to traffic volumes on comparable types of 
roadways elsewhere in the urbanized portions of the Bay Area. 

l The BAAQMD’s impact assessment guidelines do not require inclusion of mobile 
sources of toxic air contaminants when evaluating impacts. 

- 813 
814 
815 

- 816 

In summary, BAAQMD monitoring data do not support a finding that the air quality in 
the Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood is degraded, and no significant air quality 
impacts were identified. For these reasons, there is no environmental justice issue related 
to air quality, and no mitigation is required. 

817 

- 818 
819 
820 

- 821 

Response to Comment P12-56: 
The EIS thoroughly considers the environmental impact of the Proposed Reuse Plan on 
public services, utilities, and service systems. For example, in Section 4.11.2, projected 
needs would result in an increased demand for police, fire, and emergency medical 
services. The EIS details a number of reasons why the increased demands would be 

C 

- 
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822 considered to be less than significant impacts. The public revenue shortfall assumed in 
823 the comment does not trigger a requirement to conduct additional environmental review, 
825 because it does not, in and of itself, create a binding commitment on the City to spend its 
825 funds in a particular manner with respect to public services. At this time, the City has not 
826 made any proposal or determination as to how revenue shortfalls resulting from the 
827 project would be managed; given the long time frame and numerous variables involved, 
828 it would be infeasible for the City to do so. 

829 The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency would enter into a development agreement 
830 with a primary developer, selected by the Redevelopment Agency Commission. The 
831 agreement would set forth the terms and conditions under which required utilities would 
832 be provided. This ProForma would supercede any earlier estimates of expenses and 
833 revenues, as set forth in previous HI’S documents, including the May 1997 Repport on the 
834 Redevelopment Plan and the April 1997 Hunters Point Shipyard Financial Feasibility Model. 
835 The ProForma would include, among other items, a clear description of financial 
836 assumptions; a range of expected lease rates, rental rates, and sales prices; a preliminary 
837 budget of development costs; and a preliminary plan to finance maintenance and repair 
838 of public infrastructure and the provision of new public services required as a result of 
839 development. The ProForma could change some of the assumptions and projections of 
840 the May 1997 Report on the Redevelopment Plan or the April 1997 Hunters Point Financial 
841 Feasibility Model but would not result in new adverse significant environmental impacts. 

842 

843 
844 
845 
846 
847 
848 
849 
850 
851 

852 In accordance with Executive Order 12898, the EIS presents a thorough and 
853 comprehensive discussion and analysis of environmental justice concerns related to the 
854 proposed action. See revised Section 5.5 of the EIS. 

855 As discussed in the response to Comment P12-56, the EIS does not identify significant air 
856 quality impacts. Therefore, the only significant impacts that are not mitigated to a less 
857 than significant level by mitigation measures in the EIS are related to traffic. Please see 
858 EIS Section 5.5.4 for a discussion of why there would be no disproportion impacts on 
859 minority or low-income populations as a result of unmitigable traffic impacts. 

860 

861 
862 
863 

Response to Comments 

Response to Comment P12-57: 

The EIS acknowledges that the Bayview-Hunters Point area has high incidences of 
respiratory and other illnesses (Section 3.2, second paragraph). The document also 
acknowledges that the data show that the community currently experiences 
disproportionate unemployment when compared to the rest of the City (Section 3.6.4). 
As explained in Section 5.5, however, there is no evidence that these conditions would be 
exacerbated by reuse of HPS for civilian purposes. Reuse would occur during or after 
extensive remediation and would constitute the kind of “brownfields” development that 
the community has advocated. Also, the objectives of reuse include redress for historic 
levels of unemployment in the Bayview-Hunters Point community. 

Response to Comment P12-58: 

As required by NEPA Regulations Q 1508.8, Navy has evaluated both direct and indirect 
effects of the Federal disposal action. The indirect effects are those resulting from 
community reuse of the property. As the lead agency under NEPA, Navy can propose 
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Response to Comments 

mitigation measures that are outside its jurisdiction. Navy has addressed indirect effects 
through mitigations that would be implemented by the City or a local reuse organization 
approved by the City (i.e., the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency). Regarding 
remediation of contamination, this activity is being conducted under the Installation 
Restoration Program, which is a separate process from this environmental review. 

Response to Comment P12-59: 

As explained in the responses to Comments F2-1 and F2-3, the Proposed Reuse Plan was 
developed with considerable public input through a screening process. The Proposed 
Reuse Plan, Reduced Development Alternative, and the No Action Alternative constitute 
a reasonable range of reuse options consistent with community objectives, and the EIS 
describes a resulting range of impacts. Alternatives considered and eliminated from 
further study are described in EIS Section 2.4, along with reasons for their elimination. 

The Reduced Development Alternative would provide only 2,700 new jobs over a 25-year 
period and would not achieve the social and economic community objectives represented 
by the Proposed Reuse Plan. Based on the EIS analysis, this alternative would contribute 
to two unmitigable impacts, both related to traffic (one project-level and one cumulative 
impact), although to a lesser extent than the Proposed Reuse Plan. Within the urban 
context of the project area, the EIS authors consider it infeasible to develop an alternative 
of even lesser intensity than the Reduced Development Alternative that could both 
eliminate these unavoidable significant environmental effects and achieve the 
community’s stated economic and social objectives, which include development of a 
variety of land use districts fostering a range of employment opportunities. 

Mitigation measures provided in Chapter 4 of the EIS would be applied to the preferred 
Proposed Reuse Plan prior to implementation, making this alternative a “mitigated 
alternative” to the greatest extent feasible. Compliance with mitigation measures would 
be assured through development and adoption of a mitigation monitoring program, 
which would be adopted as required by state law at the time a project is approved. For 
reuse of HPS, the mitigation monitoring program would specify who is responsible for 
implementing each mitigation measure in the EIS, when measures must be implemented, 
and how and by whom their implementation and effectiveness are to be monitored. In 
determining the scope of alternatives to be considered under NEPA, the emphasis is on 
what is “reasonable.” Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible 
from a technical and economic standpoint and using common sense (40 Questions No. 2a, 
46 Fed. Reg. 18026 [March 23,1981], as amended, 51 Fed. Reg. 15618 [April 25,1986]). It 
should be noted that traffic impacts would be essentially the same for any reuse that 
provided jobs, housing, and a strong economic base, all of which are needed in the 
community. Developing an alternative that would provide community economic benefits 
with no traffic impacts is not feasible. 

Screening potential HPS alternatives for feasibility involved developing a statement of 
purpose and need, developing a broad range of alternatives that met the need, and 
developing screening criteria (e.g., technical, economic, and environmental factors) to 
screen the alternatives. The City used this approach during its extensive efforts to 
develop comprehensive reuse alternatives for HPS during its reuse planning process. The 
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907 City has been jointly working with the community on a focused effort to develop and 
908 evaluate land use alternatives for the reuse of HI’S since early 1994. Through this 
909 planning process, a wide range of land use alternatives were identified and evaluated. 
910 See EIS Section 1.6 for a description of the community planning process and development 
911 of the Proposed Reuse Plan. 
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January l9, 1999. . 

City and County of San’Francisco .’ 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1660 Mission Street, San Francisco;’ CA’94 1036426 
Ms. Hillary E. Giteiman, Environmental Review Officer .. Q. . 

Engineering Field Activity; West : 
,.’ 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command f 
900 Commodore Drive, San Bruno, CA 94066-5006 . . 
Mr. Gary Munekawa, Code 7032, Bld&‘209/1 . . . 1 

C 
. 

. ChMUNITIES FOR A 

: 

Re: Commkts of Commtinities for a Better Environment’s SAFER! project on the Hunter. 
‘Point Shipyard- Draft Enviro@mental. Impact Statement/ Environtiental Impact Report 

. 

Dear Ms:Gitelmz$ and Mr. Munekawa: . ’ .’ 
We aresubmitting these comments regarding the Draft.Environmkntal Impact ’ ” 

Statement/Environmental Impact Report (“DEIS@EIR”) for the Disposal and Reuse of 

‘Hunters Point Shipyard on behalf of Communities for a.Better Environment (CBE), an ‘, : 
urban environmental health and justice organization that has morethan 3000 community 
members-who either fish, swim, surf, or recreate in S.an Francisco Bay: CBE believes that’ ‘, . . 
we must improve.environmental health through pollution prevention, promote _ ., I: , : 
environmental justice for low-income people of color, give people a meaningful voice in 
environmental ‘decision making, and change policies from the grassroots up. i :. 

; ..’ ‘.. . 
. ;: : 

CBE’s SAFER! project’focuseson theBay, h,orne to the West Coast’s largest : 1 ‘: _. _. 
national urbanwildlife refuge and one.of the most threatened estuary systemsin the nation.’ . . 

; ‘, 
‘. 

Thousands of tons of toxins flow into the-system every year from sources such as-sewage. * ‘. e . 
treatment facilities, oil refineries atid other industries, and medical. institutions. Of the 

I 

quarter million people who fish the Bay,.the health of thousandsof families whofish for * ’ 
food ‘is placed at risk due to elevated leirels of organochlorines, toxic metals and bacteria in ’ 

,.I 

commonly caught fish. Consisting mostly’of poor and working class’ people of color, . . . 
: including recent immigrants, the angler community has ilot traditionally. had s voice in 

sh&ing Bay ‘policy making despite being &spropo&onately impacted by these health risks. : 
Many of our members also reside on the Southeast corridor of San Francisco and are 

: 
’ * 

.alarr&d by all the new development projects.and are wo&ed.about their families’ well- .,: . . .; 
being in the race to develop this area of San .Francisco. 

, . 
. 

These comments are dir&ed to the DaS/DEIR, addressing how the proposed ‘, 

project will endanger beneficial use of San Francisco Bay from combined sewage . 
0 

P13-1 . 
overflows’(CSOs) and polluted runoff; ignores environmental justice; serious health and . . :. ., ,. . . 

;. 560 Hdward Street, Suite 50.6 ‘0 San Francisco, GA 94105 * (415) 243-8373 ’ ‘. 
__F----L------- _ __.._... --- ~- - 

‘~~s,,th,r,C,li~~O~ W. Olympic Blvd., Suite 850 l Los Angeles, CA 90015 l (213).486-5114 

Chlorhe-Free 100°2 posl-cokumer d .“Tvw’- 
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’ 

. 

socio-economic impacts; traffic and air quality impacts; and fails to consider cumulative 

impacts of the project. 

The Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS) Redevelopment Project is a one-time 

opportunity for the Nation’s most progressive city to address the persistent economic, 

environmental, and social problems that face residents in the Southeast Corridor. CBE 

believes the DEIS/DEIR fails to mitigate significant impacts of the project, gives incomplete 

consideration to cumulative impacts, and does not fully explore historical opportunities to 

mitigate impacts that the DEIS/DEIR writes off as unmitigatable. 

. CBE also.supports and incorporates by reference the comments of the Alliance for 

. a Clean Waterfront. 

I. The. Analysis of HPS Project Environmental Impacts is Inadequate 

a. Bay-fish consumption 

! 

A 1992 CBE survey of 4.00 anglers showed that over 70% of people fishingthe 

Bay are people of color, and over 50% of anglers and their families consume the fish they 

catch: These figures have seen been confirmed by current CBE reports and other local 

environmental health organization. The State Water Resources Control Board. (SWRCB) 

has listed central San Francisco Bay as impaired on the basis of field surveys of water . 
column, sediments, sediment toxicity, bivalve bioaccumulation, and water toxicity. 

d 

0 P13-1 
- 

,O, P13-2 

d 

111 

Iz 

(SWRCB, 1996 California Water Quality Assessment Report, January 1997) , d 
._ 

Furthermore, the State EPA listed San Francisco Bay as a significant human health threat. 

. 
The contaminants of primary concern include mercury, copper, selenium, diazinon, 

and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). The State Health Service has issued health 

warnings for Bay-caught contaminated fish since the 197Os, and children and pregnant or 

breast-feeding women are advised to’eat no more than two to eight ounces of Bay fish per 

month. Since 1994, the Regional Water Board has concluded the highest levels of dioxin,. d 

and DDT in San Francisco Bay’were found off Candlestick Recreation Area. All CBE 

surveys show that,many Bay anglers and tlieir families eat from quarter pound to as much e 

as a pound per day. All studies found that on average people of color anglers and their 

families consume significantly-more of fish per person per day than their white ’ m 
counterpaits. 

2 .’ ’ 
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I‘ . 

The 1995 San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board report, 

L “.Contaminated Levels in Fish Tissue from San Francisco Bay,” finds that commonly 
caught and consumed white croaker and shiner surf perch contain alarmingly high levels of 
mercury, PCBs, dioxin at all 3 San Francisco sites--Pier #7, Islais Creek, and Double . II 

- 

Rock (Candlestick), which had the highest levels in the Bay for 1995 and 1997. In 1997, 
CBE’worked with the City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Health to 
post metal toxic fish health warning signs in eight language across the Bayside shoreline. 
Subsistence fishing is not just recreation, howeverwarning hungry families about pollution 
without preventing pollution fails to mitigate health risks. .’ 

CSOs not only contribute to contamination’of shorelines by pathogens, but-also 
contribute heavy dumping of toxic pollutants which enter the food chain. CSOs are 

, 

significant point sources for .the introduction of metals, oils, and grease, and petroleum 
products into the near shore marine environment: and there is a long-term cumulative effect 
localized near the points of discharge. (See CH2MHILL Bavside Overflows (1979) at II- i 

. 2.) South Basin/Candlestick is a favorite fishing spot for community members in the 
Southeast corridor, with families fishing from’the banks and pier. 

L 

The extensive subsistence fishing.activities in .the Southeast area merited extensive 
analysis and considered mitigation proposals in the DEIS/DEIR. The neglect of. P13-3 

subsistence fishing and the people who eat Bay fish must be remedied. :’ 0 

b. Utilities 

cr 

- 

Hunters Point Shipyard storm water collection is currently designed for. a two-year 
storm event, not the City’s standard+year event. Based on the San Francisco PUC’s 

1998 “Hunters Point Utility l’&rrative,” the .City’s assessment of the storm drain system 
indicates that the system does not operate to City standard and requires substantial repairs 
or replacement. PRUTetra Tech Remediation Investigation (RI) reports for Hunters Point 

Shipyard Parcels B, C ,D, and E, state that leaky storm drains and’sanitary sewer lines 
were installed in the nonengineered, non-compacted fill at HPS and have sunk below the 
A-aquifer groundwater table. These drains and lines act ,as groundwater sinks, reversing 
groundwater flow direction from Bay-ward to inland. As a result the current system 

C .’ 

3. 
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contributes to the movement of toxic contamination, which follows into pipes in one area 
and leaks from the other end of the pipe. 

. 

.The “Hunters Point Utility Narrative” describes the sanitary collection system as an 4 

aging system which has had poor maintenance and is subject to low flow and subsiding 
soil. The Navy classified the system as poor due to sags and dips, leaky , eroded pipes d 
bottoms, infiltration, and construction deficiencies. (DEIUDEIR at 3- 152). RI reports 

measured infiltration at 160,000 gpd during dry weather and 1,760,OOO gpd’during wet a 
’ yeather. Site investigation conducted by.the Installation Restoration Program at HPS have 

identified elevated concentration of metals (copper and zinc) and organic compounds 
(petroleum-related hydrocarbons, PCB, and solvents) in shallow ground water. 
(DEIWDEIR at 3-139). 

IR reports estimate that the cost to upgrade utilities lines where needed ranges.from 
$50 million to $250 million for replacing the entire utility system. This need.is attributable 
to the Navy’s neglect .of the infrastructure at HPS. The Navy needs to pay to ensure that 

the transfer of HPS occurs with a completely separated storm water system that complies 
with the City’s 5 year -storm regulations, and that is. above the aquifer. The separated 
sewer lines should be completely repaired and above the water table. 

. 
c. The impact of ‘Combined Sewage Overflows (CSOs) on beneficial water 
use . . 

The report, B&side Overflows, published by CH2MHILL in 1979, documents 
impacts on sediment and benthos;indicating CSOs are significant point sources for the 
introduction of metals, oils, and grease, and petroleum products, into the near shore marine 
environment, and that’there is a long-term cumulative effect localized near the points of . 
discharge. (p. 11-2). The report also states that “dumping &industrial effluents 
temporarily altered oxygen and pH values sigmficantly. The coliform levels-appeared to be 

directly related to the times of overflows.” (p; II-2). In addition, the report concludes 

“coliform standards established in the Basin Plan, however, were exceeded at all station 

during the three sampling periods..” (p. V-6) 

Thecombined sewer system is’operated’to minimize and eliminate these overflows 
to the extent possible. The system is designed such that on average, only one-overflow 
event per year shouldoccur at the Yosemite basin overflow structures. (DEIS/DEIR at 3- 

- 
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142). But in fact, the chart in the SF Public’Utilities Commission Oceanside Annual 1997 

Report, labeled “. Wet Weather CSO .Discharge History,” indicates in 1995 1996, three 

overflows occurred; iv 1996- 1997, three overflows; and in 1997 through May 1998, eight 

overflows occurred at Yosemite Basin. 

.On page 3.140 of HPS DENDEIS, it is understood water contamination exists 

around.the surrounding water and that an extensive amount of water contact and non-water 

‘contact occurs close to the project. The CH2MHkL 1979 report states,” there is a direct 

correlation between combined sewer overflows and colifdrm levels’. Coliform levels inside 

sloughs(Yosemite) returned to normal within approximately 84 hours.(p. V-S) And within 

2 days the offshore stations ( 5 surrounding HPS).retumed to background levels with 

slightly higher concentrations present in channels.. (p. V-7) ‘CBE believes beneficial use 

water u’se will be sharply be affected at the project and at Candlestick because bf the 

increased CSOs and the duration of ‘high coliform levels., 

: 

CBE’ had $milar concerns with the Mission Bay project and-our concerns were 

reflected,in the “Mission Bay Response to Comments” page C&R. 275 ” Concludes that 

although the analysis does not demonstrate any signjficant cumulative impacts, due to 

concerns about CSOs and to acknowledge the lack of conclusive evidence refuting.a causal 

relationship between treated CSOs, storm water discharges, and sediment quality, the SEIR 

conservatively finds that the project would contribute to a potentially .sig&icannt cumulative 

impact on near-shore waters of SF Bay from treated CSOs, and direct storm water 

discharges into China Basin Channel.“(C&R 275) 

d. Cumulative impacts of the Project 

An EIR must discuss significant “cumulative impacts.” CEQA Guidelines . 

$ 15 130(a). “Cumulati’vi impacts” are defined as “two or more individual effects which, 

when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other 

environmental impacts.” Guidelines $ 15355(a). “[IIndividual effects may be changes 

resulting from a iiiiigle project or a numl&‘&‘separate projects.” Guidelines $ 15355(a). A 

1egaIly adequate cumulative impacts.an+lysis views a particular project’oier time and in 

conjunction with other related past, present, and prob&le future projects whose impacts 

might compound or interr;Jate with those of the project at hand. “Cuniulative impacts can 

result from individually minor but collectively significant projects taking.place ovei a period 

ot‘ time.” Guidelines 0 15355(b). The cumulative imp&s co?cept recognizes that “[t]he 

. ._ 5’ 
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full environmental impact of a proposed . . . action cannot be gauged in a vacuum.” 

Whitman v. Board of Sunervisors (1979) 88 Cal.App.3d 397,408. 

The DEIR fails to adequately consider the cumulative impacts of the proposed 
project. To be adequate, the discussion must include a reasonable analysis of all of the 
relevant projects’ cumulative impacts, with an examination of reasonable options for 
mitigating or avoiding such effects. (CEQA Guidelines section 15 130(b)); Environmental 
Protection Information Center v. Johnson, 170.Cal.App.3d 604 (1985). . 

The project proposed here is a portion of a larger government project to install, 
operate, close, and to redistribute, cleanup, and redevelop the land from, a military base, 
and it is but one of four major-developments now planned for the Bayside of San 
Francisco. The others’include: Mission Bay/UCSF campus, Port of San Francisco, and 
Candlestick Mall/Stadium. The combination of these past, present, and future projects has 
caused and will result in significant cumulative environmental, health, and socioeconomic .: 
impacts which are, ultimately, inseparatable from one another. 

There are many cumulative impacts that will result from this unprecedented wave of 
large development projects... Looking at just one of them--sewage impacts to the Bay and 
the surrounding community-demonstrates the importance of a good cumulative impacts 
analysis; which the DEIS/DEIR unfortunately lacks. 

The DEIS/DEIR‘lays out three “general options” for storm water treatment at HPS: 
1. upgrade and maintain the Navy’s separated storm water system, with capacity 

for a two-year storm event; 
2. replace the Navy’s system with a new separated system; with capacity for a 

five-year storm event; ,. 
3. replace the Navyls system with a. combined system, transporting sewage and 

storm water,to the Southeast treatment plant in the same pipe. 
DEIS/DEIR at 4-87. . 

Under option #1 or #2 (separated system), effluent entering the Bay would result 
in a 3.7% increases or 1, 109 million gallons per year ((‘mgy”), compared to Option #3 . 

(combined system), in which effluent would result in a 4.3% increase, or 1,293 mgy. . 
Overall, Bayside CSOs would increase by 55 mgy with a separated system. With a 

combined system, CSOs would rise to 98 million gallons,.of which HPS:would make up . 

.fj ‘. 
. . . 
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42%. Cumulative increases of CSOs to Yosemite basin ,&ould increase by 26% or close 

1.5 million gallons , but none of this would be attributed to HPS. But under a combined 

system 2 million gallons of CSOs would be discharged with HPS’making up 38% of the 

total.- 

Under option #3, the negative impact. to beneficial use isit would be negligible for’ , 

the City approve HPS with a combined system. The project is in close proximity to a State 

Recreation area that is used by tens of thousands of residents each year. 

e. Piecemealing . 

CEQA prohibits the “piecemeal” consideration of a project. Bozung v. Local 

Agency Formation Commission (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263-283-84. Failing to make clear the 

scope of a project catrfrustrate the objectives of environmental study. Countv of Invo v. 

City of Los Anpeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 192-93. The DEIZVDEIR provides, a 

dramatic instance of piecemealing: the DEIS/DEIR evaluates the proposed reuse plan , .but 

the remediation plans are reduced to alternate “scenarios” for reuse planning.. @EIR/DEIS 

at ES-3). It is, inconceivable that reuse can proceed in the absence of remediation; the two 

are inextricably linked. The nature and.status of remediation efforts are-essential elements 

of the environmental .background and evaluation of reuse proposals, but they are addressed 

somewhere else (or nowhere at all). 
* 

To cite just two critically important examples of this. problem, consider the massive 

Bay sediment contamination problem that stalled the USS Missouri Homeporting at this 

Base, and the massive clean,up’of toxic contamination on Base land as it impacts the Bay. 

First; the DEIS/DEIR fails to discuss the Homeporting project proposed for the . 
Base in the late -1980s. Nor does it discuss the previous Environmental Review for that 

project, which documentedsevere sediment contamination,’ or the Navy’s failure. to identify 

any specific dredging proposal that would allow that project to proceed without significant 

environmental impacts. Nor does it present any specific data on pollutant concentrations, 

‘sampling sites, or clean up methods though these were all included in the previous 

environmental review of sediments here. Instead, it claims that the Navy’s plans discussed 

0 P13-7 
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in Section 3.7.5 will “reduce the potential impacts to a less than significant level. No 

mitigation is required,” (See: ~14-73) . ’ 
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However, the discussion the DEIS/DEIR relies upon states that neither the 
remediation method, nor even the testing program to determine its environmental impacts, 
is chosen yet (p. 3-126), and admits: “The potential for and extent cf these impacts can 
only be determined after the remediation strategy has been selected, project-specific 
sediment testing has been conducted, and a disposal or reuse site has been identified.“-(See: 
p. 3-125) . 

. The severe Bay sediment contamination with PCBs and other toxins continues to 
bioaccumulate in fish eaten by subsistence anglers. Delays in the clean up project, and the 

sedimentremoval itself, will result in additional fish contamination. Existing human 
exposures to dioxin.and PCBs in.the fish cause a “significant” health risk.(USEPA, 
November 3, 1998 decision and proposal with re:pect to section 303(d) of the Clean Water 
Act). Thus, the specific clean up proposed; and its timing, will contribute to a significant 
cumulative health impact. However, the DEKVDEIR finds no significant impact, based on 
analysis that admits there might be an impact, while it ignores a previous analysis which 
found a significant impact. Therefore, its finding is arbitrary, scientifically invalid, and 
incorrect. 

Second, the DEIS/DEIR ignores human health impacts from the discharge of 
contaminated ground water to the Bay and.states that discharges will be treated by the City 
sewage plant and permitting requirements “would reduce potential impacts on ecological 
receptors from groundwater discharge to a less than significant level. No mitigation is 
required.” (See: p. 4-73) In fact, these discharges are not treated now, and a significant 
portion of them will not be treated fully in the future. The sto.rm water collection system is 
nearly a sieve that allows more than half a million liters of infiltration per day (p. 3-152). 
and transports polluted ground’water to the Bay with.o.ut treatment (p., 4-92). The Navy 
could not locate some lines, outfalls,‘separators, or settling vaults because of their degraded 
condition or for ‘other reasons (p. 3: 15 1): This provides no assurance that all groundwater 
flow to the Bay will be directed to City treatment in the future. Further, the City system 
overflows to discharge untreated waste when it rains, and even City sewage treatment .fails 

to remove persistent’bioaccumulative toxinssuch ‘as P,CBs. fuliy. 

1 
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Nor is there any existing evidence that permitting requirements will reduce ground 
water discharge pollution of the Bay to ‘less than significant’ levels. Existing storm water 
permit requirements typically do not test for or stop the types of pollution of most concern 0.. P13-11 
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in this instance, such as dioxin and dioxin-like PCBs, which are toxic in water at part-per- 
quadrillion levels according to.EPA water quality criteria. The DEIWDEIR presents no , 
specific permit requirements to remedy this situation. Further, it fails to analyze the most 
specific‘law requiring discharges to prevent Bay sediment impacts - the California Bay 
Protection and Toxic Clean-up Act - in its discussion of ‘other federal and state programs’ 
on pages 3-89 to 3-91. Thus, it fails’to discuss the’fact that the sediment pollution 
prevention requirements of this law remain to be implemented. Therefore, the DEIUDEIR 
fails to provide any evidence that its promise of future.‘permitting’ mitigation to ‘less than 

- 
. significant impact’ is reasonable, or even adequate public informati,on to support an 

informed decision. 

a Finally, the DEIS/DEIR admits that the ground water is widely contaminated with 
the same toxicants that pose significant. human health threats in.the Bay. According to the 
document’s own analysis, there are at least 13 pieces of equipment with .PCBs . 
contamination (p. 3- 119), ‘and PCBs and other toxins are found in ground water on the 
Base (p. 3-139). Further, it admits that.there are at least 78 toxic sites on the Base that 
require .further investigation (p. 3-96), at least some sites will require @her remediation 
(see e.g., p. 3-l 13),, there is radioactive contamination in at least two parcels (p..3-1’23), 
and ground water contamination near the shoreline remains unaddressed (p. ‘3- 139). It is 
widely known that Environmental PCBs contamination incl,udes dioxin compounds 

- 

)I (Bimbaum, 1998). Dioxin and PCBs contamination already poses a significant human 
health threat in the Bay, as discussed above. Simply put, the.project will contribute 

1 . 
- ” contaminated ground water pollution that contributes to this significant cumulative impact, . 

contrary to the DEWDEIRs incorrect conclusion. 

- 

- 

Each of these probkms - unremediated sediment contamination and unmmediated 

ground water contamination - causessignificant adverse impacts on fishing uses of San 
Francisco Bay;’ By its failure to address these problems with the excuse that they will be 
addressed elsewhere, the DEWDEIR clearly fails to provide the necessary information for 
public evaluation and decision on.a proposal ‘which it admits on page 4-91 that it would 
exclude fishing uses of,the former shipyard land in the future. This piecemealing prejudges 
a future public’use of the land - a decision which, by any reasonable analysis is directly 
within the scope of this project. Since people who rely upon Bay food resources are 

disproportionately people of color, as discussed above,. that is an environmental injustice. 
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II. The DEWDEIR fails to adequately consider the environmental justice 

impacts on the Southeast area of San Francisco . 

The DEIS does not adequately consider the environmental justice impacts of the. 
Hunters Point Shipyard project. Under NEPA, a draft EIS must “to the fuiiest extent 
possible” integrate into the NEPA analysis “surveys and studies” required by other 
“environmental review laws and executive, orders.” 4q C.F.R. 5 1502.25(a). Executive 
Order No. 12,898 (59 Fed. Reg. 7629) (1994);“Federal Actions to Address 

Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations,” issued by 
President Clinton on February 11, 1994, declares: . 

[E]ach Federal agency shall .make achieving environmental justice part of its 
mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately 
high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, 
policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations in 

: the United States. 

Particularly. relevant here is Section 4-4, Subsistence Consumption of Fish and 
Wildlife, which’reads, 

: 
4-4d 1. Consumption Patterns. 
In order to assist in identifying the need for ensuring protection of 
populations with differential patterns of subsistence corisumption of fish 
and wildlife, Federal agencies;whenever practicable and appropriate, shall 
collect, maintain, and analyze information on the consumption,pattems of 
populations who principally rely on fish and /or wildlife for subsistence. 
Federal agencies shall communicate to the public the risks of those 
consumption patterns. 

. 

59 Fed. Reg. 7629.. . 
the Presidential Memorandum that accompanied the Executive Order calls for a variety 

’ of actions. Specific actions directed to.NEPA-related activities include: . 

1. Each federal agency must analyze environmental effects, including human 
health, economic, and social effects, of federal actions, including effects 
on minority communities’ and low-income communities, when such 
analysis is required by NEPA. 

2. Mitigation measures outlined or analyzed in EAs, EISs, or Records of Decision 
(RODS), whenever feasible, should address significant and adverse environmental 

10 . 
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effects of proposed federal actions on minority communities and’ low-income 
communities. 

3. Each federal agency must provide opportunities for community input in the NEPA 
process, including identifying potential effects and mitigation measures in 
consultation with affected communities and improving accessibility of public 
meetings, official documents, and notices to affected communities. . 

_ . 

On September-30, 1.997, the U. S. EPA issued its Interim Final Guidance for 

Incorporating Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA’s NEPA Compliance Analyses. The 

EPA NEPA’Guidance for Analyses provides an excellent blueprint for an agency to use to 

ensure that environmental justice concerns are adequately researched, considered, avoided, . 
‘and mitigated. Specifically, Exhibit 3. Summary of Factors to Consider in Environmental 

Justice Analysis provides an excellent list of the demographic, geographic, economic, 

human health, and risk factors that should be used to consider environmental justice in the 

NEPA process. There is no evidence that any of these procedures were actually followed 

or that they guided any’substantive analysis in the DEIS/DEIR. The scant five pages’ 

- devoted to ‘tenvironmental justice” (at 5-15 - 5-20) isnot worthy of comment. 

. . 

a. Consideration of the project’s environmental justice and cumulative 

impacts on the Southeast neighborhood is inadequate. 

The failure of the DEWDEIR to consider subsistence fishing impacts is only its most 

noteworthy environmental justice’ failure. Despite the requirements .and guidance discussed 

above, and the past evidence of environmental racism in Bayview/Hunters Point, the . 

- 

DEWDEIS is severely inadequate in its consideration of the environmental justice aspects 

of the project. 
. . . 

Bayview/Hunters Point populatiorris over 90% people of color. Currently, Bayview’s 

. Southeast wastewater treatment plant handles 80% of all San Francisco’s polluted sewage 

water every year.’ Recently approved, the Mission Bay project will send close. to a billion 
*. gallons of sewage to Bayview. Furthermore, an additional half billion gallons of 

wastewater generated from Hunters ,Point would go directly through Bayview as would the 

w brunt of combined sewage overflows to Yosemite Channel, a predominantly African- 

‘American community that is aiready overburdened with environmental hazards. 

- 

- 

0 P13-14 

1.1 



Comments of Communities for a Better Environment’s SAFER! project on the Revised 
oraft Hunters,Point Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report 
page 12 

The impact on wastewater is tremendous. Storm water factors include: (1) amount 
and intensity of rainfall (2) land area that drains to the City sewers (3) runoff co-efficient. 
With increased developmerit and lack of open space, permeability is lowered and areas 

. draining into City sewers increases, as does, runoff. With increased residents and 
employees sanitary sewage will see a sharp increase; for water consumption predominately 
enters wastewater system, 

lhe DEIS/DEIR fails to analyze the existing environmental hazards facing 
. Bayview/Hunters Point, or the southeast corridor of the City more generally. .While storm 

water would be treated in the combined system under option #3, it will increase the volume 
of wastewater and the troubles that come with it at and in the vicinity of the. Southeast plant. 
The increasing of wastewater at a plant that is already having chronic odor and flooding 

. problems and increasing CSOs by,48% into Yosemite Basin raises serious environmental 
justice concerns that must be adequately analyzed andmitigated. 

Other significant and cumulative negative impacts onenvironmental justice that the 
project fails to analyze sufficiendy abound. -As outlined in Attachment 1 these include: . 

. 
* A concentration of polluting ihdustrial, utility andtransportation infrastructure. 

* A concentration of significant human health hazards from eating contaminated fish 

from the Bay, from inhalation of air pollutants released by numerous industries, 
diesel vehicles and cars, from exposure to sewage pathogens, and the cumulative 
effects of pollution on residentswho are already disproportionately exposed to past . 
and continuing pollution. : 

* A concentration of significant cumulative socioeconomic impacts. that are 
related to these pollution and infrastructure impacts both directly and indirectly in 

this community that is already disproportionately impoverished and predominantly 
people of color.. . 

It is not sufficient to accept the existing.degraded conditions as a justification for 
further degradation. An attempt to disregard additional impacts toan already over- 
burdened .community was rejected in Los AnPeles Unified School District v. Citv of Los 

. Angeles( 1997) 58 Cal.App.4th 1019. That court found an, EIR‘ inadequate because it 

d 
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II concluded that there would be no significant impact on schools from increased traffic noise 
because the ambient noise level at the schools already exceeded the State noise standard. 
Hunters Point Shipyard.DEIIUDEIS cites significant impacts from traffic which will be 
increased from other development projects and surrounding industries, by just mentioning 
the issue as unmitigateable does not mean serious review and implementations of : 

alternatives is not worthy. 

b. T.he DEIWDEJR fails to mitigate the environmental justice impacts of 

the Hunters Point Shipyard project. 

Given the seriousness of the environmental justice impacts of the HPS project, 
further analysis and mitigation measures are required. The US EPA NEPA Guidance 
suggests the following mitigation measures be used to mitigate environmental justice 
impacts: 

. Establishment of a community oversight committee to monitor progress and 
identify community concerns. 

- 
-. Reducing or eliminating other sources of pollutants or impacts to. reduce 

cumulative impacts. . 

. .Conducting medical monitoring on affected communities. and providing 
treatment or other. responses if necessary. 

e Providing:assistance to an affected community to ensure that it receives at least 
its fair (i.e. proportional) share of the anticipated benefits of the proposed action 
(u., through job training, community infrastructure improvements). 

- 

. Identifying clear consequences and penalties for failure to implement effective 
mitigation measures;. 

a 

All.of these actions and guidelines make it clear that the Navy and the City ,and 
County of San Francisco would’be abusing their discretion under NEPA and CEQA if they 

failed to adequately consider, analyze, and mitigate any and all environmentaljustice 
impacts from, the Hunters Point project. 

. 

In 1990, one quarter of all families in the South Bayshore planning area lived below 

C the poverty line, compared with only 12’% of households City-wide. Incentives for HPS 
businesses to hire locally (DEIVDEIR at 5 18) need to be spelled out in more detail, with 

, 

b 
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stronger language offering a jobs mitigation measure that is based on neighborhood 
.preferences to ensure the 6000 jobs and business ofiportunities are linked to residents. 
This not only benefits local residents through job opportunities, but has an important. 
mitigation effect on the serious air quality and negative transportation impacts. 

Mixed-income- housing goals (DEIS/DEIR at 5-l 8) need to include home ownership 
achievement goals. SanFrancisco’s low to moderate income housing guideline is upwards 
to $60,000, to ensure local residents are not outnumbered by households earning 
$60, Ooo housing preferences,to neighborhood folks need to be incorporated. The 
DEWDEIS fails to address and mitigate the affordable housing for local residents. 

Finally, the transfer of land to the Redevelopment Agency needs language assuring 
that the local community will own a portion of non-contaminated land to develop.. Before a 
master developer is decided on, written assurance are needed that will guarantee that the 
master developer will allocate a fully remediated portion of ‘the HPS land.for community 
ownership.(see Attac?zeent I for details) 

. 

III. The DEIWDEIR fails tb adequately consider wastewater 

alternatives. ._ 
. . . 

a. The DEIS/DEIR does not consider the need ,for comprehensive’ 

wastewater alternatives. 

The DEIVDEIR does not consider comprehensive tiastewater alternatives to help 
alleviate environmental injustice and protect human health. The goal should )e to 

effectively reduce pollutant load into the Bay, through source reduction beforewastewater 
enters the combined system. This project willgenerate close to 245 million gallons of; 
wastewater a year: storm water is estimated to be 240 million gallons a year. (DEISLDEIR 

. at 4-93). . . 

. 

Under Base Case Option #l or ti with a separated system, effluent entering the 
Bay would slightly increase (49%), contributions to the existing 910 million gallons of 
partially treated sewage entering the Bay would also increase by 600,000 gallons. 

Storm water flow would actually see a decrease.by 5.4% or 13 million gallons a year. 

14 ._ ,’ . 
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. 

Under Base Case Option #3, with a combined system, effluent would increase by, 
1. 1 .%, contributions to the existing 9 10 million gallons of partially treated sewage entering 
the Bay would also increase by 4.5% or 41 milliofi gallons. In addition, close to 2’ 
million gallons would enter Yosemite Basin. 

The combined sewer strategy has involved enormous costs. Wet-weather 
components of the existing system cost approximately $900 million and the dry-weather 
components cost approximately $550 million. The system took-10 years to construct, does 
not prevent frequent pathogen contamination, and still results in manhole overflows. A 
prudent approach would be to spend additional funds on alternatives to separate sewers and 
decentralized treatment in HPS development and future Bayside development rather than 
continue to burden the existing system. The DEIFUDEIS fails to analyze the cost of this 
project and other cumulative projects on the combined system versus separated sewage 
systems. The recent Mission Bay project’resulted in the developer committing to a 

. 
separated system, which is both environmentally superior and will save $800,000 over the 
combined system. 

0 P13-21 

With a combined sewer system, San Francisco treats storm water because it is 
mixed with sewage. In order to better handle metals entering the system, the DEIS/DEIR 
needs to include source reduction. Graywater, vortex separators, sand filters, and I 
subsurface treatment; to name just a few alternative treatments, have not been discussed 
and considered to reduce wastewater. The Reuse Plan describes open space areas and 
location, but nowhere is there mention of the use of open space for, water pollution control 
systems. 

b. The DEIUDEIR does not consider environmental justice and public 
health when reviewing alternatives. . : ” . 

. 

Immediate benefits of removing storm water from the HPS project would include 
reducing the overflows, the total volume to the Southeast plant, and odor problems. Street 
manhole flooding resulting from storm water is a City-wide issues which affects the 
Southeast area directly: With the HPS project and its estimated half billion gallon annual 
wastewater flow how many more manholes will pop off? It is time to reevaluate the need 

for large collection sewer systems. * . 
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With over 80% of all Cjty discharges entering the Southeast plant in Bayview, there 
is strong sentiment from the Board of Supervisors, civic leaders, and community members 
that alternatives are necessary to reduce the amount of storm water entering the plant. 
Alternatives need to address this environmental-injustice. Odor complaints from 
neighboring residents’ dir&tly resulting from the combined system, and its volume, have 
been alarming. The Public’Utilities Commis&n Technical Review Committee (TRC) has 

concluded that if a plant is creating such odors then it is not effectively working and 
overloaded. 

Alternatives need to include technologies that prevent pollutants from entering the 
bay and creeks to protect h&&i health and the aquatic environment. Pathogens have been 
documented as a serious problem in.San Francisco Bay, but have been ignored by the 
DEnuDEIS. and need to mitigated. In addition, the DEIR/DEIs need to &sure that Bay 
fish are not contaminated with mercury, diojtin, PCBs, silver, .and other toxins resulting 
from this project. 

c. The DEIS/DEIR fails to include alternatives that would. enhance t&e 

quaky of life of all residents, heneficia! use OF water,’ and protect public 
: 

health. 

In order to better liandle the HPS project and other Bayside developments, a 

comprehensive City-wide w&ewat& plan is critical to assess the impacts to the natural 
environment and communities. In addition, the TRC has called on the PUC to evaluate .@e 
need for a long-term program to separate .storm water from sewage, so that the alternative 

. dectntralized options can work and reduce volume. 

: 
The City of San Francisco arid Navy. should identify land for alternative wastewater 

treatment to reduce the volume from storm water, handle toxins and pathogens from CSOs 

and protect the natiral habitat. Under San Francisco’s Water Recycling Master Pian, 
prepared in 1992 and updated in 1996, the HPS project should have an on site reclamation 
facility to .proGide a year-round recycling program. ‘. 

The City’s combined system has enjoined remarkable exemption from performance 
standards and discharge limits, including exemptions from tie California coastal water 

, 
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- 

quality limits and the RWQCB’s shallow water limits as well as a definition of the North 

Point Wastewater Treatment Plant as a discharge point rather than a POTW. The 

DEIVDEIR needs to look at cumulative issues (a.; average overflow frequency to 

include volume and duration) to truly evaluate the environmental impacts. ‘Storm water 

discharges into Islais, .Yosemite Basin, and the Bay must receive the same treatment, 

regardless of whether or not it is captured and sent’to the Southeast plant. 

CBE supports the PUC and San Francisco Water.Department evaluation of potential 

use of reclaimed water in San Francisco, including at HPS. A reclamation facility and plan 

for use of reclaimed water at HPS would have the possibility of treating.all waste from the 

project with no discharges, thus not adding any additional burden to the Bayview/Hunters 

Point community. 
. 

IV.. The DEWDEIR fails to Contain Adeauate Mitbation Measures 

In Sundstrom v. Couritv of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, the court. held 

that an agency must identify and analyze mitigation measures in the CEQA document so 

that the public and governmental decision-makers can review and comment on the 

measures. CEQA is a public information and participation law that requires an open and 

transparent environmental review process. ‘Only by subjecting mitigation measures to 

public scrutiny can the public be assured that those measures will be effective in mitigating 

‘project impacts. As the court of appeals held, “the‘city cannot rely on post approval 

mitigation measures adopted during the subsequent design review process. . . . there 

cannot be meaningful scrutiny of a:[CEQA document] when the mitigation measures are not 

set forth at the time.of project approval.‘* Quail Botanical Gardens Foundation. Inc. v. City 

Encinitas (1994) 29 Cal.App.4th 1597, 1605, n. 4. 

. Sundstrom makes clear that under CEQA an agency may not approve a project 

based upon hypotheticaland undefined~mitigation.meastires to be adopted at some’future 
: 

time. Hypothetical measures may by their very nature be perfect -- but CEQA demands : 

real, clearly defined mitigation measures upon which the public may comment, and upon . 
which governmental authorities may base informed, well-considered decisions. 

I .  
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However, the DEIS/DEIR fails to contain adequate mitigation fieasures.’ ‘Fqr 

example, the DEIS/DEIR.acknowledges CSO impacts are significant, but provides only the 

following mitigation measures ’ 

Mitigation I 

“Eliminate projected increases in CSO volumes caused by storm water &charges to 

the City’s conibined system by upgrading or replacing the separated sewer system at 

HPS(Option 1 or 2) or by adding substahtial storage to the combined sewer system 

(Option 3) 

. 

Option #I or #2 would reduce &O volumes compared to the project by about 41 million 

gallons total Bayside and 2 million at Yosemite Basin than would mitigation scenario #3 

which would actually increase Bayside CSOs by 4.5% and over 34% at Yosemite Basin. 

Mission Bay project’s potential contribution was 2 million gallons to Islais Creek. Similar 

to the volume to increase at Yosemite but based on shallow water and low dilution levels, 

the City.only allows one CSO a year at Yosemite. 

Commitment to option #2 needs to occur with continued discussion between groups and 

‘the City to identify land for treatment facility and alternative treatments. With the goal of 

eliminating projects cor&bution to the 11% cumu!ative increase of CSOs. 

Mitigation 2 : .’ 

“To ensure that the quality of storm water discharges improves... Develop and 

implement a SmP...!and implement BMPs, . ..‘I. 
: 

. 
Implementing these measure would not reduce this impact to less than significant level. 

Option #2 would minimize overland flow and resolve flooding problems. No 

consideration was given .to alternative stdrm’water treatment , which is planned to be used 

at Mission Bay and its storm water. Will technologies such as subsurface treatment, vortex 

separators,. wetlands’and a sediment b&in upstream to lessen risk of pdllutant loads, catch 

b&ins, retention, retention ponds, reclamation, other alternative approaches’ to handle 

storm tiatei and roof-top or building catchments? Before land use can be determined 

discussion’ on storm water treatment need-to be addressed. 
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Mitigation 3 -Utilities . 

111’ 

Ir 

- 

I 

‘“Assess deficiencies in storm water collection system and address them through 

planned infrastructure improvements or actions” 

CBE perceives the best mitigation for existing storm water drainage system would be to 

replace with a new separated system. (option 2) Vortex mechanical treatment to’reduce 

heavy metal pollutants from industrial storm water pollution has been demonstrated to 

work, but the DEIR fails to mention Vortex as a mitigation. The DEIR/DEIS.needs to give 

assurances for a second tier of natural treatment not use phase like “for example, the 

wetlands proposed.for Parcel B may benefit from storm water discharges to that area.” 4- 

100. 

Mitigation 4- Utilities 

“Asses deficiencies in wastewater system and address the,m through planned 

infrastructure improvements and other action” 

. 

. Do to the 170 percent increase. over the existing dry-weather flow, CBE strongly advocates 

for Mitigation 2-Utilities, a completely new separated wastewater system which will assure 

contaminated ground’water does not enter the sewer lines. ‘This wastewater plant should . 

meet the.deniand for reclaimed water and generate no net increase to the troubled Bayview, 

plant. 
II . 

The DEISIDEIRconsideration is woefully inadequate under CEQA and Sundstrom. 

The DEWDEIR fails to require these mitigation measures and fails to provide an adequate 

discussion of their desigrrand .implementation. Thus, the public is left to blindly trust that 

such measures will actually be implemented. This is a violation of C%QA. Accordingly, 

the DEIS/DEIR must be supplemented to include actual mitigation measures and a 

mitigation m&ritoring plan to.ensure that such measures will be implemented. 

- 

In addition, these mitigations need to include: 

A pollution prevention program toward.reaching zero dioxin; 

PCB round-up program to ensure leakage does cause soil and/or water 

contamination; 

l 

0 
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Comments of Communities for a Better Environme@% SAFER! project on the Revised 
Draft Hunters Point Draft Environmental Impact StatementIEnyironmental Impact Report d 
page 20 

Full clean-up to the highest existing or past standard of all contamination on, under, d 
and around the land of the base; ’ 

. 0 - 
P13-25 

Clean-up should.include subsurface contamination and contamination of Bay 

sediment, clean-up to industrial zoning levels will not be sufficient; 

Job and housing preferences to local residents; 

P13-26 Community control of a parcel of land, this was neither an alternative or a 

mitigation under the current DEIIUDEIS; 
0 - 

e 
I 

Community approved amount of.funds need to be set aside for technical support; 
- 

Finally, CBE supports addition mitigation recommended by the Alliance for a Clean 
. . 

Waterfront. .O P13-27 d 

I 
V. Conchsion d 

In conclusion, the HPS DEISLDEIR should be amended to ensure that the Project . 

has the fewest possible negative impacts on our communities and the natural resources they P13-28 
rely on. Without a clear policy direction’and programs, the community cannot realistically 0 .I 

expect to benefit from this massive project. Thank you for your attention to these . 

comments. 
. 

Toward environmental health and justice, 

* . .y?fJ&&& -’ .. ‘, .-. ‘. ; *. 1 

. . : Mike Thomas, SAFER!/CBE Organizer s 

I . 

- 

.’ 
d 

d 
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Attachment 1 

’ To Commdnts of&mmunities for a Better Environment (CBE) / SAFER! 

. Regarding theeDraft &WEIR 
,For the Disposal and Reuse of Hunters Point .Naval Shipyard. 

LAND OWNERSHIP ALTERNATIVE AN; MITIGATION FOR IMPACTS ’ 

FROM‘LAND USE; POLLUTION AND ENVIROkMENTAL INJUSTICE 

by Greg Karms and Azibuike Akaba ‘. 
- January i9, 1999 ,. 

’ With the Hunters Point base land redevelopment, the most progressive major city in the. 

country has perhaps its best opportunity, in our lifetime to address the most pervasive environ- 
mental and social injustice in its jurisdiction, because San Francisco can now transfer land to 

local community ownership and control. . ._ 

As slavery was abolished at the time of the Civil War, land on the’southeast U.S. Sea Islands 

that was no longer plantations passed into’govemment control and. was deeded to freed slaves.’ 

This partially mitigated effects of past injustice by providing a natural resource base for eco- 

nomic and social development that was owned and controlled by those living there, against 
whom the injustice’was committed. As compared with later efforts of the Reconstruction in 

other parts of the country, where.freed slaves often became renter-farmers or renter-industrial 
workers, this land ownership resulted in more self determination, more education, and more 

bases for human dignity free of exploitation. ,. I 

As environmental injustice is battled at the threshold of the twenty-first century, land in 
Southeast San Francisco ‘that is no longer a naval base haspassed into the control of the most 

progressive major city in the’country. Ownership and control of this land by those who’live. 
here, against whom oppressive environmental, social, and racial injustice is still committed, 

could partially mitigate these impacts and provide an alternative by giving the community the s 

natural resource base for environmental, economic, and social self-determination. As compared ’ 

with the alternative of another absentee landlord, wage work for faceless distant others, under- 

employment, and ceding to owners elsewhere the power to make and keep these lands’ uses 
clean and safe, the alternative of community land ownership and control will result in better 

progress toward environmental and social justice. 
. . . .’ 

Lasting environmental progress comes only hand in hand with social and economic justice. 

t Encyclopedia ok African Arne&an Culture and History. Volume IV. Selzman. Smith and West, eds. 
MacMil1an;N.Y. Page 2278. . . 

. 



1. San .Francisco, BayviGw/Hunters Point, 
‘and the Hunters Point Naval ‘Shipyard 

i 

’ County Line . 

Key : 

Hunters Point ‘Base ’ , _ .: _ :- q .,. ‘it? B&hey/Hunt&s Point ’ .._ 

Rest of San Francisco - 

. 

. . 

. 
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Page two . 

The Hunters Point project, is linked to severe environmental and social injustice that can be 
- addressed fully-only by addressing the socioeconomic as well as the direct environmental and 

health impacts of project-related pollution. This is true for five reasons which are each 

addressed in more detail below: 

1. The project2 caused, and will result in, a cumulative and disproportionate concentration of 

polluting industrial, utility and transportation infrastructure in Southeast San Francisco. The 

DEIS/DEIR fails to analyze or address these significant cumulative factors adequately. 

2. The project caused,, and will result in’significant cumulative and disproportionate environ- ‘, . . 
mental impacts concentrated in Southeast San Francisco. The DEIS/DEIR fails to analyze or 

address these significant impacts adequately. ” , . 

3. These significant cumulative and disproportionate environmental impacts of the project 
caused, .and ,will result in, significant cumulative and disproportionate. socioeconomic and 

environmental injustice concentrated in Southeast San Francisco.’ The DEIVDEIR fails to 

analyze or address these significant impacts adequately. 
. 

4. These disproportionate infrastructure; environmental and socioeconomic impacts are con- 

centrated in a part of San Francisco where the impacts are suffered disproportionately by 

people of color. ., 
. ,: 

. 
: 

5. Providing temporary jobs or jobs for wages will not fully mitigate.or avoid these past, pre- 

sent and future significant impacts, as compared with the option of community’ownership 
and control of the land. This is especially true when the clean up decision is segmented from 

the DEIS/DEIR to be decided elsewhere (if it is addressed at all). These factors are not ana- 

lyzed or addressed adequately by the DEIWDEIR. 
. 

As shown in CBE/SAFER!‘s comments to which this analysis is attached, the EIS/EIR must, 
as a legal matter,. address significant cumulative impacts that will result from’ this project or from 

this-project with other projects. Therefore, community based land ownership and control - as a 
preferred alternative and essential mitigation - should be added to the EIS/EIR. 

: . 
* The temi ‘project” as used herein refers to the installation, .operation, and closure of the Hunters Point 
Base and the clean up, redistribution of land and property, and redevelopment of land and property of the 
Base. It also refers to the specific project defined (vaguely) in the scope of the DEWDEIR, which is a 
portion of the real project that is segmented from ihe abon+.USS Missouri Homeporting project (which 
documented and left unresolved massive Bay sediment contamination caused by the Base), and from the 
full clean up of contaminated land on the Base. Further, several large development projects will combine 
with this project to cause cumulative environmental and socioeconomic impacts in Southeast San 
Francisco. -These segmentation and .cumulative impacts issues are discussedmore fully elsewhere in 
CBE/SAFER!‘s comments on this DEWDEIR. In any case, the portion of the project discussed in the 
scope,of this DEIWDEIR 
above. whether or not the 
discussed herein. 

will cause or contribute to the significant impacts identified in the five points i 
other portions of this project or the other projects contribute to a specific impact ’ ’ 

0 P13-29 
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2. Concentrati0.n of San Francisco pollution sources II . 
and sites around Bayuiew/Hut?ers Point . 

tierwry. 

\ \ . . 

Key.:. ,’ 
. 

Hinters Point Base. .o Supetfund site (CERCLA) 

Toxrc Rekas’e (EPCRA-TRI) 

sl , 
. 

Rest of San -Francis.co w. Fish Test Found Toxics . 
. . 

0, 
..- r -..j;‘. Sewage P!tints, with Routine Discharge (by portion Qf waste) 

_ 

0 Hazardous Waste (RCRA large quantity generator) 
. . 

From data submitted .to State and federal .environmental’ agencies pursuant to the 
federal Clean Water Act, Resource Conservation and Retioyery Act (RCRA), 

, I  

. Superfund (CERClA), Toxiti Release Inventory (EPCRA-TRI), and San Francisco I 
Bay fish tissue data and analysis from CBE, .1998. On the ‘Hook for Zero ‘Dioxin. . . 
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, 

1. The nroiect cause d. a nd will result in. a cumulative zrnd.disnronortionate concentration of 
polluting industrial; utiIitv.and transportation infrastructure in Southeast San Francisco. 

. 
The naval shipyard at Hunters Point used and released massive amounts of toxic and other 

material (as documented by the USS Ikssouri Homeporting’EIS), which created a bias toward 
siting other toxic activity in its degraded surroundings. It created a crossroads of industrial 

transportation and processing that drew other industry, such as the Triple A shipyard, Gonzalez 

Drum, and others. It drew heavy transportation infrastructure to Bayview Hunters Point by land 
and water, while it directed major land’transportation routes away from one natural corridor 

. . along the shoreline, resulting in a heavy transportation corridor upwind to the west that still iso- 
lates this community from other parts of the City. The major utilities - including PG&E power L 
plants and sewerage treating and handling 80% of City waste water -grew around this Base. 

These major interlocking activities, the shipyards, related industries, heavy transportation 

upwind, waste water systems, and energy systems;continue to import a heavy load of pollution. 
Nowhere else in SanFmncisco does a community experience. similar’industrial activity and . 
related wa$e and.pollutant handling and disposal: “[Tlhe Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood 

has the highest density of hazardous materials facilities in the’city” (DEIUDEIR at p. 32127). . 
Indeed, the very fact’of this disproportionate burden still exerts pressure for planning more . 
heavy infrastructure here rather than in’other parts of San Francisco, as shown by recent major 

power plant prop,osals which were fought by the community. 

The ‘map in Figure 2 shows.graphically, how the Bayview/IIunters Point community is literal- 

ly surrounded by.-heavy industrial infrastructure. To the north are the Potrero power and 

Southeast sewage plants and many other industrial and toxics sites: To the west’a wall of traffic 

and emissions along the 101-280 co,rridor. To the south and east. are major toxics sites on Base 
land and in the water, where the most dioxin-laden fish in the Bay swim above mud toxic 

enough to stall a military dredge project.,’ 
. 

The profound ‘isolation of this community from the bulk of San Francisco is’clear from even 

a casual inspection of the map in Figure 2. However, the DEWDEIR does ‘not’analyie the 

cumulative impacts. of this reality, the naval base’songoing role in the problem, or the. true chal- 

lenges that redevelopment alternatives and mitigations must address. ‘. 

This analysis which the DEIVDEIR avoids must lead to an obvious conclusion: With the ‘. 

legacy of pollution-intensive infrastructure that resulted from this Base, extra,ordinary, measures 

will be necessary to leave this part of San Frkrcisco and itsresidents as free for self-determina- 

tion as before the.damage was done. This project as proposed, to develop.most of the land for 
new industry and Industry-related uses, without first addressing the disproportionate effect of _ 

present and future infrastructure, would result in a significant environmental injustice. . 

(’ . 

?13-30 3 
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2. The’oroiect caused:and will resultin sienificant cumulative and disuroportionate environ- 

mental imuacts concentrated in Southeast San Francisco. 

The project as proposed would fail to present any specific plan for preventing continued con- 
tributions to severe toxic pollution affecting anglers who fish this part of the Bay. High levels of 

PCBs and other persistent; bioaccumulative toxic chemicals from the Base, .and from related 
industries such as Gonzalez Drum, would continue to exacerbate pollution in the Bay ‘hot spot’ 
that was documented by the Homeporting EIS and by the highest dioxin (and dioxin-like PCBs) 

measurement found in fish’eaten by anglers.Bay-wide (See: RWQCB, 1995). On November 3, 

1998 USEPA found that this pollution poses a”significant’ health risk to Bay anglers (EPA 
l l/3/98 proposal with respect to Clean Water Act section 3&(d)). This impact alone is signifi- 

cant, it is clearly linked to PCBs and dioxin pollution from the Base and’from Gonzalez Drum, 
andthe DEIS/DEIR fails to provide; any specific plan to avoid or mitigate it. 

. The project would contribute to significant present and .future cumulative effects from 

increased waste water and storm water runoff which carries toxic pollutants to the Bay and : 
already overwhelms waste water treatment for pathogens and overflows manholes in the corn-. 
munity. This significant impact is not analyzed, avoided or mitigated adequately by the .+ 

. 
.DEIS/DEIR as discussed in CBE/SAFER!‘s comments. Further, the project would’fail to pro- 

vide a specific plan for clean up of serious toxic pollution caused by Base activities on Base 

land and in Bay sediment. It is not sufftcient to segment the clean up needed to develop land. 
from the redevelopment decision, as is discussed also in our comments above: For example, the 

amount of PCBs, dioxin, DDT and other toxics that will move through leaky sewerage from ‘. .’ 
toxic sites to the ‘open space’ areas and the Bay food chain is still ignored by the DEISLDEIR. . 

Air pollution n&ased upwind from the massive transportation ‘corridors, industries and’utili- 

ties ringing the project, with other traffic- and industry-related pollution from the project, will 

cause a significant adverse impact, as the DEIS/DEIR admits. New industrial uses will add to 

the ongoing pollution from the existing concentration of industry without .using all available 

methods to prevent pollutio.n, if the project proceeds as proposed. without additional mitigations. 

All these pollution impacts and others cause and will cause a cumulative environmental 
health burden for the Eayview/Hunters Point environment tid public. The buildup of persistent 

toxic pollutants (dioxin compounds and PCBs are documented at unusually high levels in the 

Bay here) provides clear evidence that the local exposures are disproportionately high. Thus, 
residents already.caxry a burden of exposure such that any additional exposure will cause more 

adverse effects than in a less polluted commun’ity. EPA finds average U.S. dioxin exposure may 

cause toxic effects (Bimbaum, 1998). The DEIS/DEIR all but ignores this cumulative’and dis- ., 

proportionate impact which must, logically; be significant in sum since its parts are significant. 

0 -,I P13-31 
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3. Per capita income <and povbrty in Bayvie,w/ 
Hunters Point and in San Franciscc as a whole 

L census 

2 

1-- . 
tract 105 

n _^.. -z-,2-- -..z- 1 -/ 

L ./I \ 

Z! dshing advisojr for 
dioxin, PC&, mercury. 

__ 
\ dioxin,kBs, niercury. 

Highest dioxrn level in Bay 

-‘Key - 

) Census tracts 105 and 130 (Northeast S.F. & .Pacific Heights) 
: ‘- Per capita income on 1990: $47,000 . 

Percent of population .below poverty line in 1990: 4% 

q San Francisco’as a-whole (all neighborhoods) 
Per capita income ‘in 1990: $19,700. .. 

‘_ Percent of population below poverty line in 1990: 12% 

BayviewFunters Point (tracts 230’thru 234, 606; 609 & 610) 
.Per capita income in 1990: $10,200 
Percent of population below poverv line in 1990: 25% 

. . 

Data from 1990 Census. 
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. .’ 

3. These sienificant cumulative and disDroDortionate environmental imDacts of the moiect 

caused. and will result in. significant cumulative and disDroDortionate socioeconomic and 
. environmental iniustice concentrated in Southeast San Francisco. 

This community of nearly 30.000 along the beautifulSan Francisco Bay should be one of 
San Francisco’s finest and most prosperous, yet, strangled by pollution sources and toxic soil 
and water, it is not. Per capita income in Bayview/Hunters Point is half of income.city-wide, 

and less than a fourth of that’enjoyed in some of San Francisco’s wealthier neighborhoods (see 
Figure 3). The average person here earned only $10,200 in 1989; according to the 1990 census. . 

. . 

One fourth of the population is below, the poverty line, more than double the portion city-wide. 

Seven thousand Bayview/Hunters Point residents lived in poverty in 1990. ’ 
. 

This community shoulders the lion’s share of San Francisco industry and pollution, but it has 

not shared equally in the economic benefits from these.activities. 

Pollution causes some of this directly. The liealth effects result in lost days at work, and 

learning deficits diminish potential in children exposed,to dioxin and’PCBs in the womb before 
birth. It costs ,an estimated $1 million to die of cancer in the US. today (Brennematr, 1998). 

Based on EPA and.CARB. cancer risk .estimates and local dioxin, PCBs and diesel exhaust expo- 

sure levels, this multiplies to a high cost. ‘Ihe full human costs of the pollution are incalculable. 

Even the harshest critics of the concept that, the chemicals are toxic - such as Chevron and 

PG&E CEOs - do not live on the fence line of their own plants. A steep drop in housing prices , 
was recorded in Crockett and Rodeo in 1995 after several pollution releases from Unocal~s refin- - ’ 
ery. The DEIS/DEIR’s failure to analyze these types of costs ‘in this ‘disproportionately toxic, : 
low.income community renders its ‘environmental justice’ discussion incomplete. . 3. * 

* . 

Pollution causes some other socioeconomic impacts indirectly. It seems easier to put axroth- 
et polluting industry serving distant economic agendas in the place’that is ,already polluted by ., 

the last one. Thus, .it- is the July,. 1997 Redevelopment .Plan to: ‘Diversify San Francisco’s ec& 

-nomic base by restoring its industrial sector with uses based on futuristic technologies tied to 

. regional, national and international markets and economies,.’ Consistent with more industry for 

the broader economy, the DEWDEIR proposes predominantly industrial, research and develop 

ment, and maritime industry uses of the land. A diversified economic base for Bayview/Hunters 

Point, however, does not mean even more industry: It means community-owned businesses. 

‘Gn its face; the project seeks another round of industrialization in a low-income community 

to compete with other such factories globally, for profits that go elsewhere as well. mat vicious 

circle uses the excuse’that a community is already poisoned’and impoverished to justify more of 

the same. A final EIWEIR that ignores this. highly significant socioeconomic impact - as the * 

. draft EIS/EIR does - would‘commit an historic error. 

, 

a 

d 

d 
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4. Race and eth,nicity in Bayview/Hunters Point and 
, in San Francisco as a whole . ‘ : 

&y .’ ‘* ‘:-.. 

El 
San Frq.ncisco (all .?eighborhood@: 

White . . . . ..*......... 47% 
’ African American 10%. 
Asian/Pacific lsiander 26%. . . 

: Latin0 . . . . . . . . :,I . . . . . . . . .12% 
Other race’.......... .5% 

‘. : 

I3 : BayGiew/Huntek Point: ’ 

White . . . . . . . . i . . . . . . i .’ .. 11%. 
_’ ., African’ American 57% .. 

* .. AsianjPacificklander 20% 
Latin0 . . . . . . . . . . . L . . . . -. 7% 
Other race . . . . . . . . . . 5% 

. 

Data from 1990 C&us. 
. 
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4. ‘J’hese disproportionate infrastructure. environmental and socioeconomic imbacts are con- 
centrated in a Dart of San Francisco where the imoacts are suffered disoroportionatelv bv 

peoole of color. 

Figure 4 shows that the ethnic demographics of Bayview/Hunters Point differ strikingly from 

those in other parts of San Francisco. African Americans are more than half the. 
BayviewMunters Point population as compared with 1QS city-wide. The,white. population of . 
Bayview/Hunters Point is about 10% as compared with nearly 50% city-wide. Overall, the pop 

ulation of BayviewMunters Point is approximately 90% people of color. 
. 

‘. The severe and disproportionate.impacts on BayviewMrnters Point residents that are.out- 
lined above are severe aid disproportionate impacts on people.of color. This fact sharply accen- 

tuatcs the environmental injustice. that the DEIUDEIR fails to analyze adequately, and the pro- 
ject would contribute to significantly. 

. . . 
. 

5. Providing temporatv jobs or jobs for . . waees’will not fullv mttnzate or avoid these fast. - _ 
. . . . sent and future stemficant imoacts..as comoared with the ontion of communttv o . wn@ 

and control of the land. This is.esoecialiv true when ‘the clean UD decision is seemented from 
. &e’DEIS/DEIR to be decoded else w.here (if it is addressed at a . 

. .. 
By ignoring the cumulative socioeconomic and environmental injustice impacts outlined 

above, the DEIS/DEIR ignores significant negative impacts that point to the need for more eco- 

nomic self-determination. It claims there is no need tomitigate socioeconomic impacts of the 

project. It notes that businesses will be encouraged to hire community members under the 
Redevelopment ‘Plan. 

The DEWDEIR errs by making no attempt to analyze the mstainab;ilitv of these promised 

jobs. for community members. In fact, the toxic clean up jobs promised, even beyond the issue’ 

of their questionable desirability; are by definition. temporary. The proposed government subsidy 

of private companies* paychecks to locally-hired workers could be a positive step: However, the 
DEIS/DEIR’s own version of community history documents that this was tried already,.and it 

failed to solve the root problem of building community-owned businesses. 

1 

i ,; 

1 

(P13-33) 

It seems obvious that building a better community business base requires more community- 
owned assets. and sustained expendable incomes., Indeed, the DEIS/DEIR’s history suggests 

that such assets were.hard to organize to buy places of business and worship, and that lost jobs 
from the shipyard closure decimated what retail enterprise there was on Third Street, which was 

isolated from other San Francisco patrons. In both respects,‘however, (assets and sustained , 

incomes) community control of land can succeed where the ‘absentee landlord” approach fails. 

111 
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, 

The government transfer of the former military land to local community ownership and con- 

trol will give the community economic assets that will help to secure and’manage credit and 
business infrastiucture against,outside competition seeking the benefits of using that land in the 

heart of ,this community. Unlike yesterday”s shipyard and today’s globalizing corporations, 

which prove highly mobile, community control of the business base helps to ensure against the 
. unemployment and,subsequent small business closures that occur when big companies suddenly 

leave town. 
, 

Finally, there is the issue of the segmented project and massive clean up yet to be decided. 

In light of the plan to do it all backwards, and decide who gets the land for what uses before real 
environmental review of specific clean up alternatives and mitigation, the unaddressed altema- 

tivd of community control over the land to be cleaned.up brings another significant advantage. 

It is beyond argument that the community who will be stuck with the remaining pollution is a 
better steward for lasting environmental safety than for-profit business owners who do not have 

to live with their children playing on the land. 
I 

Conclusion 

Ownership and control of a major share of the land no longer used by the military in this 

community - but not financial responsibility for full clean up of past pollution which should 
remain with the Navy and others’who caused the past pollution -‘should.be given to the 

Bayview/Hunters Point community. This action should be taken in addition to other needed 

actions that mitigate and avoid significant pollution-related and other impacts of this project. 

. 

. 

‘_ 

3 P13-34 

0. P13-35 





I Response to Comments 

Letter P13: Communities for a Better Environment 

- 
2 

3 

II 
4 
I- 3 
6 

1.5 The level of contaminants in fish reflect the overall water quality of the areas in which 
16 

- 17 
they feed. When there are numerous sources of industrial pollution within the range of a 
species, it is not possible to determine the contribution of each source to the 

18 bioaccumulated contaminants within that species. 

- 19 The submerged contaminated sediments offshore of Hunters Point in Parcel F are being 
20 addressed under the Navy’s Installation Restoration Program (IRP) program. The final 
21 remedy for these sediments will be determined by Navy in conjunction with U.S. 

- 22 Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) and the San Francisco Regional Water 
23 Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The selected remedy will be protective of human 
24 health and the environment and will be consistent with land reuse. 

2.5 
26 

I 27 
28 
29 

Section 3.9, Water Resources discusses potential risks to ecological receptors in the Bay 
that could be affected by storm water and wastewater overflows. With implementation 
of mitigation provided in EIS Section 4.9, there would be no additional flows of storm 
water to the City’s Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) as a result of 
development at HPS. Also, with planned remediation of contamination and 
implementation of mitigation provided in Section 4.9, Water Resources, and planned 
utility upgrades, the quality of storm water discharged directly to the Bay at HPS is 
expected to improve over time, and the volume of storm water discharged would stay the 
same or decrease. 

Response to Comment P13-1: 
Comment noted. Please see responses to specific comments below. 

Response to Comment P13-2: 
Please refer to responses to specific comments by the Alliance for a Clean Waterfront 
(Letter P12). 

Response to Comment P133: 
It is acknowledged that a large majority of people who fish San Francisco Bay are 
minorities and low-income. EIS Section 3.9 lists various beneficial uses of San Francisco 
Bay waters, including fishing. Candlestick Point includes two fishing piers. The San 
Francisco Department of Health monitors fishing conditions at Candlestick Point and 
posts warning signs as appropriate. Fishing and water-contact recreation are not 
currently permitted at Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS) and would likely be similarly 
restricted in the future under reuse. 

Reuse would, however, result in incremental additional flows of sanitary sewage to the 
SEWPCP. This incremental increase in sanitary sewage would be a direct result of 
additional housing and employment at HPS and would not be considered significant 
because the plant operates under permits from the RWQCB and has sufficient 
dry-weather capacity to accept the increased flows. 

P13-1 Hunters Point Shipytud Final EIS: Response to Comtnents March 2000 
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49 
50 
51 
52 

53 Groundwater flow in the A aquifer is generally toward the Bay. There is no evidence to 
54 suggest that existing storm water drains and sewer lines installed within the A aquifer 
5.5 have reversed the flow of groundwater. Groundwater flow is influenced more by tidal 
56 cycles than by subsurface structures. There is no evidence to suggest that storm water 
57 drains and sewer lines serve as conduits for contaminated groundwater to bypass its 
5s normal travel path toward the Bay. Remedial actions at HI’S are expected to reduce the 
s9 contamination in groundwater to a level that is protective of the environment, regardless 
60 of the path that groundwater takes. The existing and post-remediation state of soil and 
61 groundwater contamination is not related to the condition of the existing systems. 

62 

63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
6s 
69 
70 

71 As explained in EIS Section 3.9, Water Quality, existing CSO discharges can affect 
72 beneficial uses of the Bay in the project area, most notably by forcing the closure of 
73 beaches where water-contact recreation is permitted (at Candlestick Point). There is no 
74 evidence that the incremental increase in CSO volwnes projected as a result of reuse at 
75 HPS would have a material effect on this existing situation. 

76 As referenced by the comment, the Mission Bay analysis did not demonstrate any 
77 significant cumulative impacts related to CSO discharges, but due to community 
7s concerns and other factors, did conservatively find potential impacts on near-shore 
79 waters from treated CSOs. The CSO contributions for three options are provided in 
80 Section 4.9, Table 4.9-l. CSO increases would be within the regulatory constraints 

Response to Comments 

The incremental increase in sanitary sewage would result in an incremental increase in 
partially treated combined sewage overflow (CSO) volumes. Overflow events would 
continue to occur at an average of one to ten times per year, depending on location along 
the Bay waterfront; estimated annual CSO volumes would increase by less than one 
million gallons (3,785,OOO liters) per year (or less than 0.1 percent). The change in CSO 
volumes would be negligible both in terms of existing discharge volumes and in terms of 
projected cumulative increases in CSOs. CSOs are permitted under the current regulatory 
regime and rapidly disperse in Bay waters. For all of these reasons, the projected 
incremental increase in CSO volumes would not be considered significant. 

Response to Comment P13-4: 
Apportionment of responsibility for costs of infrastructure improvements is outside of the 
scope of the EIS. The EIS recommends three options for upgrading the storm water 
system on the site. The feasibility of placing sewer lines above the groundwater table will 
be evaluated when a system design is selected. 

Response to Comment P13-5: 
As described in response to Comment P13-3, reuse of HPS is expected to result in an 
incremental increase in sanitary sewage that is directly related to new employees and 
residents. The increase in sanitary sewage would result in an incremental increase in 
CSO volumes and would not change the average annual number of CSO events along the 
southern waterfront. This average, as established by the City’s permit from the RWQCB, 
is one per year in the HPS area and ten per year elsewhere on the southern waterfront. 
Averaging is done over an extended period (about 80 years of rainfall data), and in some 
years the number of overflows is more or less than the average. 

- 

- 
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- 302 With implementation of Mitigation Measure 1, the potential impacts of a projected 
103 increase in CSO volumes under Option 3 would be eliminated by either dramatically 
104 

- 105 
increasing storage capacity or by the selection and implementation of a separated storm 
water system option (Options 1 or 2). Mitigation 1 has been amended to delete reference 

106 to Option 3. 
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established by the City’s permit from the RWQCB and would not be considered 
significant. Nonetheless, Mitigation 1 in Section 4.9, which would ensure there are no 
increases in CSO volumes attributable to storm water discharges, also calls for 
consideration of ways to offset non-significant increases in CSOs attributable to sanitary 
flows. . 

Response to Comment P13-6~ 
Cumulative water quality impacts of the referenced projects are addressed in the Bayside 
Cumulative Impact Analysis summarized in EIS Sections 3.9 and 4.9. Other cumulative 
impacts are addressed in EIS Section 5.1. 

Response to Comment P13-7: 
As described in EIS Section 4.9, Water Quality, if a separated storm water disposal option 
is selected (Option 1 or 2), total effluent entering the Bay, consisting of treated effluent 
from the SEWPCP plus CSOs, would increase by 148 million galIons (560 million liters) 
per year, or 0.49 percent, as a result of HI’S reuse. Under a combined system (Option 3), 
total effluent entering the Bay would increase by 335 million gallons (1,260 million liters) 
per year, or 1.1 percent. The increases cited by the comment (3.7 percent and 4.3 percent) 
would be attributable to alI cumulative development along the waterfront; reuse of HPS 
would contribute 2 or 107 million gallons (7.6 or 405 million liters) per year to the 
projected increase in cumulative Bayside CSO volumes, depending on the storm water 
disposal option selected. The vast majority of total effluent entering the Bay receives 
secondary treatment, and all effluent is permitted under the City’s NPDES permits. 

Response to Comment P13-8: 
Section 3.7.3 describes the contamination at HI’S on a parcel-by-parcel basis. The 
location of each Installation Restoration (IR) site is provided on Figure 3.7-2. Appendix B, 
Table B-41 provides a summary of constituents of potential concern at each IR site and 
gives the status of the IRE. Remediation of HI’S is being conducted under the IRE 
pursuant to CERCLA. Navy’s goal is to remediate HI’S to a level protective of human 
health and the environment, considering the intended reuse. Questions and comments 
related to the remediation program should be directed to the ongoing IRE. The purpose 
of the EIS is to evaluate the impacts of reuse, not the CERCLA IRP. 

Response to Comment P13-9: 
Information about existing contamination in sediments in Parcel F was compiled from a 
number of documents, including U.S. Navy 1996g and 1998d (see EIS Chapter 7, 
References). Information from the two references cited in the comment was not 
overlooked. 
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121 The statement (Page 3-126) cited in the comment is accurate. Depending on which 
122 remediation alternative is chosen, Navy will need to evaluate the existing data and 
123 develop a sampling program that is specific to that remedy. For example, the list of target 
124 constituents, frequency, depth, sampling intervals, and aerial distribution of samples 
125 would be very different for different remedies. 

126 It is acknowledged that ingestion of fish is a potential exposure pathway. Please refer to 
127 the response to Comment P13-3 above. The EIS, however, addresses impacts related to 
125 reuse and does not evaluate impacts related to existing contamination (which is part of 
129 the existing setting) or remediation, except to the extent that reuse could exacerbate 
130 existing problems or increase human or ecological exposure to contaminants. 

133 

132 
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135 
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137 
138 
139 
140 
141 

142 

133 
144 
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146 
147 
148 
149 
150 
151 
152 
153 
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156 

157 Division 7 of the California Code, “Water Quality,” grants the State Water Resources 
158 Control Board and the regional water quality control boards authority to regulate the 
159 quality of waters of the state. Plans and policies adopted by the RWQCB include the 
160 Water Quality Control Plan (Basin Plan), Antidegradation Policy (Resolution 6%16), 
161 Sources of Drinking Water Policy (Resolution 8%63), and Policies and Procedures for 
162 Investigation and Remediation and Abatement of Discharges (Resolution 92-49). These 
163 plans and policies are discussed in Section 3.9.5 of the EIS. 

Response to Comment P13-10: 

The existing storm water collection system is part of the HPS setting, and the current 
system’s impacts are not the impacts of reuse. Reuse would result in repair or 
replacement of the existing system, which could be designed to address existing 
groundwater migration issues. In addition, remediation of the property would remove 
the source of contamination described in the comment. Dewatering during construction 
and reuse at HPS would result in the discharge of groundwater to the City’s combined 
system. These discharges would receive secondary treatment and would have to comply 
with the City’s discharge permit requirements. To address concerns about overflows 
contributed by groundwater discharge during wet weather, Mitigation 1 in Section 4.9.2 
has been revised. 

Response to Comment P13-11: 

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) is the agency responsible for 
protecting groundwater quality. The regional water quality control boards (RWQCBs) 
are responsible for implementing storm water and groundwater rules and regulations. 
Section 3.9.5 describes U.S. EPA’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System for 
controlling storm water and preventing non-point source pollution from surface water. 
The existing program implemented by Navy to meet the requirements of the state permit 
is discussed. There are two requirements of the permit designed to meet the goals of the 
program: 1) design and implementation of BMPs to control runoff and prevent 
contaminants from entering the Bay; and 2) annual sampling program to verify that the 
BMPs are working as designed. Chemicals of concern are specific to the type of 
industries operating at the site and are based on Standard Industrial Codes. In addition, 
the state permit requires testing for other contaminants that are known to be present but 
are not listed. Continued compliance with the state permit is expected to reduce potential 
impacts to a less than significant level. 

111 

d 
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- 1so On June 17,1999, the SWRCB approved Regulation No. 99-065 adopting the Consolidated 
181 Toxic Hot Spots Cleanup Plan. Yosemite Slough is not identified as a known or candidate 
182 “Hot Spot.” However, the regional plan does identify the Hunters Point 

- 153 Shipyard/Yosemite Creek and South Basin as a site of concern. 

154 To address concerns about overflows contributed by groundwater discharge during wet 
- lS.5 weather, Mitigation 1 in Section 4.9.2 has been revised. 
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Response to Comment P13-13: 
Please refer to responses to Comments P13-3, P13-9, P13-10 and P13-15. 

197 I 

19s 
199 

- 200 
201 
202 
203 - 

In 1989, the State of California established the Bay Protection and Toxic Cleanup Program 
(BPTCP; Water Code §§ 13390-13396.9). The four major goals of the BPTCP are to 
1) provide protection of present and future beneficial uses of the bays and estuarine 
waters of California; 2) identify and characterize toxic hot spots; 3) plan for toxic hot spot 
cleanup or other remedial or mitigation actions; and 4) develop prevention and control 
strategies for toxic pollutants that will prevent creation of new toxic hot spots or the 
perpetuation of existing ones within bays and estuaries of the state. Water Code 5 13394 
requires the development of Regional Toxic Hot Spots Cleanup Plans (Regional Plan) and 
the Consolidated Plan for submission to the legislature by June 30,1999. 

The RWQCB developed the Proposed Regional Toxic Hot Spot Cleanup Plan (RWQCB, 
1997) to provide direction for the remediation or prevention of toxic hot spots in the San 
Francisco Bay Region. It includes definition and site ranking criteria, a list of candidate 
hot spots, and characterization of the high-priority candidate toxic hot spots and 
preliminary assessment of actions to address issues at the sites. A final plan, dated March 
1999, was submitted to the SWRCB for inclusion in the consolidated plans to be 
submitted to the legislature. 

Response to Comment P13-12: 
Remediation of HPS is being conducted under the IRP and Navy’s compliance program. 
All of the contaminants cited in the comment will be addressed. The Navy’s goal is to 
remediate the property, including the groundwater, to level that is protective of human 
health and the environment, considering the intended use. The remediation program is a 
separate action from property disposal and implementation of the Proposed Reuse Plan. 
The project itself would not contribute contaminated groundwater pollution and would 
not contribute to a significant cumulative impact. Please see responses to Comments 
P13-9 and P13-10. 

Response to Comment P13-14: 
The EIS considers potential environmental justice impacts on the southeast area of San 
Francisco and clearly addresses the three specific actions contained in 59 C.F.R. 7629 that 
are listed in the comment. See the revised Section 5.5. Note that the EIS considers 
potential impacts of reuse, not of past contamination or ongoing remediation, except to 
the extent that reuse would exacerbate exposures associated with each. Please refer to the 
response to Comment P13-3 regarding fish consumption. 
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205 

206 At build-out, the adopted Mission Bay project would direct approximately 844 million 
x17 gallons (3,190 million liters) of sanitary sewage per year to the SEWPCP for treatment and 
208 deep water discharge, would increase the amount of storm water discharged to the Bay 
209 by about 92 million gallons (350 million liters) per year, and would reduce the estimated 
210 quantity of CSOs by about 33 million gallons (125 million liters) per year (See Final 
211 Mission Buy Subsequent Environmental Impact Report [City and County of San Francisco and 
212 the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 19981, Volume 3, p. XII.232, “Base Case and 
213 Mitigation B.“). The SEWPCP is a fully permitted facility and operates in accordance 
214 with all applicable laws and requirements. Projects have been implemented or are under 
215 study to reduce existing flooding in Bayview-Hunters Point and Visitation Valley and to 
216 reduce odors at the SEWPCP. 

217 With mitigation, the increase in flows from HPS to the SEWPCP would be limited to 
21s approximately 147 million gallons (556 million liters) of sanitary sewage per year, which 
219 would be the direct result of new jobs and housing. The increased flows to the SEWPCP 
220 have not been determined to be significant, since the SEWPCP is a permitted facility with 
221 available (dry-weather) capacity. Potential increases in CSOs as a result would be 
222 negligible in the context of existing discharges and potential future discharges. The 
223 alternative to sending sanitary flows to SEWPCP is on-site treatment at HPS. This 
224 alternative is not required as mitigation, although it could be implemented as part of the 
225 project if desired and if funding were available. On-site treatment of sanitary sewage 
226 would not remove that treatment from the Bayview-Hunters Point community but would 
227 lessen flows to the SEWPCP. The flooding that has been experienced in Bayview-Hunters 
22s Point and Visitation Valley is caused by localized collection system conditions, not by 
229 capacity issues with the transport or storage system or the SEWPCP. Also, an increase in 
230 influent to the SEWPCP is not a material cause of odors at the facility. Most odors 
231 noticeable by the public are gases from biological activity, such as anaerobic 
232 decomposition of organic matter containing sulfur and nitrogen. Although the Proposed 
233 Reuse Plan would increase influent to the SEWPCP, the project would not change the 
234 biological processes or physical facilities. Thus, the Proposed Reuse Plan would have 
235 little, if any, effect on existing odors or flooding conditions. 

236 The EIS does not fail to analyze existing environmental hazards in the Bayview-Hunters 
237 Point community. The EIS is a full disclosure document that clearly presents all data 
23s pertaining to existing environmental contamination (see EIS Sections 3.7 and 3.9). 
239 Furthermore, as described in EIS Section 3.9, there is currently a City-wide effort 
240 underway to address cumulative effects of increased development on the City’s 
241 combined sanitary sewer and storm water system. 

242 The analysis of potential impacts associated with discharges of treated CSOs (see EIS 
213 Section 4.9) acknowledges that CSOs generate a high degree of public concern and 
244 describes three general options for treating storm water at HI’S: upgrade the existing 
235 separated system (Option l), replace the existing system with a new separated system 
246 (Option 2), or replace the existing system with a new combined system (Option 3). 

Response to Comment P13-15: 

Regarding fishing impacts, please refer to the response to Comment P13-3. 
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247 Potential significant impacts from cumulative increases in CSO volumes and increased 
21s sewage (dry-weather flow) associated with these options have been mitigated to a less 

- 249 than significant level by requiring that the separated system at HI’S be either upgraded or 
250 replaced (Options 1 or 2). The option of adding substantial storage to the combined 
2Sl sewer system (Option 3) has been deleted from Mitigation 1 (Section 4.9.2). Because these 

- 252 potential impacts can be mitigated to a less than significant level, there would be no 
253 disproportionate adverse effects on the Bayview-Hunters Point community. 

- 254 

255 
256 

- 257 
2% 
259 

- 260 
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a 263 
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- 265 The EIS has not identified, and the commentor has not provided evidence of, any 
266 unmitigable impacts that would be experienced (disproportionately or otherwise) as a 
267 result of “polluting industrial, utility, and transportation infrastructure.” In fact, the 
26s 

- 269 
proposal by the Proposed Reuse Plan to improve utilities and other infrastructure at HPS 
represents a benefit of the project, one that would be directly experienced by new 

270 residents and employees of HPS. 
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Response to Comment P13-16: 

Please see the response to Comment P13-13 and P13-14 above regarding the project’s 
impacts in relation to environmental justice issues. The EIS does not suggest that existing 
degraded conditions are a justification for further degradation. The EIS reasonably 
projects that there would be significant and unmitigable traffic impacts and recommends 
serious and feasible measures to reduce the project’s contribution to these impacts in the 
form of the proposed HPS TMA. The TMA would oversee development and 
implementation of a TSMP, which includes specific, feasible measures for reducing 
automobile trips and encouraging transit use. Implementation of the TSMP is expected to 
reduce significant unmitigable traffic impacts. The proposed TMA is the best form of 
mitigation that can be required at this early stage of the planning process. 

Response to Comment P13-17: 

The EIS adequately considers and analyzes all potential impacts that would result from 
reuse of HPS. With implementation of mitigation measures provided, only traffic 
impacts would remain significant. As discussed in EIS Section 5.5, these impacts would 
not disproportionately affect residents of Bayview-Hunters Point. Bayview residents are 
intended, however, to reap the benefits of reuse. As stated in Chapter 1, Purpose and 
Need, objectives of reuse include creating jobs to benefit the community, stimulating the 
economy, and supporting training and educational programs. Also, local hiring has been 
included as a required portion of the TSMP transportation mitigation strategy. 

As required by state law, monitoring of mitigation measures in the EIS would be 
accomplished via a mitigation monitoring program adopted by City and San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency decision-makers. Medical monitoring and treatment have not 
been identified as necessary in response to any potential impacts of HPS reuse. 

Redevelopment activities at HPS would proceed pursuant to the Hunters Point Shipyard 
Redevelopment Plan (San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1997). As permitted under the 
PIan and as is customary for the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency would enter into a development agreement with a primary 
developer, selected by the Redevelopment Agency Commission. This agreement 
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308 There is a CAC that has review responsibilities for redevelopment activities at HPS. This 
309 CAC is structured and operates similarly to other CACs that have responsibility for 
310 overseeing redevelopment activities in other San Francisco redevelopment project areas, 
311 such as the Rincon Point-South Beach CAC, which recently expanded its membership for 
312 the purpose of overseeing the Pat Bell (San Francisco Giants) Ballpark project. The HPS 
313 CAC is composed of local area residents, business owners, tenants, and neighborhood 
314 organizations. 

315 

316 
317 
318 
319 
320 
321 
322 
323 
324 
325 

includes, as its first goal, the creation of “sustainable economic benefits and jobs for the 
Bayview-Hunters Point community.” The goal is further articulated by the following 
objectives: 

Build a diverse and economically viable and sustainable community with 
employment, entrepreneurial, art and educational opportunities for the economic 
benefit of the Bayview-Hunters Point community. 

Create 6,400 permanent jobs at full build-out of the project. 

Maximize participation of area residents and businesses in the pre-development, 
development, interim reuse, and environmental remediation of HPS. 

Create and expand economic opportunities for existing area businesses. 

Provide ownership and equity opportunities for area residents and businesses. 

Provide the greatest possible level of education and job training and hiring 
opportunities for area residents and for partnerships with community residents and 
businesses throughout all development and long-term management of the project. 

Create small business assistance programs and incubator opportunities with linkages 
to larger, established businesses. 

Provide for land uses and development projects that are compatible with one another 
within HI’S and with the surrounding neighborhood, during all phases of 
redevelopment. 

Response to Comment P13-18: 
Navy recognizes the importance of local hiring incentives, not only as an overall 
economic benefit to the local community, but also as a means of reducing traffic impacts. 
Please see response to Comment P13-17 above. The City has already developed a First 
Source Hiring program to provide clear incentives for businesses to hire locally. 
Businesses leasing space at HPS can participate in this program. By agreeing to use the 
City’s employment and training system as the first source of referral for job opportunities 
at HPS, business owners qualify for partial reimbursement of the salaries paid to locally 
hired individuals. This program would be monitored, along with all future programs 
developed and implemented by the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, to ensure that 
future HPS business opportunities are linked to local residents. 

- 
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- 316 Note that the Proposed Reuse Plan would not displace any existing housing units and is 
337 therefore not required to construct new units as mitigation. Nonetheless, objectives of the 
338 Proposed Reuse Plan include the creation of new housing and the provision of affordable 

- 339 housing. The issue of home ownership achievement goals will be considered by the San 
340 Francisco Redevelopment Agency during the next stages of the redevelopment process. 

341 
- 342 

333 
- 34-2 

345 
346 
347 - 

338 
349 

- 

350 
351 

- 352 
353 
354 

- 
355 
356 

CI 
357 
355 
359 

- 360 
361 
362 

- 
363 
364 

Response to Comments 

The EIS recognizes that housing affordability is a pervasive problem, not only in the 
South Bayshore and Bayview-Hunters Point communities, but throughout San Francisco 
and the entire Bay Area. The data cited in Section 4.6 of the EIS show that 60 percent of 
the area population live in census tracts where the median household income is less than 
the City-wide median. Persons eligible for affordable units are those earning 60 percent 
to 100 percent of the City-wide median. Since the census data show a majority of 
households earning less than the median, it is reasonable to anticipate that many local 
residents would qualify to purchase or rent affordable units. Please also see the response 
to Comment P9-12. 

As permitted under the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Plan (San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency, 1997) and as is customary for the San Francisco Redevelopment 
Agency as the City’s affordable housing development agency, the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency would enter into a development agreement with a primary 
developer, selected by the Redevelopment Agency Commission, to ensure that a range of 
housing opportunities is provided at the Shipyard. This goal is further articulated by the 
following objectives: 

l Develop well-designed new residential areas that assist in meeting a range of housing 
needs of the greater Bayview-Hunters Point community and the City. 

l Develop and implement a permanent affordable housing program that makes 
available at least 20 percent of all new and rehabilitated housing types to low- and 
moderate-income households, maximizes the number and level of affordable housing, 
and is consistent with the housing needs identified by the Mayor’s Office of Housing 
in cooperation with the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. * 

l Provide an appropriate mix of ownership and rental housing with the maximum 
number of units at the lowest possible price. 

Development proposals submitted to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency by the 
primary developer would be reviewed by the HI’S CAC. Along with preparing and 
implementing development proposals that are consistent with San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency goals and objectives, including the ones listed above, the primary 
developer would be required to prepare and implement a Community Benefit Program 
that relates to affordable housing, including a description of the number and size of units, 
phasing and linkage principles, anticipated timing of availability, price range, and levels 
of affordability. 
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387 With remediation and reuse of HPS, untreated storm water discharges to the Bay would 
3S8 improve in quality and would decrease by approximately 13 million gallons (49 million 
389 liters) per year. The projected decrease in discharge quantities is primarily due to 
390 increases in infiltration of rainwater because of planned open space and landscaping. 
391 Like Mission Bay, HPS would most likely continue to utilize a fully separated storm 
392 water system. The cost of replacing or repairing the storm water collection system or 
393 constructing a new combined sewer system at HPS are not relevant to the EIS analysis. 

394 Refer also to the response to Comment P13-23. 
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Response to Comment P13-20: 

Navy understands the commentor’s concerns that remediated land be available to the 
local community for ownership and development. The San Francisco Redevelopment 
Agency is not able to make commitments at this stage of the redevelopment process 
regarding community ownership of HPS property. The City and the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency anticipate negotiating with a private development company for 
development at HPS and implementation of the Proposed Reuse Plan. The agreement for 
development could include among its provisions explicit goals for local hiring and 
affordable home ownership. 

Response to Comment P13-21: 

With implementation of Mitigation 1 in Section 4.9, Water Resources, reuse of HPS would 
result in a less than one percent (0.5 percent, or 147 million gallons [556 million liters] per 
year) increase in the discharge of treated effluent to the Bay. This increase would be 
directly attributable to the sanitary sewage created by new employees and residents of 
HPS. This sanitary sewage would also increase the volume of partially treated C!SO 
discharges by less than one percent (0.07 percent, or 0.6 million gallons (2 million liters] 
per year). Treated and partially treated discharges are permitted by the RWQCB, which 
is charged with protection of Bay water quality, and projected increases have not been 
determined to be significant. Nonetheless, industrial land use designations at HPS would 
allow on-site sewage treatment (including potentially the use of alternative wastewater 
treatment technologies) if such treatment were selected for funding over other, 
potentially competing, community objectives. 

Response to Comment P13-22: 

As explained above, mitigation included in the project at HPS would result in continued 
use of a separated storm water system and no increase in flow of storm water to the 
SEWPCP. Also, as explained above, the SEWPCP is a fully permitted facility and 
operates in accordance with all applicable laws and requirements. Projects have been 
implemented or are under study to reduce existing flooding in Bayview-Hunters Point 
and Visitation Valley and to reduce odors at the SEWPCP. Given the incremental 
increase in wastewater flows to the SEWPCP with implementation of Mitigation 1 in ELS 
Section 4.9, there is no evidence that existing flooding and odor problems would be in 
any way exacerbated by reuse of HPS. Refer also to the response to Comment P13-3. 
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Response to Comment P13-23: 
A comprehensive City-wide wastewater plan, while desirable, is beyond the scope of this 
EIS to develop. The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (PUC) is currently 
assisting the Catellus Development Corporation in studying the feasibility of on-site 
wastewater treatment for the Mission Bay project. The PUC is also undertaking a 
Screening of Feasible Technologies (SOFT) study (including decentralized wastewater 
management) for the entire Bayside watershed. These studies will be considered as HI’S 
redevelopment proceeds. There are currently no plans for an on-site wastewater facility 
at HPS. However, as discussed in the EIS, the incremental increase in wastewater that 
would be generated by the Proposed Reuse Plan would not significantly impact the 
SEWPCP. 

The EIS does not include an analysis of land required for on-site storm water or 
wastewater treatment, because the plan is currently conceptual, and no facility designs 
are available for analysis. Therefore, such analysis would be premature. It would be 
appropriate to address the possible land use implications of such proposals when actual 
reuse projects and sewage treatment options are selected. 

- 121 
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- 424 
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San Francisco’s Water Recycling Master Plan does not require that the Proposed Reuse 
Plan include an on-site reclamation facility. The Water Recycling Master Plan outlines 
the concept of developing a reclaimed water plant near the Oceanside treatment plant to 
provide reclaimed water to users on the west side and then to Bayside. This project is in 
the conceptual design stage. The Reclaimed Water Use Ordinance, however, would 
apply to the Proposed Reuse Plan. The ordinance requires any development over 40,000 
square feet to take reclaimed water measures into account during development (e.g., 
install dual piping), so that it could make use of reclaimed water if the City made it 
available in the area. 

430 Cumulative water quality issues associated with CSOs are addressed in EIS Section 4.9.2 
431 under the heading “Significant and Mitigable Impact.” Reclamation could be 

- 432 incorporated into future storm water or wastewater plans. Industrial land use 
433 designations at HPS would permit on-site treatment at HPS if such treatment were 
433 selected for funding over other, potentially competing, community objectives. An on-site 

h 335 wastewater treatment facility would need to be carefully located so as not to result in on- 
436 site odor incompatibilities. 

- 437 The commentor’s preference for decentralized treatment is noted. 

438 
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441 
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Response to Comment Pl3-24: 
The con-mentor’s concerns regarding the imprecision of certain mitigation measures is 
noted. Because this is a general programmatic EIS based on conceptual land uses and not 
a project-level d ocument, and because no specific project designs have been developed, 
certain specifics that would be expected in a project-level assessment are necessarily 
lacking. Mitigation 1 does, however, include a performance standard: “Eliminate 
increases in CSO volumes...” (Section 4.9.2, Mitigation 1). Note that, based on a 
reassessment of appropriate factors for determining the significance of impacts, the Final 
EIS analysis reduced the other three impacts cited in the comment (identified in the 
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451 Please refer to the response to Comment P13-23 regarding land for a treatment facility 
452 and alternative treatments and to the response to Comment P13-10 for a discussion of 
453 mitigation for groundwater entering the storm sewer system. 

454 
455 
456 
457 
458 
459 
460 
461 
462 

463 The protection of human health and the environment prior to property conveyance will 
464 be ensured by adherence to CERCLA requirements and other laws cited in the document, 
465 U.S. EPA approval of the proposed remedial plan through a CERCLA ROD, and approval 
166 by U.S. EPA that the conditions of the ROD have been met. Please note that remediation 
467 under the IRP and CERCLA process addresses ecological receptors, such as the Bay, as 
46s well as human health risk. 

469 
470 
471 
472 

473 Response to Comment P13-27: 
474 Please refer to responses to specific comments by the Alliance for a Clean Waterfront 
475 (Letter P12). 

476 Response to Comment P13-28: 
477 Please refer to responses to specific comments above. 

478 

179 
480 
481 
452 

483 The “project” is the Federal action by Navy to dispose of HPS to facilitate economic 
484 redevelopment and potential reuse of HPS by the City. The purpose and need of the EIS 

Resuonse to Comments 

Revised Draft EIS/EIR) to a less than significant level. Thus, the use of subsurface 
treatment, vortex separators, and other suggested mechanisms to treat storm water, for 
example, have not been identified as mitigation because storm water quality is expected 
to improve at HI’S with site remediation and implementation of BMPs. 

Response to Comment P13-25: 
Remediation of HPS is being conducted under the IRP and the Navy’s compliance 
program. All of the contaminants cited in the comment will be addressed. The Navy’s 
goal is to remediate the property, including the groundwater, to level that is protective of 
human health and the environment, considering the intended use. The remediation 
program is a separate action from property disposal and implementation of the Proposed 
Reuse Plan. Please see the responses to Comments P13-21 and I%-22, which address the 
adequacy of mitigation to control discharges from the storm water and wastewater 
systems to the Bay. 

Response to Comment P13-26: 
Regarding job and housing preferences, please refer to the response to Comments P13-18 
and P13-19. Regarding community control of a parcel of land, please refer to the response 
to Comment P13-20. 

Response to Comment P13-29: 
The comment defines the HPS “project” as “the installation, operation, and closure of 
Hunters Point Base and the clean up, redistribution of land and property, and 
redevelopment of land and property of the Base.” This is not the definition of “project” 
in the EIS. 
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- 494 

is to evaluate the potential significant impacts on the natural and human environment 
that could result from the disposal of HI’S from Federal ownership and subsequent reuse 
of the property by the City (see EIS Chapter 1). 

Issues regarding the installation and past operation of HPS as a Federal property are 
outside the scope of this document and are not addressed. Remediation of HPS is being 
conducted under the IRP pursuant to CERCLA and under Navy’s compliance programs. 
Navy’s goal is to remediate HPS to be protective of human health and the environment, 
with consideration of planned reuse. The remediation program is a separate action from 
property disposal and implementation of the Proposed Reuse Plan. 

See responses P13-30 through P13-35 for comments numbered 1 through 5. 

495 
c 496 

497 
49s 

- 499 

Response to Comment P13-30: 

Refer to response P13-29 for a discussion of the scope of the analysis. Please see 
responses to Comments P13-14 and P13-15 regarding potential environmental justice 
issues associated with cumulative and disproportionate concentrations of polluting 
industrial, utility, and transportation infrastructure. 

so0 
SO1 II 
502 
503 
SO4 

- 505 
506 

The Proposed Reuse Plan introduces new land uses to HPS, such as education/cultural, 
research and development, open space, residential, and mixed. While new industry and 
industry-related uses are included in the Proposed Reuse Plan, the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency intends to implement conservative measures to minimize 
potential toxic air contaminants by precluding a concentration of air-polluting industries 
(see EIS Section 4.2.2). The goal of the Proposed Reuse Plan is to integrate HPS into the 
urban fabric of the City and revive the economic vitality of the Hunters Point area. 

- 507 
50s 
SO9 

- 510 
511 
512 

c 513 
514 
515 

- 516 

The EIS does not analyze the impact of past or present industrial uses in the larger 
Bayview-Hunters Point community, nor is it required to do so. The EIS does consider the 
setting of HPS and in that context analyzes reuse of HI’S in compliance with CERCLA 
and other applicable environmental laws. Reuse of the HPS ‘brownfield” would include 
a variety of land uses and would result in some environmental impacts and some 
environmental, social, and economic benefits. Whether the benefits constitute 
“extraordinary measures” sufficient to address past “injustice” will no doubt be the 
subject of some debate. In order to allow proposed development to proceed, San 
Francisco decision-makers would have to find that the specific economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the impacts. 

517 Response to Comment P13-31: 

I 51s Regarding fishing in the Bay, please refer to the response to Comment P13-3; for 
519 wastewater and storm water runoff, refer to the responses to Comments P13-10, P13-15, 
520 P13-22 and P13-23. For comments regarding “toxic pollution”, refer to the discussion of 

- 521 the project description and the IRP in the response to Comment P13-29. For air quality 
522 and transportation issues, please see EIS Section 4.2.2 and response to Comment P13-14. 

523 w Disposal and reuse of HPS are thoroughly analyzed in the EIS. As described in Section 
524 3.7, Hazardous Materials and Waste, portions of HPS are contaminated, and Navy is 

c 
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525 undertaking remediation in conformance with their obligations under CERCLA and other 
526 environmental laws. The question considered in the EIS is whether disposal and reuse 
,527 would exacerbate existing environmental problems or increase human and ecological 
52s exposure to existing contaminants. The answer is no, as long as institutional controls are 
529 implemented during reuse. If any uses or industries are proposed in the future that 
530 would have impacts not identified and mitigated in this EIS, then additional 
531 environmental review would be required under state law. 

532 

533 
534 
535 
536 

Response to Comment P13-32: 
Navy has adequately considered, analyzed, and mitigated all potential environmental 
justice effects from the HPS project. The City is committed to ensuring that residents of 
the Bayview-Hunters Point community are recipients of their fair share of anticipated 
benefits. 

537 The EIS acknowledges that the HPS site has been polluted by past uses. The nature and 
538 status of remediation efforts being conducted under the IRP and Navy compliance 
539 programs are described in Sections 3.7.3 and 3.7.4. Navy’s goal is to remediate HPS to a 
540 condition that is protective of human health and the environment, considering the 
541 intended reuse. The potential drop in housing costs adjacent to polluting industrial sites 
542 that is referred to in the comment is not relevant to the EIS. 

533 The EIS does not suggest that existing degraded conditions are a justification for further 
544 degradation. The EIS reasonably projects that there will be significant and unmitigable 
535 traffic impacts and recommends serious and feasible measures to reduce the project’s 
546 contribution to those impacts in the form of the proposed HPS TMA. The TMA would 
5-27 oversee development and implementation of a TSMP, which includes specific, feasible 
548 measures for reducing automobile trips and encouraging transit use. The T!SMP is the 
549 best form of mitigation that can be required at this early stage of the planning process. 

550 While new industry and industry-related uses are included in the Proposed Reuse Plan, 
551 the City intends to implement conservative measures to minimize potential toxic air 
552 contaminants by precluding a concentration of air-polluting industries (see EIS Section 
553 4.2.2). As described in EIS Section 1.6, the Proposed Reuse Plan was developed with 
554 extensive community involvement over a period of several years. The City has been 
55.5 jointly working with the community on a focused effort to develop and evaluate land use 
556 alternatives for the reuse of HPS since early 1994. Through this planning process, a wide 
5s7 range of land use alternatives was identified and evaluated. The evaluation criteria were 
55s based on detailed consideration of planning guidelines, developed by the HPS CAC, that 
5s9 addressed social, economic, and physical development goals for the site. The result of 
560 this three-year process was the Proposed Reuse Plan evaluated in the EIS. 

561 

562 
563 
564 

Response to Comment P1333: 
The racial and economic characteristics of Bayview-Hunters Point are described in EIS 
Section 3.6, Socioeconomics. However, no “severe and disproportionate” impacts have 
been identified. Please see the response to Comment P13-14, above. . 

Response to Comments 
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567 
56s 

- 569 
57@ 
,571 

- 572 
,573 
57-l 

- 575 
576 
577 

- 57s 
579 

I 550 

581 
552 

- 583 
SS4 
585 

Response to Comment P13-34: 

Please see the response to Comment P13-14. 

No significant socioeconomic impacts have been identified as a result of the project. The 
Proposed Reuse Plan would result in the creation of jobs and the construction of housing. 
A portion of the new jobs and housing would be reserved for low-income persons and 
residents of the Bayview-Hunters Point community. In light of these project benefits, no 
socioeconomic mitigation measures are required. The City/San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency are currently in negotiation with a private developer who is 
expected to oversee development of HI’S and implementation of the Hunters Point 
Shipyard Redevelopment Plan (San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1997). It is possible 
that some form of “local community ownership” (e.g., affordable home ownership) 
would play a role in this development. It is not possible to say at this point, however, 
whether or to what extent other forms of local ownership might be part of a negotiated 
agreement on development, given the likely need to balance potentially complex legal 
and financial issues raised by such a policy. 

Response to Comment P13-35: 

Navy understands the commentor’s concerns that remediated land be available to the 
local community for ownership and development. The San Francisco Redevelopment 
Agency is not able to make commitments at this stage of the redevelopment process 
regarding community ownership of HPS property. Please see the response to Comment 
P13-34. 
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January 19.1999 

Ms. Hillary Gitelman 
SF Planning Department 
Office of Environmental Review 
1660 Mission St., 5th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94 103-6426 

Mr. Gary Munekawa, 
Code 7032, Bldg. 209/I 
Engineering Field Activity West 
Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
900 Commodore Drive 
San Brunp, CA 94066-5006 

RE: Environmental Impact Report for the Disposal and Reuse of Hunters Point 
Shipyard 

Dear Ms. Gitehnan and Mr. Munekawa: 

The San Francisco Bicycle Coalition .(SFBC) is pleased to submit 
comments on the reuse and dis 
represents not only its 2,ooO o .ficial members but also the tens of thousands of p” 

al of the Hunters Pprnt Shipyard. The SFBC 

San Franciscans who rely on’bikes for transporta?ion, as well as the loO,ooO rno= 
people who would choose to do so if cycling c’onditions on city streets were 
improved, 

This is an important project with wide-ranging transportation impacts. 
Overall, we su 
especially the Ii 

port the comments of the AlIiance.for a CleanWate~~t, 
outheast Alliance for Enviroental Just&. The Allrance has an 

extensive understariding of transportation impacts on the community, and their 
Project Coordinator, Alex Lantsbcrg, is an active volunteer with the SFBC and 
soon to be Hunters Point neighbor. 

0 P14-1 

The SFBC is concerned that the analysis of .traf’fic impacts does not 
adequately address cyclist safety OT improvements in bicycle Mastructure, i~or 
does it show sufficient emphasis on ,the City’s Transit First polic 

ad 
. 

prbvide enough alteinatives or qumtitati~e analysis that will 
‘I+ EIR fails to 

ow us to evaluate 
the incremental benefits of bike mfiastructu~~ improvements in the areq. 
Improvement of alternative transportation infrastmct- will reduce congestion 
and significantly alleviate unmet demand for services. Studies ~onductcd by the 
SF Department of Parking and T&Xc-have shown that bicycle use i&cases once Pl4-2 

lanes are striped. In fact, in a rtctnt poll, 70pcrcent of San Franciscans say they. 0 
would consider bicycling for transportation if more bike lanes and,paths existed. 

In particular, Evans Avenue and Hunters,Point Blvd. 8fc currently wide 
enough to accommodate the two existing traffic lanes, existing on-street 

J!? 
‘ng, 

and newly striped bike lanes, which will provide an important link with 
Mission District and points Notiwest. Bike lanes should also be striped to 
provide safer access to HPS from southern and western approaches, further 
reducing au tomobile use. 



The EIR also fails to analyze. much less propose mitigation for, numerous 
other significant transportation impacts Transportation-related air and noise 
pollution along the lnnes Avenue gateway are not adequately assessed. Innes 
Avenue is a residential street along with the gateway and transportation corridor 
for HPS. HPS will undoubtedly spur developmen! along Innes. SignifEant air 
quality and noise impacts on the quality of life for residents and businesses on 
Innes Avenue and Hunters Point Hill will be felt unless traffic-calming measures 
are incorporated as mitigation. Throughout the city we are hearing calls for 0 P14-3 

traffic-calming in established neighborhoods. Now is the time in HPS to plan for 
such traffic-calming measures, not once the area is built up and filled excessively. 
Extra wide sidewalks with extensive pedestrian amenities, removing traffic lanes 
in place of bike lanes, special landscaping and trees, and enhanced lighting ate 
among the many options that will promote a community character along the Innes 
Gateway and into the shipyard. Considering that Innes will be a commercial 
corridor as tie11 as gateway to HPS, this will add to its economic vitality and 
further spur growth around HPS. 

Improving public transit is another major concern of the SFBC. The EIR’s 
analysis of unmet demand for transit should not simplj be confined to the Mum 
#I9 line, but should include a quantitative and qualitative analysis of connecting ~14-4 
lines, CalTrain, BART, and potential ferry services. Proposed Muni service 0 
expansions should be identified as specific and concrete mitigations, as should 
shuttle services to BART, the Transbay Terminal, and CalTrain. 

We thank’ you in advance for your consideration of our suggestions. 

Sincerely, 



Resnonse to Comments 

2 Response to Comment P141: 

r? 
20 

27 
25 w  
29 
30 
31 ‘c 

Letter P14: San Francisco Bicycle Coalition 

Please see specific responses to comments by the Alliance for a Clean Waterfront (Letter 
P12) and the Southeast Alliance for Environmental Justice (Letter I’ll). 

Response to Comment P142: 
The EIS analyzes general reuse and redevelopment plans, which prescribe potential 
future land uses and a potential street-grid. Further information about specific 
development standards is provided in the Design for Development (City and County of San 
Francisco, Planning Department and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1997~) 
and the Hunters Point Shipyard Transportation Plan (San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 
1996). Both of these documents suggest trail connections, street and sidewalk widths, and 
other features to encourage and allow safe bicycle use. 

Mitigation included in Section 4.1.2 of the EIS calls for creation of a Transportation 
Management Association (TMA) and implementation of a Transportation System 
Management Plan (TSMP) to encourage alternative modes of transportation and reduce 
vehicle miles traveled. The TSMP would include some measures to encourage bicycle use 
(e.g., secure bicycle parking, showers) and other measures responsive to the City’s 
“Transit First” policies. The EIS analysis does not quantify vehicle trips that would occur 
with and without these measures but assumes that implementation of the TSMP would 
reduce vehicle trips to the extent feasible. The TSMP could include off-site 
improvements, such as transit extensions, or bicycle routes along streets identified by the 
commenter. The TMA would prioritize suggested measures for funding based on their 
expected cost and effectiveness at reducing auto tips. 

The discussion of bicycle and pedestrian circulation has been expanded in Section 3.1.1 
and added to Section 4.1.1. Also see response to Comments P3-1 and P9-2. 

Response to Comment P143: 
The assessment of traffic impacts on Innes Avenue was an integral part of the traffic 
analysis. Tables 4.1-2 and 4.1-3 in Section 4.1.2 summa rize the changes in LO!3 at the 
Innes Avenue/Donahue Street intersection. The results indicate that the LOS at this 
intersection would not deteriorate to E or F; therefore, no significant impacts were 
identified for this intersection based on the factors given at the beginning of Section 4.1.2. 

Traffic-related noise impacts on Innes Street are adequately addressed based on the 
discussion of existing noise conditions and plans and policies in EIS Sections 3.3.2 and 
3.3.3, respectively; the factors established for impact assessment set forth in Section 4.3; 
the results of noise modeling for Innes Avenue shown in Table 4.3-l; and the discussion 
of off-site traffic noise in Section 4.3.2. Results of the analysis indicate that noise levels on 
Innes Avenue would be within the normally acceptable range for residential land uses. 
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52 The General Plan designates Innes Avenue as a secondary arterial street (see EIS Section 
53 3.1.1, Figure 3.1-2). Consistent with this designation, traffic calming measures, 
54 particularly those that reduce the number of lanes or add impediments to travel, might 
55 not be appropriate. Such measures are not required to mitigate potential impacts 
56 identified in the EIS and are not proposed at this time. In general, street improvements in 
57 the larger Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood are being considered in the context of 
58 the Bayview-Hunters Point Revitalization Concept Plan prepared under the auspices of 
59 the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and the Bayview-Hunters Point Project Area 
ho committee. 

Response to Comments 

The EIS follows the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) impact 
assessment guidelines (BAAQMD, 1996) criteria to evaluate the significance of added 
emissions. BAAQMD guidelines suggest performing carbon monoxide analysis at 
intersections and roadways where traffic and congestion issues would be affected by the 
proposed action. This modeling was conducted at four key locations using the CALINE4 
model (see Table 4.2-2 in the EIS). One of the intersections was Third Street and Evans 
Avenue, which would experience heavy congestion under the Proposed Reuse Plan, and 
another was Innes Avenue and Donahue Street, which would not. The carbon monoxide 
dispersion modeling clearly shows that there would be no new violations of Federal or 
state ambient carbon monoxide standards (see notes at the bottom of Table 4.2-2) at any 
of the intersections, including Third Street and Evans Avenue. Similarly, the additional 
increment of direct PM,, emissions from entrained roadway dust associated with the 
Proposed Reuse Plan would have no measurable effect on ambient PM,, concentrations in 
the San Francisco Bay Area. 

Response to Comment P14-4: 
Mitigation measures included in Section 4.1.2 of the EIS call for creation of a TMA and 
implementation of a TSMP to encourage alternative modes of transportation and reduce 
vehicle miles traveled. The TSMP would include a requirement that transit services be 
expanded to meet demand and anticipates the ultimate need for MUNI extensions and 
shuttles to provide access to regional transit carriers. 
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I’. ‘m . . 
San Fmncbco 

Enginaxin Field Activity West 
NavalF “’ & EngimxingCommand 
Ann: MT. Gary Munekawa, Code 7032. Bldg 2O!J/l 
9oocommodoreDrivc 
San Bmno, California 94066-XXX 

Cityand&untyofSanF%cisco 
San Franc&o Planning Department 
Attn: Ms. Hilazy Girelman 
I660 Mission Streeb 5th Floor 
San Francisco. California 94 103 

RC: Draft ElS/EIR for Disposal and Reuse of Honws Point Shipyard 

Dar Mr. Munckawa and Ms. Gitelman: 

Ylllankyoufarthis oppmmity to commt on the revised draft EIS/EIR 
prep1114 for the disposal and nusc of the Hunters Point Shipyard. These 
COWIIC~S supplement San Fran&co Bay-s writ- statement submitted at 
the public hearing. In addition,.Bay 

K”p” 
immporates by reference aadjjoins in 

thecommcntsprovidulbytheAGancc oraCleanWat&ont,ofwhichwearca 
member. 

San Francisco BayKeeper believes that tie =se oftbe shi 
theCitywithancxcellentopparunitytobring~closcrtotbtg od 

\Q~~CS 

sustainability Plan. In pmicular, we believe that b)f ulalyzirlg tkproposcd Reuse 
andR&vclopmcatPlanstodcr6nninchowthoyvnll -stumwater 
ueamellt fcaturcs and 
nuse facility could be p”” 

SCSONhCMMJU~W~tCtrraaneLttand~ 
ocat& the City has the oppanmity through this project to 

as~atttastfiburimportantbcntlits:(1)thataonnwatcrormcsirewill~ 
contaminant W (2) that the project will assure ~raiuctions in overflows of 
sewage to X&is &eks and other locations on the Citfs castem shareline, (3) that 
the mdevdopment will pmvidc for maximum bcncfkxaJ reuse of “waste” water, and 
(4) that the dimare design of the mie&q~mem mduces ur even eliminates the 
discharge of pollution to the Bay as much as possible. If, however, the reuse and 
development plans do not consider the availability of land for storm water 
comols and water muse facilities, then the above goals will not be achieved. 

A. l’he Land Use Decisions Embodiai in the F?opo& Reuse Plans are 
InqormntDccisioasTbatwlllAffecttkQualityofSonrmWatcrd 
Sanitary Waste Discharges originating From the Hunters Point 
Rakvelopment 

The Rcvisad EIR does not comlate the pfqosed reuse plan with likely 
mitigation measures that would address storm water con-on and sanitary 
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Presldlo Building 1004 
* POBox29921 

San Francisco, CA 94129-0921 

415 561229! 
fax 475 5612291 
1 -BOO-KEEP-E4 b 

www.s&aykeeper.o~ 



San Fmncisca BayKeeper Canmcnts 
Januaty 19,1999 
Page 2 

i 

waste treatn~nt TheRevisaiEIRnotes that”sptcifk upg=destothesa+=y sewerandstorm 
drainsge~ysrtms...cauldincludeadditioaJsuwage~r,orpltemaaveapproacbuu,thc 
handling of storm water (e.g., retention, reclamation).” See EIR at 4-100 (‘ [a]ny one of these 
[stm Watt OYS~CIII] 0pti0t1~ could imaporate a variety of n2fii u, including additional 
trcaanent, smrage, or alternative t&nologier for ha&ling st~cm w&9. Of UZWX. such option! 
will quite space (i.e. land) soategically located whare the stam wata is flowing. The Reuse 
Plan is deciding where o 

E 
space areas will be kmtd However, nowhere in the Revised EIR 

does the da-t ccxre these two intemlatai design akmadvtr. S#. Land USG 
Chapter 4.4 (although describing other open spect gods. 110 mcntioa is made of Wmodating 
storm water pollution control systems, like large scale sand filters and other mca~urc~). 

It is 8 well known fact that a number of altanativcs for addrtssiag pollution of mu&i 
and industrial smln watcrpollution include the use of large scale filter% grassy swalcc and & 
elements that can only bt ac~~~~~ahtcd within 8vailable open rpcrocr. Similarly, technologies 
available to prevent additional connibuion of sanitary Waste to the City’s combined sewer system 
and, ~ltin3afcly, to sewage overflows into Iskis Creek, include a local maunenrs stemthatwould 
aeat dmty waste from the redcvclopmcntpm~ to a high enough quality to efti 
on-site far irrigation, toilet flushing and other uses. 

ckmtly reclaim it 
Both of those water quality contxoi measures 

wouldneedspaccwithinthcrcu!zplaninorderto-those 
the revised draft pupxts to address the envirauncntal consapcnccs t?= 

of facilities. Although 
storm wlltct conuminafion 

and increased sanitary waste flows resulting from the Roposcd Reuse Plan and the lkdufxl 
Development Manative fa the Hunters Point Shipyard, there is no attempt to -late the laad 
usesandinfrasouctrwincorporatsdinro~planwith~~sramW~mdruritorywPfrc 
tJcMnent andmanaganentdGanativesthatmay~tpacernticipatadwirhinthcReuwPl?n. 

1. Tbe Stem Water Discussion is Inadquatc and Does Not Relate To The Proposed 
Reuse Plan 

With regards to stcxm Water, the Rnrised kIR n0tCS that “[t]be quaky of fututc storm water 
discharges will depend M tbt nahuc of future land uses and on the efkxiveness of water quality 
conopl measures.‘* EIR at 4-93. This is true. Indeed, opn space is one of the land uses which 
can in- a numkrofavailablc technobgies which arecapablcof @eating s~cm water. 
unfortunately. the utirigations dlzscfibed for StQm water po&ltion do sot include the obvious 
structural oppmtuniti affded by a huge redevelopment proposal. EIR at 4-93. The two 
mitigations only akiress constNction “bst management pracths” and public aiucation and good 
housck&ng. The issue does not conclude thae. 

As was done, and indeed continues with the Mission Bay project. the City should eons&r 
strucnlfal storm watMpollutial wlmols that wiu assure 8 high level of -cofttormwatcr 
flowsfromHuntenPoint ThtMissionBaypmjuxixlubs,amongothcrtbin 
cleaning, ueaaxmlt of an stocm water flows by vottcx-type trcaamnt units (ins 3 

advan&- 
led at each of five 

oud~ls)and,lastIy.anasyctFobefinslizcdsecondtierof~ 
undcrly opal space areas at the edge of die pa@cct 

usingsandfiltcrsptopos&o 
Unfortunauly, although catenus Development 

has ken very suppottive of ins&g SU& &XS, the av&ablc space in the reuse plan fa Mission 
Baylimiccdthe~thattbefiltcrs~uldbcinstallcdu,twosc~uofthcproject,~~gthc 
potcntialoffrltainga~cataamountofstannw~. TheonlywaytoocataUofthestam~ 
from Mission Bay (without resorting to underground storage of water) is to allow storm flows to 
pool on the sutf&e of the fields and the underlying sand filtas. 
inthecoxreccarca,thiswouldnotneces& ly be the case. 

With enough open space located 
Instead of a reuse plan which sell 
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Opcnspact~wi~tMyngardrowhcnsaormwrwsrtbcdttwillbtflowlng~cbc 
pomad for siting suxm water ucaunmf fkiliritsindlosccucas,tbtrcuscplanshould~er 
adjustmentstothereuscplanthatwouldmaximh 
incorpomc storm waterconml rxasufm 

thcrcdevclopmaltpro~‘rabilityto 
inopmspaeeareas. 

P15-3 0 
2. ‘TIC Sanitary Waste Discussioa Is Inadequate and Fails to Relate to the Proposed 

Reuse PlaJ!l 

In dimssing sanitary waste, the tevised ED2 does not appear to contemplate 
Khccxisringcs00ysKcmwiKhlnY0suuitechalmeL Itwouldbeu~todi- 
cdsKs an opamaicy to 
Point in onicr to reduce Ye- J 

rhesuxmwamr stemfbmsanituywastieinthirarrr,ofHuntar 
quantity of c0mbin sewer ovclflows into Yosemite Qwncl. 

P15-4 

As described above, the discussion of sanitary waste mit$ation fails KI address the 0 
potential of a localized -nt system that would prevent addiaonal sewage flows 10 the existing 
Southcast sewage plant and which would mare effectively rud efficient aecomodau local reuse of 
treated wascewaur. Like storm wafer, the reuse plan does not anticipate chc ~ssibiliry of utilizing 
someofchcavailablcspacetoacmmdak suchaazatmcntfacility. Iaaddittan.thercusc 

up 
lan’s 

open spaa com~nents should consider tk availability of space for tree plantings that co d also 
be ineapatcd into a sanitary waste ucatmakt plan. 

sums. No comlation between the areas of incrca& traf& and strategic placcmuu of storm 
watcrucarmcntmaslnesisdiscussad~pstandfi~locatcdwithinwr 

g”““d 
SbWt 

adlans. for example). Aggressively in ~gcritcIiaforbikelancsan othc.rinduccmentsto 
bike tiding (like bike parking) will tedua the coatamiaation of stcm water by redwing the 
numberofcarsontheroukLikewisc,acritcriarcqubin cutainsizesofmcdians ’ which 
cxxldinoarposaDcstormwatercontrol~far nlaoi fiomstrcetsalsowould ptoreducc 2 
thcimpactofthous8ndsofcars 
aaomodarion and imprwemcslts for 

gpollutiontothcroadwaya Tbesamegocsfarclcafcr 
scrvia into the Hunters Point nci@borhti (of course, 

that should be happcnutg already). Similarly, waterquality and sociocconarvco intcnwiac when 
0nc~Kthatas~gloeal~gpaogrPmwillJsohelp~rbcnumberofcarsonthc 
toad, thus xduclng KheirconUibution of mrmmimnts co the stl#tt. All ofthese inrtrrelatcd 
components must be discussed mote fully in the EWEIR. I 

BayKeeper again thank you for this oppmtmity to share some of OUT ideas and mncexn~ 
with the Navy and the City. 
561-2299 x. 15. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (415) 

h4lChWlR.W 
San Francisco BayKeeper 
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. The Land Use Plan I6 inadequate AND SHOULD BE AMENDED BEFORE 
CERTIFICATION with regard to the potential wastewater mitigation6. Specifically 
with regard to Option Two (Sec.4.9,pg.4-87), land need6 necessary to execute such 
a possible mitigation strategy need to be identified and reserved for such purposes 
in order not to foreclose the feasibility of its Implementation. 

It is stated that Option 2 Stormwater Mitigation could be accomplished by any possible 
combos of alternatives, after ‘an assessment”. However, as stated in the Baykeeper comments, 
given ihe Alliance’s expcliorrce with the Mission Bay project , it is important to put the horse before 
the cart and do some level of assessment now in order to set aside the necessary land to execute 
certain scenarios. if not done now those scenarios may become difficult or impossible to execute. 
We urge then. that this assessment be done as part of the response to comment so that the final 
draft may contain possible land use set asides if such an option is ultimately chosen (see b8k.w). 
While it may not be necessary, or possible, to nail down every detail of such a plan at this stage of 
development. it is possible to get a handle on some of the broader outlines of such alternative 
strategies and the amounts of land and strategic locations of land necessary to collect, 
transpor&,store, and treat the quantities of stormwater from the site. 

. Option 2 needs more clarification. Option 2: a new separated system for 
stormwater and dry weather sewage could be built” Is too vague. We reque6t more 
specific clarification of the broad outlines of different strategies for a separated 
system. 

A nsw separated system obviously means new separate pipe6 for stormwater and new 
separate prpes for dry weather sewage. But, there are several different permutations within that 
broad strategy. Could you please clarify for the record that these are among the possible sub- 
options for Option 2Etormwater Mitigation. 

Option 2 A: As with original Mission Bay original proposal 
All sewage could still go to the central system ( i.e., SE Treatment Plant) 
Most stormwater could go to the central system ( i.e., SE Treatment Plant) 

Option 2 B: All sewage would still go to the central system 
All stormwater kept out of central system and treated 

Option 2 C: All sewage dealt with on-site, and treated for release to Bay or Reuse 
(1) small HPS-only ‘central’ system 
(2) decentralized treatment : building by building or 
(3) decentralized treatment - clusters of buildings have treatment 
All stormwater kept out of central system and treated 

As stated, a “backbone plan” already exists to insure that Option 3 ; a new combined system could 
be implemented. Both scenario 28 and 2C would require strategically located land to be set aside 
in order to be feasible, and need a similar “backbone plan” set aside. 

With regard to the existing “Backbone Plan” - since Option 3 could require 15 
million gallon6 of storage - we wonder whether and where adequate land ha6 been 
designed for such purposes? 

rl 

0- P16-5 

II 



Response to Comments 

6 L 
7 
s 
9 - 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

W 16 

17 
1s 
19 
20 

- 21 
22 
23 

- 24 
25 
26 

t 27 
2s 
29 

tc 
30 
31 

‘r- 32 

Letter P15: San Francisco BayKeeper 

Response to Comment Pl5-1: 
Comment noted. No additional written comments from BayKeeper were submitted to 
the Commission secretaries at the public hearing, and subsequent efforts by staff to obtain 
a copy of the referenced comment letter met with no response. 

Response to Comment P15-2: 
As described in the EIS, the Proposed Reuse Plan would designate about 124 acres (50 
hectares [ha]) for open space, 70 acres (28 ha) for research and development, 96 acres (39 
ha) for industrial, and 85 acres (34 ha) for maritime industrial uses. These areas could 
clearly accommodate sand filters, grassy swales, and an on-site sewage plant, if desired. 
It should be noted that currently, no treatment of storm water from the site is required, 
nor are any quantitative limits applied to storm water. As explained in the response to 
Comment P12-1, provision of specific on-site treatment facilities is not required as 
mitigation but could be implemented under the Proposed Reuse Plan in response to 
community concerns. These facilities could also be included in the design of utility 
upgrades, as described in the EIS and acknowledged in the comment. 

Response to Comment Pl5-3: 
As discussed in EIS Section 4.10, Utilities, the quantity of storm water discharged at HPS 
is expected to remain the same or to decrease under the Proposed Reuse Plan. Also, as 
described in Section 4.9, Water Resources, the quality of storm water discharged at HPS is 
expected to improve due to ongoing site remediation and conversion of the shipyard 
from underutilized industrial land to a mix of open space, residential, commercial, 
industrial, and other uses. Given these projected improvements, mitigation measures 
beyond those listed in the EIS do not appear warranted. Nonetheless, the open space 
designated in the Proposed Reuse Plan might be used for storm water treatment, if 
desired by decision makers. Use of open space for such purposes would need to balance 
the compatibility of such open space use with the purposes the open space is designed to 
serve and any restrictions placed on the open space areas through the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) process. 

Response to Comment P15-4: 
The existing storm water and wastewater sewers at HPS are separate systems. Analysis 
of the separation of other non-HPS sewer systems is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

The San Francisco Public Utilities commission (PUC) is currently assisting the Catellus 
Development Corporation in studying the feasibility of on-site wastewater treatment for 
the Mission Bay project. The PUC is also undertaking a Screening of Feasible 
Technologies (SOFT) study (including decentralized wastewater management) for the 
entire Bayside watershed. These studies will be considered as HPS redevelopment 
proceeds. There are currently no plans for an on-site wastewater facility at HPS. 
However, a separate wastewater treatment system for HPS reuse would be possible 
under wastewater Option 2, described in EIS Section 4.9.2. Industrial land use 
designations at HPS would allow on-site treatment if such treatment were selected for 

P15-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000 







42 funding over other, potentially competing, community objectives. If such a suboption 
4; were selected, it would need to be carefully located so as not to result in on-site odor 
4-l incompatibilities. See response to Comment P15-2 above regarding land availability for 
45 alternative treatment facilities. 
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5-I Mitigation included in Section 4.1 of the EIS calls for creation of a Transportation 
55 Management Association and implementation of a Transportation System Management 
S6 Plan (TSMP) to encourage alternative modes of transportation and reduce vehicle miles 
57 traveled. The TSMP would include the following elements: transit pass sales; transit, 
58 pedestrian, and bicycle information; employee transit subsidies; monitoring of transit 
59 demand and implementation of planned services; secure bicycle parking; parking 
60 management guidelines; flexible work time/ telecommuting; shuttle service; monitoring 
61 of physical transportation improvements; ferry service; and local hiring practices. 

62 The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency is committed to local hiring and has already 
63 developed a “First Source Hiring” program to provide clear incentives for businesses to 
64 hire locally. See the response to Comment P13-17. 

Response to Comments 

Response to Comment P15-5: 
It is acknowledged that reduced vehicular travel and parking on the site would reduce 
the quantities of motor-vehicle related storm water pollutants generated on the site. For 
this and other (i.e., air quality, noise, and traffic) reasons, reducing the vehicular traffic on 
the site is a desirable goal. However, the level of detail of analysis requested by the 
comment exceeds that appropriate for this programmatic analysis. Such analysis might 
be appropriate for consideration when the required Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan is developed for the property. 

PlS-2 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EZS: Response to Comments March 2000 
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I  .  Coalition for Better Ulastewater Solutions 
260 Ripley St. 94110 (415) 286-2429 

1.19.99. 

Mr. Gary J. Munekawa.Naval Facilities Engineen’ng Command 
Ms. Hillary E. Gitelman, Environmental Review Officer, 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 

p.lff 

Re: Comments on Revised Draft EIS / Elf3 for the Proposed Hunters Point Shipyard Reuse Plan , 
State Clearinghouse #: SCHIt95072085 

Dear Mr. Munekawa and Ms. Gitefman, 

The Coalition for Better Wastewater Solutions is a grassroots group that has been involved in 
wastewater issues for 4 l/2 years. We are made up of individual members from various 
neighborhood, environmental, civic, and recreational water user groups across the city. We work 
with those various groups to promote the best, “most sustainable” wastewater policy possible. 
In the past yoar we have been part of a larger network of groups, The Alliance for a Clean 
Waterfront. 

The Coalitions supports the comments submitted by other members of the Alliance, such as S.F. 
Baykoeper, ARC Ecology, SAEJ, CBE, and others , and submits these additional comments, 
inquiries, and concerns. 

As we stated in our comments on the first draft EIIUS, we are concerned about the impact of the 
Proposed Reuse Plan for the Hunters point Shipyard on the environment - both as an individual 
project 8 as part of the cumulative, massive development on the City’s bayside. We are 
particularly concerned about the effects of placing an additional wastewater burden on the 
Bayview/Hunters Point neighborhood, degraded shoreline, and nearshore Bay environment. This 
neighborhood receives a hugely disproportionate share of the City’s wastewater burden. The 25 
year old centralized system sends 80% of the City’s sanitary sewage (100% of the sanmy 
sewage of the City’s eastern watershed) and a huge portion of the City’s wet weather/ primary 
sewage and stormwater overflows to the Bvyview/Hunters Point neighborhood. 

We are also concerned about the cumulative effects from the massive development on the City’s 
bayside, on generating a renewed call for the Crosstown Tunnel as a way of mitigating the 
problems generated by the “Bayside Discharges”. We are therefore very interested in seeing a 
full-fledged cumulative study of the impacts of these projects. 

Once again, we see the cumulative development as a critical opportunity for the City to reduce 
wastewater impacts to Bayview/Hunters Point and the Bay, improve the Bayside waterfront, 
advance the City’s use of reclaimed water, move towards the City’s goals for sustainability, and b) 
doing so obviate a later call for the Crosstown Tunnel, and make good on Its 25 year promise to 
alleviate the negative impacts of the wastewater system on BayviewIHunters Point. We are very 
concerned that this unprecedented opportunity for both me city 8 developers will be built over. 

We are glad to see that this EIR, in looking at the cumulative stormwater Impacts has declared 
them to be “significant”, and has listed among the option6 for mitigation possible ‘alternative 
strategies and the potential utilization of some “alternative technologies, Instead of continuing 
down the path of sending everything to the central system,i.e. the Southeast Treatment Plant. 
Like other members of the Alliance, we are concerned about the inadequate development of this 
Land Use Plan to preserve for itself the ability to deploy this option , should it be deemed the 
appropriate strategy. Below we list, more specifically, our concerns about this and other matters. 
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‘Cdalition for Better Wastewater Solutions, Comments on HPS DEIR/S P. 3/1 

* The assessment of wastewater mitigation options (at least the “aiternative” 
ones) should be done by (a) consultant(s) with clear expertise in implementing 
alternative wastewater strategies. The assessment should be done with the 
overview of the PUC’s Technical Review Committee on Alternative Wastewater 
Strategies. 

In order to respond adequately to the above request, it is our view that this assessment be 
done by consultants who are knowledgeable in the utilization of alternative technologies and 
strategies, Further we believe it is imperative that this be done with appropriate oversight from the 
PUC’s Technical Revrew Committee on alternative wastewater strategies. Thls TRC has already 
begun to look at this question in general for the whole Bayside, as well as for some specific 
projects. They are continuing to look at these questions for Mission Bay, and are being authorized 
to continue to look at the feasibility of alternative wastewater strategies for the city. 

We want to state on record that we believe some version of Scenario 2C - total separation 
from the central system would probably be best. There would be less impact on central system, 
particularly the S.E. treatment Plant, higher levels of treatment possible for higher volumes of 
stormwater, recycled water could be attainable much sooner and probably cheaper, and the whole 
system cheaper than a now combined system requiring less digging in toxic soil, reduced piping to 
S.E. Plant, and an ability to be implemented incrementally as build-out occurs. We request the 
above to insure that these scenarios receive due consideration in a timeline that preserves their 
chance for impien~entation. 

C ~16-6 

l RE: Utilities & Water Supply 
l The Hunters Point Shipyard falls into the ordained “Reclaimed Weter Ueeg 

Areas” designated by the Board of Supervisors. 
l The San Francisco Recycled Water and Groundwater Master Plan states 

“By the yoar 2010 the projected demand would exceed this Firm Delivery Yioid by 
approximately 37 mgd or 15.3 % (page 449 of RWMPIGWMP). 

. Yet there is nothing in the document about the need for dual plumbing or 
recycled water strategies. 

As we stated in response to the first draft, this document claim8 that the City will be 
able to meet its demands for potable water until the year 2020, and in particular be 
able to meet the increased demands for consumption, irrigation, recreation, and fire prevention al 
the HPS under the Proposed Reuse Plan, and that therefore the Proposed Reuse Plan would not 
result in significant impacts. 

Yet the San Francisco Recycled Water and Groundwater Master Plan states that the 
‘total projected demand to be served by SFWD . ..already exceeded the Firm Delivery Yield of 24; 
mgd in 1995..... By the year 201 Q the projected demand would exceed this Firm 
Delivery Yield by approximatoiy 37 mgd or 15.3 Yo” *... Over lho long-term thls demand 
exceeds the sustainable yield of the source and this level cannot be met consistently...” (pg 449). 

0 P16-7 ’ 

Would the authors please square up these seemingly contradictory 
statements? 

The State of California has adopted goals for beneficial water reuse in the Water Recycling 
act of 1991, The state constitution requires water suppliers and wastewater dischargers to assum 
responsibility for the development of reclaimed water and that ” the water resources Of the State 
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are put to the beneficial use to the fullest extent of which they are capable.” The S.F. Board of 
Supervisors have adopted a series of ordinances and resolutions to promote the use of reclaimed 
water. In Ordinances 390-91 and 391-91, the Reclaimed Water Use Ordinance and the Water 
&?clamat~on/Groundwat8r development resolutions mandated that groundwater and r8CyCl8d 
water be developed for maximum beneficral use wherever reasonable” (pg 7, SF HWMPIGWMP) 

The Hunters Point Shipyard falls into the ordained “reclaimed Water Usage Areas”. It is our 
view that thar8 are significant opportunrties to meet a significant portion of the Proposed ReuSe - 

Plan’s potable water needs through the npplic;;ltion of alternative On-site wastewater treatment and 
reuse systems. Given the need to rebuild the potable water distribution system as well es a new 

p16-7 

centralized combtned sewer, this decentralized reclaimed Water supply would be especially cost- C 111 

eff0CtiV8. Further, the maximum, near term US8 of recycled water would have the added benefit of 
reducing any wastewatel- load on either the central S.E. Treatment Plant or the bay. 

In a recent meeting of neighborhood leaders with Mayor Brown, the Mayor reported that 
one of the constrarnts to the SPUR SpOnSOr8d “Central Waterfront D8V8lOpm8nt Plan’ was the lack 
of potable water. Would the authors please comment on this sltuatlon and whether or 
not a potential water supply shortfall is a potential impediment to this or any other 
major development now under serious discussion? 

. Cumulative Development: Has the assessment of either water supply or 
wastewater generation undergone any recent re-assessment/ update in right of the 
increasing cumulative future demand that has arisen wlth the extraordinary 
building boom of the City’s Bayside? 

The City has used strict constructionist criteria in deciding which large projects were 
included in analysis of “reasonably forseeable projects”. The EMIS stateS that there ic a City-wide 
effort wderldlay to address the cumulative impacts of increased development on the City’r 
combined . ..sewer...system.‘(~ec.4.9. pg 4-87). This is obviously a moving target, as th8 
announcement of the possible Central Waterfront D8V8lOpm@nt Project on the day of the original 
Mission Bay EIR Comment deadline demonstrates. Are th8r8 other projects that now fit into the 
strict constructionist criteria in deciding which large projects were included in analysis of 
Veasonably forseeable projects’. The aforementioned SPUR sponsored Central Waterfront 
Development, other Pon Dcvclopmer~t & mentioned in the 19 project/23 page Memorandum from 

the Port, dated January 6,1999 ‘an ‘Information Briefing on the Status of Port Planning and 
Development Projects”, submitted by Executive Director Douglas Wang. An what of the rash of the 
20 some hotols oi highrises announced in the paper in the last six months l are they all accounted 
for? And the “land rush ” reported around the Giants Ballpark? And are you saying that the whole 
projected infill of potentially up to 8000 new units around the Transbay Terminal are all included in 
the ABAG projections ? Were the ABAG projections you’re using generated before the Port Land 
Use Plan was approved? 

In addition to an update on the strict constructionist criteria of “reasonably forseeable projects”, 
we believe that the City should go beyond rhat test and strict constructionist criteria and make an . 
additional, educated assessment, above and beyond that strict list of “reasonably forseeable 
projects” - based on a more common sense criteria of what’s likely. The Central Waterfront Project 
is a good case in point. As we stated in our comments on the Misslon Bay SEIR ” We especially 
want B reconsidnrarian of thn armulsrive dtvelopmcnt. We’d like to see the expanded list of 

v 
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c projects, and perhaps a grid/range for various percentages of buildout. For example the Central 
Waterfront project severely throws the cumulative model out of wack - for both dry weather sewage 
and stormwater generation ( more intense development). While this plan may not be adopted in 

m full - as today’s letter to the editor in the Chronicle implies, we would like to see projectfons at, say, 
50% and l/3. Even fifty percent development means a project equal to Mission Bay. Giver1 ttlg 
seriousness of thus Central Waterfront plan, clearly the estimation of ‘negligible” for Port 

w generation of sewage, as reported in the Bayside Cumulative Hydrologic Report, is way off track.’ 

. Dry Weather Sewage 

We have several questions and concerns relating to the generation of dry weather sewage 
under the HPS Reuse Plan. 

Does the daily esttmate of .67 mgd include the various proposed scenarios for “discharge of 
collected groundwster to POTW ” from Pnrcel E a3 reported in the Parcel E Feasiblllty Study Oral1 
Report’, January 15,1998? Will additional parcel discharge groundwater to the S.E. Treatment 
Plant? 

Would those flows fluctuate to higher volumes during wet weather? 

How would these flows add to the pollutant load of the effluent - both in terms of dry weather 

” pollutant loadings and an increase in the pollutant content of inevitable CSO’s? I 

On page 4-94, it is stated that based on ‘a comparison of existing tenant operations at 
HPS”... “the projected waste stream is not expected to to substantially worsen’in terms of pollutant 
concentrations” . Does the Land Use Plan constrain the development such that the eventual 
buildout will /can only mirror the existing tenant operations? Are there any limits vis-a-v& the 

- potential new incoming tenants and their individual and overall effect on the pollutant load 
concentrations? 

On the same page it is noted that a “water quality analysis conducted for the Mission Bay 
project indicated that effluent flow rncrcascs of two or three percent would not conflict with 
allowable pollutant loadings from the plant, RWOCB Bay quality objectives, or U.S. EPA National 
Ambient Water Quality Criteria.’ I 

Frankly, though I was involved in serious review of the Mission Bay SCIR, I did not corns across 
mention of that analysis (page 4-94, line 9). Maybe it was because there was so much material. It 

Y just came to my attention on a late re-read of the HPS EIR. I will of course call someone in 
Planning or the PUC to located a copy. Does it also analyze the cumulative perspective 7 It 
seems erroneous to conclude that, as the EIR/S goos on to state that ‘therefore a one percent 
increase . ..would not be likely to adversely affect compliance with these objectives.’ Since es of 
this moment. Mission Bay dry weather sewage is projected to go to the SEWPCP, you should be 
discussing the potential addition of the HPS contribution dry weather sewage from the perspective 

- of the pott!ntial cumulative scenario from at a minimum, the Bayside Cumulative Analysis Report - 
not from the point of view that HPS contribution is only about 1% over total and therefore less thar 
Mission Bay’s 2-3 %. Also, as stated above, there are questions about the potential pollutant load 

h from the HPS Reuse Plan - are they the same as Mission Bay’s? Based on such a both 
reassessments - cumulative volume, and specific project pollutant load - do you still draw the 
same conclusion? 

5r 
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The EIWS concludes that the discharges of municipal wastewater effluent (dry-weather 
flows) are a less than signlfrcant impact, because they would be well below the plant’s peak dry 
weather capacity of 150 mgd. We have yet to see a discussion of the diurnal flow volumes and its 
interrelation to the capacity of the outfall. I have been told that the flows average 85 mgd at peak 
times - about a 30% increase over daily average. If the SEWPCP ends up getting all the 
“reasonably forseeable’ dry weather sewage, one must also look what the new peak diurnal 
volumes will be. If you add any additional load based on a wider view of additional development 
that didn’t make it Into the current Bayside Cumulative analysis, plus its 30% - there will be certa# 
times of the day that the system is roaching the limit of the outfall. Could you discuss the permit 
limits on the outfall? Are there thresholds , below its absolute original peak design , at which we 
may be reaching its realistic or permitted operation. What is the condition of the outfall in terms of 
its ability to handle Its “on papet peak load? More dry weather sewage in the system on a daily 
basts on dry days, and higher peak loadings may mean more sewage storage in the storage 
system during dry weather - which rts my understanding contribute to more odor problems. On we1 
days the system will generate more secondary effluent to lslais Creek. What is the potential effect 
on lslais Creek. especially in light of its status as a potential toxic hot spot? 

t Environmental Justice. The transfer of this federal property for 
redevelopment will have the effect of adding to the disproportIonate burden on the 
SE. Treatment Plant, in a neighborhood predominantly made up of people of color 

As we stated above, we are particularly concerned about the effects of placing an 
additional wastewater burden on the Baywew/Hunters Point 

neighborhood, degraded shoreline, and nearshore Bay environment, This neighborhood receive. 
a hugely disproportionate share of the City’s wastewater burden. The 25 year old centralized 
system sends 80% of the City’s sanitary sewage (100% of the sanitary sewage of the City’s 
eastern watershed) and a huge portion of the City’s wet weather/ primary sewage and stormwater 
overflowr, to the Bayviewklunters Point ncrighborhood. 

City departments have argued that the central system was approved in the seventies. This 
was before the concept of environmental justice had been articulated to the degree that it is now. 
There is now a Presidential directive on Environmental Justice and a department in EPA to deal 
with the issue. These were not there in the seventies. The City argued in the Mission Bay SEIR 
Response to Comments document that the Mission Bay project had no federal connection. The 
Hunters Point Shipyard Reuse Plan does. If the Navy hands over the shipyard for reuse, there will 
be development, and it will contribute to the load on the SE. Treatment Plant - unless the land usa 

plan calls for a completely separated system. 

This document states with regard to stormwater “that conservative presumptions of 
significance are warranted when a setting is impaired.and that although ‘CSO’s are an accepted 
and permitted feature of the City’s combined sewer system”, . . . ‘CSO’s generate a high degree of 
public concern.” The same can be said With regard to the Southeast Treatment Plant and the 
central systom. It generates a high degree of concfirn. lslais Creek is an impaired setting. So is 
the surrounding neighborhood which suffers from odor problems. The City can’t totally divorce 
odor problems from the fact that this is the location to which all sewage is sent if possible, 
including wet weather sludge from the wet weather North Point Plant. Further there is no 
guarantee that the bonds will pass to pay for new digesters. 
And what of the psychological effect that this neighborhood feels that it is the sole recipient of the 
City’s daily sewage burden on the City’s east side (80% Of the city total). 
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We urge the Planning Department to fiqd, conservatively if you must, that there is a 
significant impact in contlnulng this trend, and that there are Options to mitigate this effect, i.e., 1 I%-12 

I building a separate treatment as well as collection system, such that no more wastewater burden 0 
is placed on the central system. Combined with a finding calling for dual plumbing and recycled 

- 
water - Hunters Point Shipyard could lead the way in creating a model for how we integrate new 
concerns and new technologies to downsize the central systems’ present burdens, optimize its 
use, and create a more environmentally sound and more environmentally just, and in many cases 
a more cost effective wastewater system as we enter the next century. Smart Growth. 

w  
For the Coalrtron. 
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Response to Comments 

1 Letter P16: Coalition for Better Wastewater Solutions 

Response to Comment P16-1: 
Please see specific responses to comments by San Francisco BayKeeper (Letter P15), 
Alliance for a Clean Waterfront (Letter P12), Southeast Alliance for Environmental Justice 
(Letter Pll), and Communities for a Better Environment (Letter P13). 

6 

7 
8 
9 

10 

Response to Comment P16-2: 
Comments noted. The issues and concerns in the comment are itemized in more detail 
within the text of Letter P16; responses to these comments are given below. In addition, 
please see the discussion of storm water and wastewater in Section 4.9, as well as the 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Section 5.1. 

11 The Crosstown Tunnel is not proposed as part of the current project or as mitigation. In 
12 addition, it is not currently planned or funded by the San Francisco Public Utilities 
13 Commission (PUC). 
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Response to Comment P16-3: 
The quantity of storm water discharged at HPS is expected to decline or stay the same in 
the future due to increased open space and landscaping, which will result in greater 
rainfall infiltration and less runoff. The quality of storm water discharged is expected to 
improve in the future, because of the remediation of site soils, conversion of HPS from 
vacant industrial land to a mixed-use community, and implementation of basic best 
management practices (BMPs), as required by the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) General Industrial Permit (Section 4.9.2, Water Resources). 
For these reasons, mitigation measures that provide for additional treatment of storm 
water discharges have not been identified. Nonetheless, as the EIS and the comment 
note, the design of proposed storm water system upgrades (Option 1) or replacement 
(Option 2) could include refinements such as additional storage, treatment, or alternative 
approaches to the handling of storm water, such as retention and reclamation. 

27 The Proposed Reuse Plan includes about 124 acres (50 hectares [ha]) devoted to open 
28 space, 70 acres (28 ha) for research and development, 96 acres (39 ha) for industrial, and 
29 86 acres (34 ha) for maritime industrial uses. While specific users and programs for these 
30 areas have not been identified, these areas of HPS could accommodate sand filters, 
31 grassy swales, a treatment plant, etc., if such facilities are determined to be compatible 
32 with the type of open space use developed and any use restrictions established under the 
33 Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) 
34 program. Funding and construction of such facilities would require that decision-makers 
35 balance the commentor’s concerns with potentially competing concerns and objectives of 
36 the community. 

37 

38 
39 
40 

Response to Comment P16-4: 
Under Option 2 (replacement of Navy’s storm drain system), all storm water collected at 
HPS would continue to be discharged to the Bay at HPS and would not be routed to the 
City’s Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP). As stated in the EIS, this 
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s5 Response to Comment P16-6~ 
56 The commentor’s opinions are noted. As acknowledged in the EIS, specific upgrades of 
57 the storm drain and sewer system have not been designed, and the three general options 
58 discussed would require further analysis when more specifics are known. Note, 
s9 however, that on-site treatment of sanitary sewage is not currently proposed and would 
60 not achieve the objectives stated by some commentors to remove that activity from the 
61 Bayview-Hunters Point community. 

62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
6S 

69 The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) concluded that growth in the City is 
70 not constrained by water supply but rather housing costs and other factors. Continued 
71 implementation of water conservation programs (e.g., installation of low-flow toilets) has 
72 decreased water demand since the 1970s. Water consumption has declined since the 
73 194Os, despite a population increase and an increase in employees. Projected water 
74 consumption iri the City is expected to increase only slightly by 2020 despite long-term 
75 growth (City and County of San Francisco Department of City Planning, 1996). (The 
76 proposal by the San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association is in its 
77 formative stage and is subject to extensive changes before it is undertaken for study by 
78 the City.) 

79 A description of the Reclaimed Water Use Ordinance has been added at the end of 
80 Section 3.9.5. 

Response to Comments 

option has not been designed, and further analysis would be required when more 
specifics become known. It is anticipated that, similar to the Navy’s existing storm drain 
system, the replacement system would be located primarily within public rights-of-way, 
but it is also possible that other “strategically located land” would need to be used. The 
analysis in the EIS assumes routing of all sanitary sewage to the SEWPCP, but other 
system designs that would result in a smaller volume of wastewater routed to the 
SEWPCP could also achieve the standard established by the mitigation measure. 

Response to Comment P16-5: 
The potential for constructing sufficient storage for Option 3, a combined storm water 
and sewage system, is unlikely. The principal question regarding Option 3 (a new 
combined sewer system) is not where land could be made available for storage, since 
there is ample vacant land designated for open space and industrial use at HPS, but 
whether it would be cost effective. Option 3 has been deleted from Mitigation 1 in EIS 
Section 4.9. 

Response to Comment P16-7: 
When water demand exceeds the Firm Delivery Yield, the demand could still be met, but 
the demand would exceed the sustainable yield over the long term. Therefore, San 
Francisco would ration water during critically dry periods (Carlin, 1999). Projections 
indicate that potable water supply would meet the City’s needs until 2020 and that water 
needs for the Proposed Reuse Plan would represent a small percentage of the City’s water 
demand. 
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Response to Comment PM-8: 
Data on projected growth in the City were provided to the San Francisco PUC by the San 
Francisco Department of City Planning and were based on accepted regional projections 
of population and employment growth in the City, including vacant or underutilized 
areas of Port property. The projects that the commentor noted are included in the 
regional projections. As stated in the response to Comment I%-7, projected water 
consumption in the City is expected to increase only slightly by 2020 despite long-term 
growth projections. 

Wastewater flows consist of sanitary sewage flows and storm water flows. Since most of 
the water consumed in the City results in wastewater, and water consumption is expected 
to increase slightly, the concomitant wastewater flow is expected to also increase slightly. 
The Bayside Cumulative Impact Analysis incorporated the ABAG projections plus other 
foreseeable projects that would affect hydrologic impacts. The projected wastewater 
flows for 2015 would be within the dry-weather capacity of the wastewater treatment 
system. 

Storm water flows are mostly dependent on the amount and intensity of rainfall, the land 
area that drams to sewers, and the runoff coefficient (based on permeability of the land 
surface in the drainage area). The Bayside Cumulative Impact Analysis included projects 
that would increase storm water flows but did not analyze projects proposed in areas that 
are already paved and have sewers. Combined sewer overflows (CSOs), which occur 
during wet weather, consist of approximately 94 percent storm water and 6 percent 
sanitary sewage. Even if the sanitary sewage volume for cumulative projects is 
underestimated by a few million gallons, it would not have a significant effect on the 
forecast changes in CSOs (City and County of San Francisco, Planning Department and 
the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1998). 

Response to Comment P16-9: 
The daily estimate did not include the alternatives for discharge of groundwater from 
Parcel E as reported in the Parcel E Feasibility Study 23~~~ Report. The remedial alternative 
for Parcel E has not yet been selected. Even if the selected remedial alternative includes 
discharge to the SEWPCP, the volumes would not be great enough to significantly affect 
the SEWPCP. Regarding additional pollutant loading, the groundwater would be 
discharged to the SEWPCP under permit (Michaels, 1999). Section 4.9.2, Mitigation 1 has 
been revised to address the potential for discharged groundwater to increase pollutant 
loading of CSOs during wet weather. 

Response to Comment PUS-10: 
The statement referenced in the comment is based on the fact that the reuse alternatives 
include conceptual land uses similar to those currently occurring on the property. No 
industrial land uses that would generate high wastewater contamination rates are 
proposed, and any seeking to locate at HPS in the future would likely require additional 
City environmental analysis under the California Environmental Quality Act. Specific 
land uses and discharges could vary by occupant, as they do currently. 

P16-3 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Rqonse to Comments March 2000 



Resnonse to Comments 

122 

123 
124 
127 
126 

127 Revisions have been made to some number values in the text in Section 4.9.2, subheading 
12s “Cumulative Bayside Plus Proposed Reuse Plan”, third sentence, and Section 4.9.2, 
129 subheading “Cumulative Bayside Plus Proposed Reuse Plan”, last sentence, to reflect the 
130 hydrologic interaction of major projects in the Cumulative Bayside analysis. The 
131 corrected number values do not affect information in EIS Table 4.9.1 (Table 4.9.2 in the 
132 Revised Draft EIS/EIR) or the conclusions of the EIS. 

133 The cumulative wastewater impacts (storm water and sanitary wastewater, overall 
134 drainage issues) associated with increased development in the City’s Bayside addressed 
135 in this comment are discussed in EIS Section 4.9.2. The issue is also addressed in the 
136 water quality analysis contained in the Mission Bay Subsequent EIR (pages V.K. 50 to 55) 
137 and the San Francisco PUC’s Bayside Cumulative Impact Analysis (refer to EIS Sections 
138 3.9 and 4.9). 

139 The comment states that the Proposed Reuse Plan might have an impact on the ability of 
140 the treatment works to handle peak daily flows as opposed to average daiZy flows. Peak 
141 daily, average daily, wet-weather average, and wet-weather peak flows are established 
142 design considerations of wastewater treatment facilities. The SEWPCP must maintain 
143 compliance with its waste discharge requirements (NPDES permit) as adopted by the 
134 Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) on subsequent review and m-issue 
145 cycles. Under all circumstances, beneficial uses of the receiving waters must be protected. 
1% As stated in EIS Section 4.9.2 under “Less Than Significant Impacts,” wastewater flows 
147 generated by the Proposed Reuse Plan, including peak daily flows, would be well within 
118 the capacity of the City’s wastewater treatment system. 

139 A one percent increase in total raw wastewater contribution to the treatment plant is a 
150 less than significant impact, because it would not adversely affect operation of the plant 
151 or quality of treated effluent. Compliance with the RWQCB Bay water quality objectives 
152 and U.S. EPA National Ambient Water Quality Criteria would assure that increased 
153 discharge of treated effluent would not have significant deleterious effects on receiving 
154 waters. 

15 Most odors noticeable by the public are gases from biological activity, such as anaerobic 
156 decomposition of organic matter containing sulfur and nitrogen. Although the Proposed 
157 Reuse Plan would increase influent to the SEWPCP, the project would not change the 
158 biological processes or physical facilities. Thus, the Proposed Reuse Plan would have 
159 little, if any, effect on odors. 

160 Islais Creek would be considered a hot spot if and when it is included in a Regional Toxic 
161 Hot Spot Cleanup Plan adopted by the RWQCB and approved by the State Water Quality 
162 Control Board. Islais Creek has been proposed for inclusion by the RWQCB. Listing 

Response to Comment P16-11: 

On the basis of conceptual land uses identified in the description of alternatives in EIS 
Chapter 2, it is anticipated that gross water pollutant loadings from HI?3 reuse would be 
similar to those generated at Mission Bay. Therefore, as with Mission Bay, this impact is 
not expected to be significant. 

d 

- 
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Islais Creek as a potential or designated hot spot does not change the baseline conditions 
at HITS and therefore does not change the impact analysis presented in the EIS. Please 
refer to the discussion of CSO impacts from the storm water treatment options discussed 
in Section 4.9. None of the options would alter the quality of water discharged to the 
SEWI’CP. 

Response to Comment P16-12: 
The commentor’s concerns are noted. It is not the responsibility of this EIS to correct past 
environmental justice issues (e.g., location of the SEWPCP in a minority/low income 
area). The proposed action to dispose of and reuse HPS for civilian purposes would not 
substantially increase odors or pollutants from that facility affecting plant neighbors, and 
therefore this issue is not considered a significant environmental justice effect. It is 
acknowledged that an on-site wastewater treatment facility at HPS would eliminate 
increased effects at the SEWPCP potentially caused by reuse. However, new impacts 
could occur at HPS associated with such a plant, and these impacts would not be 
removed from the Bayview-Hunters Point community. 

The following references have been added to support the additional material added to the 
EIS in responding to these comments: Carlin, 1999; City and County of San Francisco, 
Planning Department and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1998; and Michaels, 
1999. 
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1 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
9+. a#@ 

The revised draft EIR/EIR (the “new Eir”) provides much 
more information about the environmental hazards at the 
shipyard and the remediation program for the site - 
installation restoration program (“IRP”). 

- 
It also looks at ways to cover contaminants that are not 
covered in the IRP and contamination and hazards that 
might remain after the IRP is completed. 

Finally, the new EIR addresses doing development and 
clean-up in parallel phases and provides more complete 
health and safety measure though the course of the 
development. 

0 11-l 



Response to Comments 

Individual Comment 1: Espanola Jackson, Community Member 

Response to Comment I-l: 
Comment noted. 
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-ooo- 

Moderator/Hearing Officer: 

Lieutenant Commander Robert Clarke 
Officer-in-Charge 
Caretaker Site Officer 
North and West Bay Area 

Presentations by: 

HILLARY E. GITELMAN 
Environmental Review Officer 
City and County of San Francisco 
Planning Department 

DOUG POMEROY 
Group Leader 
Base Conversion Group 
Environmental Planning Branch 
EFA West, San Bruno 

-ooo- 

PROCEEDINGS 

5:08 p.m. 

LT. COM. ROBERT CLARKE: Good evening. I'm 

Lieutenant Commander Bob Clarke, the Officer-in- 

Charge of the Caretaker Site Offices in the north and 

west San Francisco Bay Area, which includes Hunters 

Point ex-Naval Shipyard. 

I would like to welcome you to the public 

hearing for the disposal and reuse of the former 

Naval Shipyard at Hunters Point. I'm the moderator 

for tonight's hearing which is being held to obtain 

your comments on the joint Revised Draft 
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Environmental Impact Statement and Environmental 

Impact Report for the disposal and reuse of the 

shipyard, 

Hunters Point Shipyard was designated for 

closure and disposal under the 1993 Base Closure and 

Realignment Act legislation. The Navy ceased 

operating the shipyard in 1974. 

Much of this presentation will be done by 

the environmental planners from the Navy's 

Environmental [sic] Field Activity West located in 

San Bruno. That office handles most environmental 

impact documentation for Navy actions in central and 

northern California as well as Nevada. We may refer 

to their office as EFA West. 

I will serve as the hearing officer, and 

short presentations will be made by Mr. Doug Pomeroy 

of the Environmental Planning Branch, EFA West, 

Ms. Hillary Gitelman, environmental review officer 

for the City of San Francisco Planning Department. 

And other Navy and key City staff here tonight 

include Mr. Gary Munekawa, EFA West project manager 

for the EIS; John Kennedy, the head of the 

Environmental Planning Branch at EFA West; 

Ms. Stephanie Knott, the EIS preparation project 

manager from our Navy consultant, Uribe & Associates; 
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as well as Willie Kennedy from the City of 

San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. 

We also have a court reporter with us to 

record tonight's meeting so we can accurately record 

and respond to comments and questions in the final 

EIS/EIR. 

This is the agenda -- next slide -- for 

this evening's hearing, copies of which are available 

as well as some information sheets at the entry 

table. 

Tonight's hearing is divided into two 

parts. During the first half, which will last a few 

minutes, Doug Pomeroy from EFA West will give you a 

brief overview of the environmental planning process 

we are engaged in. 

Following, Hillary Gitelman, the 

San Francisco environmental review officer, will then 

summarize the reuse alternative scenarios discussed 

in the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. And finally, Doug will 

return to summarize the environmental impacts 

identified in the Revised Draft associated with 

disposal and implementation of the community reuse of 

the former Naval Shipyard. 

After a short break of about ten minutes, 

we will then move into the second half of the hearing 
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during which you will have the opportunity to provide 

your comments on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. I also 

ask you to hold any comments you might have for this 

portion of the hearing. 

Before we begin, I'd like to remind you of 

information which is available at the entry table. 

Besides the agenda, there is also a sign-in sheet for 

tonight's meeting. If you signed'in and provide an 

address, you will automatically be included on our 

mailing list. 

Also at the table are information sheets, 

including the locations where the Revised Draft 

EIS/EIR is available for the public to review. 

Finally, and very important, at the entry 

table are speaker cards to fill out if you would like 

to speak during tonight's comment period. You will 

have another opportunity to sign up to speak during 

the break. 

Now I'm pleased to introduce Dr. Pomeroy, 

the group leader at EFA West, Environmental Planning 

Branch, who will describe the process that brings us 

to the Revised Draft EIS/EIR stage this evening. 

MR. DOUG POMEROY: I'd like to thank all of 

the members of the public who took the time to join 

us tonight to participate in the public involvement 
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process for our Environmental Impact 

Statement/Environmental Impact Report. We do take 

that as a very important part of our overall process, 

and that is why we are here tonight, primarily to 

listen to your comments regarding -- regarding the 

document. 

Again, this is a joint public hearing 

meeting both the National Environmental Policy Act 

requirements and the California Environmental Quality 

Act requirements. 

I want to give you a little bit of general 

background on the Hunters Point Shipyard site. It's 

approximately 936 acres in size, of which that 493 

acres are developed in land-based area, and there's 

another 443 acres that are owned that are out 

underwater and in the bay. 

Hunters Point includes a variety of 

facilities such as dry docks, wharves, piers, 

administration facilities, and warehouses. There are 

also a couple of portions of Hunters Point which are 

eligible for the National Register of Historic 

Places. And also, as you may know, under our 

contaminants program, Hunters Point has been listed 

on the National Priorities List of high priority 

sites for environmental cleanup. 
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This just gives you an overview of Hunters 

Point in relation to other areas in the local Bay 

Area. 

This gives you an idea of the different 

land uses that we have at Hunters Point. Some of 

these are not active right now, such as the 

residential area where we do have houses, but those 

are not currently in use. Up to the right-hand side 

of your screen, right here and right there 

(indicating), is where the historic areas -- is where 

the historic areas of the base are. And as I 

mentioned, also industrial, light arts, and other 

types of uses. 

The overall purpose that we're here 

tonight, we're receiving your public comment as part 

of our efforts to meet the requirements of the 

National Environmental Policy Act. And basically 

what is required is the Navy, as a federal agency, 

must evaluate the effects of what our actions will 

have on the environment and take those environmental 

effects into account before we make a decision as to 

what we intend to do. 

If we believe there is potential for 

significant environmental impacts, we complete a 

document called an Environmental Impact Statement. 
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In this case, we completed a prior draft of 

~ an Environmental Impact Statement and its equivalent 

for the City of San Francisco, Environmental Impact 

Report, in November of 1997. Based on public and 

agency review of that document, the Navy and the City 

of San Francisco jointly evaluated and decided to 

publish a Revised Draft EIS/EIR. And that Revised 

Draft is what we are currently accepting comments on 

at this time. 

I also want to mention that there is an 

additional public hearing scheduled with regard to 

this document where you can also provide testimony. 

It's scheduled for next Thursday, December 17th, as a 

joint meeting of the San Francisco Planning 

Commission and the Redevelopment Agency at 

approximately 1:30 p.m., Room 404, War Memorial 

Veterans Building at 401 Van Ness Avenue in 

San Francisco. And we can give you a phone number 

where you can call to get the exact agenda for what 

time in the afternoon that they expect to hear that 

item. CA 

In addition to complying with the National 

Environmental Policy Act, we concurrently comply with 

a number of other environmental laws and 

requirements, and these are some of these listed 
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here, including the Endangered Species Act, National 

Historic Preservation Act and others. 

There are also a variety of environmental 

contaminant laws which we comply with, but the EIS 

hearing is not designed to duplicate meetings such as 

the Restoration Advisory Board meetings and other. 

public input processes that directly comment on our 

environmental cleanup programs. 

With that, I'd like to yield the podium for 

a couple minutes to Hillary Gitelman to describe the 

reuse alternatives. 

MS. HILLARY GITELMAN: Thank you very much. 

I'll try and be very, very brief because I want to 

get to the more interesting part of the evening when 

we hear your comments. 

First, I should say again, my nameis 

Hillary Gitelman. I work at the City's Planning 

Department in the Environmental Review Section. It's 

been my pleasure to work with my colleagues at the 

Redevelopment Agency, Tom-Conrad and Byron Rhett, who 

are sitting up here in the front, with the Navy and 

the Navy's consultants to prepare this revised draft 

EIS/EIR. 

The Revised Draft, in addition to analyzing 

disposal -- the Navy's disposal of the property, 
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analyzes two reuse alternatives, a high intensity use 

1 alternative and a lower density reuse alternative. 

And both of these were established through a public 

involvement process that resulted in a draft reuse 

plan and ultimately adoption of a redevelopment plan 

that will be used to implement the reuse options. 

Both of the reuse alternatives contain a 

mixture of uses. You can see on the map, which is 

the next slide, that the uses are.actually spread all 

around the base. This map is also in the draft 

EIS/EIR, as is a copy of the redevelopment plan that 

will explain the goals of redevelopment and how the 

reuse alternatives would be implemented. 

Finally, I should say that the point of 

this evening is really to get your comments. Tom, 

Byron, and I are eager to here what you have to say 

about this revised document. I encourage you to 

speak today, submit comments in writing by the close 

of the comment period, or -- and/or come to the 

hearing on the 17th. And we look forward to 

responding to those comments in the final EIR. 

Thank you. 

MR. DOUG POMEROY: I'll briefly mention, 

there's one other alternative in addition to the 

development alternatives that we have to consider in 
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the EIS/EIR, and that's what's called the no-action 

alternative. It's required by law that we evaluate a 

no-action alternative, which is basically maintenance 

of the shipyard and continued caretaker status and 

ownership by the Navy with -- with continued leasing 

-- leasing. But the no-action alternative would not 

-- not anticipate reuse and redevelopment under the 

reuse plan or reduce density alternatives under which 

the City would redevelop the property. 

As I mentioned, we have had some previous 

public involvement on -- on this process. Both 

initially when we requested scoping comments prior to 

starting the Environmental Impact Statement/ 

Environmental Impact Report documents and also 

comments on the prior draft. 

The main comments that we received were in 

the areas that you see on the screen: air, water, 

biology, contaminant remediation program, traffic, 

and several others. And we have included these and 

addressed these in more detail in the Revised Draft. 

In the draft EIS/EIR, we categorized 

impacts into several different categories. We have a 

threshold against which we measure whether -- whether 

or not an impact might have a significant effect on 

the environment. For example, with air, the air 
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district has standards of amounts of emissions that 

are considered significant. If you have -- If you 

are over that level, it's considered a significant 

impact; if you're under that level, you're not. 

If you're over that level but you can take 

actions to reduce emissions below the level, that's 

called a significant impact which you can mitigate. 

And as you can tell by the symbols -- symbols, we 

identified several different types of impacts. We 

evaluated these both for partial build-out in year 

2010 and full build-out in year 2025. And again, we 

evaluated both for Navy's disposal of the property, 

for reuse of the property by the City, and for 

no-action alternative, .the Navy retaining the 

property. 

I want to give you a very brief idea of 

what we -- what we found with regard to our impact 

analysis, particularly with regard to impacts that 

were significant but which we determined we could not 

mitigate to a level that was not significant. 

The main areas in that regard were in 

transportation, where we've determined that at 

build-out of this property, or in year 2010 and year 

2025, regardless of whether or not we build -- build 

and develop here at Hunters Point, traffic in the 
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surrounding area is going to increase. At certain 

locations, that's going to significantly increase 

traffic congestion. If we redevelop the property, 

additional traffic from Hunters Point is going to 

contribute to that increased congestion. 

With regard to air quality, we identified 

several areas where the amount of air emissions from 

motor vehicles is going to exceed the standard of the 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District, and 

although the reuse plans have identified -- the reuse 

alternatives have identified measures to reduce the 

amount of traffic by using other means of 

transportation, such as mass transit, our analysis 

indicates we will not be able to reduce the amount of 

air emissions below the level of significance 

identified by the Bay Area Air Quality Management 

District. 

There's one other significant and 

unmitigatable impact which we identified, and that 

was with regard to cultural resources under the 

no-action alternative. And that was if the Navy was 

to indefinitely -- indefinitely keep the base under 

caretaker status, we anticipate we would not have 

sufficient resources to be able to maintain the 

historic properties that are currently on the base. 
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With that, I'd like to give you a brief 

idea of our remaining schedule. 

Again, there is another public hearing 

scheduled on December 17th. The comment period is 

open through January 5th, 1999. We anticipate to be 

finalizing the EIS in the March -- March/April time 

frame and making that available for public review. 

8 After that is released, the City can then 
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-- can then pursue certification of the Environmental 

Impact Report, and after a 30-day period, the Navy 

can issue a record of decision indicating which 

alternative it intends to pursue. 

With that, I would like to pass it back to 

Lieutenant Commander Clarke for a couple of brief 

comments before we take a brief break. 

LT. COM. ROBERT CLARKE: Thank you, Doug. 

This concludes our formal presentation of 

the revised draft EIS/EIR for Hunters Point Shipyard. 

We will now take a short break for ten minutes, and 

around 5:40, we'll begin the public comment period of 

the meeting. In case anyone is not familiar with the 

building, the restrooms are located directly down 

this hall and then to the left about 150 feet. 

IId like to remind you that there are 

speaker cards available at the table. If anyone is 
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interested in making a comment, please fill one out 

and return them to the person at the table so we can 

call upon you to speak during the public comment 

period of the meeting. 

Thank you. 

(Recess taken from 5:27 to 5:37 p.m.) 

LT. COM. ROBERT CLARKE: Okay. We're going 

to go ahead and start. Welcome back. 

We'll now begin the public comment portion 

of the evening here. We'll call upon speakers using 

the speaker sign-up cards that some of you filled 

out. If you still wish to fill one out, feel free to 

do so. 

Since we never know how many comments we'll 

receive, we would like to request that you please 

limit oral comments to five minutes so that others 

may also have a chance to speak. We do encourage 

written comments so that we can be sure we understand 

your concern as well. 

A reminder that your comments are being 

transcribed so that we can be sure to accurately 

record your verbal comments for consideration in the 

final EIS/EIR. 
If you wish to speak, please come to the 

podium, tell us your name clearly so the court 
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reporter can get it right, your local community, the 

organization you represent, if any, and your 

concerns. 

We'll try to answer short factual questions 

if we can, but the intent'here is to hear your 

concerns, not to debate or question their merits,.so 

we won't be responding with answers for all questions 

tonight. 

Our first speaker is Mr. Saul Bloom. 

MR. SAUL BLOOM (Arc Ecology):' Okay. Thank 

you very much for the opportunity to speak tonight. 

I'm going to address -- 

LT. COM. ROBERT CLARKE: You can face the 

crowd if you like. I'm sorry. 

MR. SAUL BLOOM (Arc Ecology): Would you 

like me to face the crowd? I'll face the crowd. 

Thank you, thank you. That's okay. 

Once again, I'd like to thank the Navy, the 

Planning Commission, Redevelopment Agency for the 

opportunity to comment on these -- this document 

tonight. I'm going to be very short about this -- 

this comment. Borrowing a phrase from that sage ball 

player Yogi Berra, I'm going to do the, you know, 

"Gee, seems like it's deja vu all over again" thing. 
/ 

\ I want to remind folks that we had asked 
c/ 
PHl-1 
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that this comment period on the Environmental Impact 

Statement not fall during this period of time, during 

the holiday season. We are going to pursue a request 

with both the Redevelopment Commission and the 

Planning Commission to go ahead and extend the 

comment period again because we, representing numbers 

of organizations in San Francisco, working with a 

large community that's very, very concerned about 

this issue, do not believe that there is sufficient 

time for people to go ahead, evaluate the document, 

come to a generalized agreement about what the 

community's response to this document is, and then to 

present the best kind of input we can in order to 

move this process along. 

Community comment is a very, very difficult 

part of the process for a lot of agencies because it 

takes you outside the box. You have agendas, you 

have goals, you have time lines. But when you 

provide enough time for community, for people to 

really participate in the process, the process really 

does.move forward more quickly in the end, and you 

get a better product as a result. And you also get 

community buy-in into the process. And for any 

project to succeed, community buy-in is essential. 

And right now, we're not buying in. Right now we 
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feel that there isn't enough time. Right now we feel 

like we've asked repeatedly for the last year and a 

half -- I was here standing in this very room last 

year Virtually at the same date saying basically the PH-1 
c 

same thing. This is not a good start to the process. 

We hopefully will have a good finish to the 

process, and that's what really matters, but we're 

not going to get to a good finish'without an 

extension of the time period. . 

Thank you very much. 

LT. COM. ROBERT CLARKE: Our next speaker 

is Eve Bach. 

MS. EVE BACH (Arc Ecology): Eve Bach, also 

from Arc Ecology, and I also want to echo Saul's 

comments, not just because he's my boss but because 

they're true. 

And I would also like to begin to lay out 

where we see some of the generic problems. And I'll 

give some examples with this document. 

The -- At this -- At this point, the group 

of people that -- the group of organizations that we 

work with has really only started to review this, but 

I think even at this beginning point, there's certain 

things that are kind of obvious. And these are 

criticisms that we have that will appear within the 
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different impacts and impact after impact. 

I think one of the major problems that we 

have with this document is that the tiering of the 

environmental review process is very unclear. 

If you're familiar with Environmental 

Impact Reports and Environmental Impact Statements, 

you know that when you do a plan, you can't be real 

specific about the -- about the impacts that 

individual projects are going to have. And for that 

reason, you kind of lay out generalized -- a 

generalized analysis of the economic impacts and then 

generalized kind of mitigations. And it's kind of 

like an umbrella. And then for projects that come in 
/' 

\ that fall outside the drip line of that umbrella, c PHl-7 
they would need to go to the next tier of 

\ 

environmental review; that is, they would have to be 

reviewed for where they fall outside of where they 

protrude beyond the umbrella. 

Well, one of the real problems with the way 

this document is written is you can't tell what's 

under the umbrella and what's -- or you won't be able 

to tell what's under the umbrella and what's outside 

the umbrella. It's just very unclear what kind of 

projects, what kind of impacts will trigger the need 

for additional environmental review 

19 
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And one of -- one of the very strong 

concerns that I have in this context of the tiered 

review is that the finding that the -- that some of 

the traffic and air quality impacts are 

nonmitigatable will amount to a blank check for other 

projects that come in; that is, a project will come 

in that generates a huge amount of traffic, and 

they'll say, "No problem. We already found in the -- 

in the environmental impact review of the -- of the 

plan that it's going to have impact, so it doesn't 0 PHl- 

matter what impacts we have. Just let's go ahead and 

there won't be any real need to address those impacts 

and to look at that particular project." 

And I think that% very, very problematic. 

And I would love to be told that I am wrong in seeing 

it that way. And one of the questions that I guess 

we will be asking when we submit written comments 

will be to have it laid out exactly what it will mean 

for -- for specific projects, the fact that there are 

non- -- that traffic and air quality impacts are 

non- -- ha.ve been found to be nonmitigatable. 

A second kind of generic problem is that 

there's a real lack of attention to interim impacts. 

The general structure of this report is to look at 
c 
PHI-3 

what the impacts will be in the year 2010 and 2025. 
I' 
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But it's also clear, particularly since this -- this 

-- the project now includes the idea of lease and 

furtherance of transfer that there's going to be a 

period of overlap when there are going to be some of 

the new uses, primarily residential uses, taking 

place at the same time that some of the older uses, 

some of the older industrial uses, are still there 

and while cleanup is taking place. 

And in the -- in the hazardous substance 

section, there is some attention to this issue, but 1 

in the whole issue of truck traffic, it's, like, 

nothing. The whole -- The whole issue of what will 

be the impact of the truck -- of all of the trucks 

coming to take the soil out of the shipyard at the 

same time that you've got construction trucks coming 

in, where there are no construction paths that have 

been yet defined, and those are impacts clearly that 

could affect the surrounding neighborhood as well as 

people in the shipyard. 

There's a continuing problem -- and when I 

say "continuing," I mean since the first unsuccessful 

attempt at producing a draft, or the first draft -- 

that the mitigations are very uncertain and/or 0 PH1-4 

ineffective. And the main one here, again, is in 

transportation and air quality. I 
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One of the -- One of the real opportunities 

that exists on this project since the Redevelopment 

Agency will be the owner is the possibility of having 

mitigations that use the role of the City or the 

Redevelopment Agency as the owner of the property 

rather than just the regulator of the property. So 

that when we're looking at traffic impacts, we don't 

need to -- to depend on a traffic 'management plan, 

which is very constrained -- you're very constrained 

by what you can do by that under state law, because 

the Redevelopment Agency is the owner and they could 

attach conditions to the sale of the property when 

they -- when they give it to the master developer in 

terms of what kinds of arrangements people would have 

to make. 0 PH1-4 
The mitigations are also the -- The best 

mitigations that have been proposed for traffic and 

air, having shuttles to BART, having real concrete 

provisions that would get people out of their cars 

and onto transit, are put in very -- almost as an 

afterthought. "Well, it could be done." There's 

nothing about "It will be done." And that's a real 

disappointment. 

The major one that's a disappointment is 

there's no serious effort to make sure that we cut 
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down on the amount of miles that people travel and -- 

which will really affect air pollution as well as 

traffic, by making sure that the people who live in 

the Hunters/Bayview area are the ones who will work 

here. They're -- It's in the plan -- I'm sorry. 

It's in the EIS/EIR, but it's in there as something 

that "might," "maybe," "could be" looked at rather 

than something that could just be attached of having 

real preferences that would make sure that the people 

who get all of those new jobs at the shipyard are the 

PeoP le who already live in the neighborhood and 

will be living in the ne ighborhood. And that is 

who 

a 0 PH1-4 

real opportunity lost, to have a sustainable plan. 

There are commitments that are made in the 

plan that should be identified as mitigations that 

are not. Increased -- And just one example, that 

increased fire, emergency, medical, and police 

protection is -- there's just a statement it would be 

provided to meet projected needs. Well, that sounds 

like a mitigation to me. It sounds like a pretty 

vague mitigation, but it's a mitigation. But it's 

not indicated as a mitigation. And the problem with 

that means that nobody will be monitoring or tracking 

it. 

I guess the final comment I would make has 
/ 
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to do with the fact that this is the Environmental 

Impact Report that's being performed on the 

redevelopment plan which was passed about 18 months 

ago. And that's an unusual situation, that -- that 

-- to pass a plan first and then do the environmental 

review 18 months later. And it's -- it's water under 

the bridge. We can't undo it, and there's a special 

state legislation that allowed it. But what we're 

beginning to see now are the problems that go along 

with that; that when the Redevelopment Agency and the 

City adopted the redevelopment plan, they had a whole 

sheath of documents, a whole bunch of descriptions of 

what the programs 

the fiscal impact 

would 

would 

be, of projections of 

be, and they were all 

what 

based u 

on assumptions that were kind of spelled out. And it 

was on that basis that the City and the Redevelopment 

Agency passed those plans. 

Unfortunately, the environmental review 

that's taking place now, a lot of the assumptions are 

not consistent with the assumptions that went into 

that redevelopment plan. So that -- And the plan 

itself is a very small document. As a matter of 

fact, it's -- it's one of the appendices in the 

EIS/EIR. But all of those background documents that 

really kind of fleshed it out are kind of over here 
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(indicating) and the Environmental Impact Report is 

over here (indicating), and it's supposed to be an 

Environmental Impact Report of this whole program. 

But the assumptions are -- are different in a number 

of places, which we will go into in detail in written 

comments and to the extent we can. Because what has 
PHl-5 

happened is it's very, very difficult to reconcile 0 
now part of the project with the environmental review 

on that project. And I hope it becomes a reason for 

not ever doing that again in the future. 

Thank you. 

LT. COM. ROBERT CLARKE: Thank you, 

Ms. Bach. 

Our next speaker is Mr. Mike Thomas. 

MR. MIKE THOMAS (CBE): Good evening. Can 

everyone hear me? 

My name is Mike Thomas. I'm with 

Communities for a Better Environment. It's a 

statewide environmental health and justice 

organization, and I'm an organizer with their SAFER 

Project which has been organizing low-income 

communities of color whose health and rights are 

repeatedly jeopardized by environmental practices in 

the urban environments. Basically, we work in the 

Bay Area as well as in the L.A. basin. 
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As a community organizer, I've been meeting 

with residents on the east side of the City for -- 

for the last three, four -- three, four years, from 

folks from Bayview, Hunters Point, low Potrero Hill, 

south of Market, and outer Mission. Each person I 

talk to, it doesn't matter if they live in the 

projects, if they live in the apartments, if they 

have a single-family home, or if they even live in a 

single-room occupancy in some of those hotels on 

Sixth Street: Everyone feels the same way and sees 

this new.economic cleansing of their community and 

know that the City is trying to move them out of 

their neighborhood and out of their home. 

It should come as no surprise to anyone in 

this room that these folks are people of color. The 

Navy and the City owe these communities which have 

been neglected and dumped on, that they actually 

spell out what are some of the economic benefits from 

this project in order to confront some of this 

gentrification that's taking place in their 0 PHl-6 
/ 

neighborhood. 

And I think that's a key point that I just 

want to stress again, is that the City and the Navy 

owe it to these communities to give them the tools 

economically in order for them to protect themselves. 
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L 

They're not asking for a handout. They're actually 

asking for the tools so they can confront their 

neighbors and confront their -- and protect their 

neighborhood. 

The Hunters Point Redevelopment Project is 

a one-time opportunity to address these persistent 

economic, environmental, and social problems that 

face residents here. This is why'Communities for a 

Better Environment has some serious concerns 

regarding the mitigations for air quality, 

transportation, water resources, utilities, 

environmental justice, and hazardous waste. 

Just glancing over the draft EIR/EIS, some 

mitigations might be better,. such as identifying 

transportation as a serious impact, but many, even 

transportation, don't even tell us what's going to be 

done. 

I'd like to point out and go on record 

about some of Communities for a Better Environment's 

concerns. Regarding the combined sewage overflows, 

the report indicates that a significant amount -- VHl-7) 
. 

this is a significant impact, but leaves us guessing 

as to what* will actually be done. For people who 

don't know what combined sewage overflows are, this 

is raw sewage that enters the bay, enters the creeks 

27 
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that people use. Our members fish out of the bay. 

Our members use the bay for a natural resource. 

Actually, option number 3 under the water 

utilities will actually contribute two more -- two !1 
PHl-7 

I 

/ 

million gallons more of raw sewage entering the bay. 

So this option definitely needs to not be considered. 

Regarding storm water, storm water 

alternative approaches need to be 'implemented similar 

to those that were negotiated in the Mission Bay 

project. And I'd like to echo what Saul was saying 

-- Saul was saying about more community input is 

going to only increase a better project for everyone. 

And this -- 1 think the Mission Bay is a good example 

of that, where the developer worked with the 

community on developing some negotiations. And one 

of those pieces are around storm water and making 

sure that alternative treatment was in place to treat 
f \ 

the storm water before it gets dumped into the bay. pH1-8 
u 

And that the Navy needs to pay for the repairing of 
\ 

the existing separated sewer system to a five-year 
I 

standard. 

The last piece on this is that lands -- 

land in the -- in here in the project, the Hunters 

Point Shipyard project, needs to be identified to 

treat the sewage on-site and the storm water. The 
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I 

0 PHl-8 
storm water, for people that might not know, is \ 

actually classified as industrial pollution. So it's 

Communities for a Better Environment's view that it 

needs to be treated in a two-tier treatment before it 

enters the bay, similar to what is proposed to happen 

with the Mission Bay project. 

/ 

There needs to be a job mitigation based on 

neighborhood preference, preferences -- job 
f 

preferences going to neighborhood-folks, to ensure PHl-9 
CJ 

that the 6,000 jobs and business opportunities are 
I 

linked to local residents. 

And then finally, Communities for a Better 

Environment believes based on the report's indication 

that 50 percent of the housing will be affordable, 

that's too low. There's a tremendous need for 

affordable housing in San Francisco, and the -- and 

again, that's the extent of it. It needs to be 

spelled out more. It should have a mitigation giving 

preference, again, to families that are associated 
f 

with this neighborhood. H 
c 

And similar to the Mission Bay agreement, 
I 

the developer was -- agreed to actually have home 

ownership. People want to own something. People 

don't want to keep on renting forever. And their 

needs would be part of the equation; needs to be some 
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home ownership of these new units that they're going 

to propose building here at the shipyard. 

So finally, without a clear policy, 

direction, and programs, the community can't 

realistically expect to benefit from this massive 

City project. 

And finally, I mean, again, this is a 

tremendous opportunity for San Francisco and the 

residents of Bayview/Hunters Point, and it's a real 

shame that we have such a few -- I do appreciate 

everyone that's here this evening, but it's a real 

shame that the City and the Navy weren't able to 

bring more community members out here, make more of a 

stronger effort besides putting up nice placard signs 

where the meeting's at but actually get more 

community members out here. 

Thank you. 

LT. COM. ROBERT CLARKE: -Thank you. Our 

next speaker is Olin Webb. 

MR. OLIN WEBB: Good evening. My name is 

Olin Webb, and I'm with a bunch of community 
f 

organizations. 
\ 

Hl-11 w 
I grew up in Hunters Point. I've been in 

Hunters Point since 1944, and my statement is 

economic development for the people of Hunters Point 
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that grew up in this community. I'm talking about 

African-Americans. 

We all know what the City of San Francisco 

is trying to do with African-Americans. If you don't 

know, I've been to a number of conferences all over 

the country, and when I speak about San Francisco and 

how they're treating African-Americans, everyone is 

saying I'm right. They got rid of us in Fillmore; 

they're getting rid of us here in.Hunters Point. 

If we do not establish something here in 

Hunters Point for ourselves and get the federal 

government to work with us -- The City is not going 

to work with us. The City of San Francisco is not 

going to work with us. They're going to come up with 

complaints just like the Navy: They don't have any 

money. And we know the federal government has money 

for economic development. 

We should start establishing ourselves and 

saying to the people in power that we want 35 percent 

of every site, "A," "B," "C," "D," and "E." We want 

to do it for community development for ourselves. 

The reason I'm saying this is because 

having grown up in this community, having grown up 

with asbestos-sided houses up here on the hill, and 

if you've been here long enough, you know what I'm 
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talking about, having grown up with lead in the 

water, and the people in this country knew that lead 

and asbestos affect your health and they knew about 

this in 1936, but yet they put that asbestos siding 

on the housing when I was a young man. They had lead 

in the water and did not try to get rid of it when I 

was a young man. So I feel that the Navy and the 

City and this government owe us for poisoning us. 

We have freeways running through our 

community, we have a sewage plant, we have PG&E, and 

we have this Navy, and we have a Superfund site. And 

we're not looking at the issues of helping us develop 

this for ourselves, African-Americans. We've got to 

stop saying that we're going to be joint venture, 

working with the white companies, when we get put off 

and we get pushed aside and they tell us "We don't 

have the money," and they push us aside. 

We've got to stop saying that we're going 

to have a master developer, again, control of 

African-Americans in this community to come in here 

and say, "We're going to be the master developer 

because the City says so." We've got to stop letting 

this issue happen to us and we've got to start 

standing up as men, African-American men and women, 

and saying, "NO, we're not going to have this.", 
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on developing their community and saying they're 

going to have a part in developing their community. 

We're the only community that's saying we're going t( 

let somebody else do it. We have to stop saying 

that. I can't stress this enough. We have to start 

standing up and putting the issue of economic 

development for ourselves. 

One of the issues, they're saying that "We 

don't have money," I got a problem -- I got a 

solution to that. If you get some people that's in 

economic development to put a bank in this community 

for African-Americans so they can develop businesses, 

you will have a way to establish businesses in the 

community. 

If you don't have the money, let's do the 

same thing they did when they did the Superfund site. 

They went over it twice. The federal government gave 

them $20 million. 

Now I've talked to somebody with capital 

access that says if you can get $20 million from the 

City of San Francisco and put it in the bank, this is 

a -- this is a HUD program, he can leverage it into 

$60 million to help economic development for 

African-American businesses in this community. 
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This is -- These are the issues we should 
Q 

HI-11 

start looking at: Helping ourselves and stop lettinq 

other people say they're going to help us and then 

push us out. Then we'll wind up as they're saying if 

we do the right things, as they said when I was a 

young man -- not a young man. When I was with 

Mr. Ford, when I was a trucker, the Human Rights 

Commission told me when I went into the trucking 

business that "you needed to joint venture with a 

white trucking company so you can learn how to do the 

business." 

After we learned how to do the business and 

we weren't joint venturing with the people and we 

started helping the African-American truckers, the 

Human Rights Commission told me I was a front for the 

white trucker, even though I did all the paperwork. 

Even though I did all the bidding, I did everything 

that I was supposed to do to have a sustainable 

business, the Human Rights Commission of 

San Francisco said I was a front. 
I learned how to do the business. I 

learned how to do everything that needs to be done 

within the trucking business. And once I got good at 

it, I was a front. 

So I'm trying to say -- What I'm saying is 
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venture with everybody and start developing the way 

for African-Americans to do the development 

themselves. 

My other issue is I picked up a book in 

Washington on community-based guide reuse, and one o 

the ten don'ts that they have in this book, it says, 

"Don't give or sell property --" "Don't give or sell 

more property than required for asingle reuse at the 

expense of long-term job development." And this is 
what the City of San Francisco is doing with the 

master developer. 

So I have a bunch of don'ts in here, and 

I'm going to put it in writing and submit it to the 

Navy. But I'm also saying this to the Navy, that I 

will also submit this to the Department of Defense, 

and we've got to stop this issue of this master 

Public Hearing - Wednesday, December 9, 1998 

Q 
Hl-11 

that we have to stop saying that we're going to joint 

developer. 

Thank you. 

LT. COM. ROBERT CLARKE: Thank you. Our 
next speakers are Theresa and Theodis Ford. 

MR. THEODIS FORD: Yeah, my name is Theodis 

Ford, and I've been in this community for the-last 50 

years, and I would like to say -- I'd like to say -- 

I'd like to speak about the environment and disposal 

35 
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Of the contaminated in this area, which I know about 

the contamination in Hunters Point here, which was a 

long time ago I heard about the ships used to dispose 

of oil on the ground, that -- which is quite 

contaminated as of now. 

So IId like to speak about that concerning 

the children in the neighborhood, not only the 

children but anyone who is close around that's 

exposed to contamination. 

About a year and a half ago -- or I'm a 

trucker, and I got a job not too far from here, just 

right down the -- about three blocks from here, and 

they wanted me to haul some material. And when I got 

ready to haul the material, they said I have to roll 

up the glasses, make sure I didn't inhale any of the 

dust, so I decided that I didn't want to work. But 

they was very serious at that time because the dust 

was flying and they didn't want -- want me to inhale 

any of the contamination. 

But I think it's -- I'm sure the Navy or 

whoever will take care of the contamination and keep 

the kid and exposure to the public when the houses is 

built or whatever they need to do, I'm sure they'll 

take care of that. 

I thank you very much. 

36 

(650) 594-0677 BREWER & DARRENOUGUE (650) 949-1900 

www.quicktext.com 



Public Hearing - Wednesday, December 9, 1998 

Ir 

- 

Cr 

- 

t 

4r 

c 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

MS. THERESA FORD: I'm Theresa so I'll just 

say a couple words. 

Good evening, everybody. I'm Theresa Ford, 

the wife of Theodis Ford who just spoke. 

I was with him that day he was talking 

about when he -- Sometimes I ride with him in the 

truck, and that particular day we were out here, and 

they was telling me that I couldnit go with him 

because -- because of the situation. And I said, 

well, gee if he -- if I can't go, then neither can 

he. I mean, I don't want to be out here and he's out 

here in this hazardous condition. So we both left 

that day. 

But mainly I'm here tonight to just support 

-- support, do anything I can, speak in any way that 

I can to help the situation changed, that there would 

be a healthier situation for the people that live in 

the area. 

We live here, go to church here and all of 

that, 'but we don't live directly this close to the 

area like we did at first when we were -- we were 

young. We did move not too far away so we still go 

to church here, and my son live right here. And he 

and his family, he have children. And we want to do 

all we can to make the situation better. So we're 
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here just to support and do whatever we can. 

So thank you. 

LT. COM. ROBERT CLARKE: Thank you. Our 

last speaker is Alex Lantsberg. 

MR. ALEX LANTSBERG (sAEJ): Good evening, 

everybody. My name is Alex Lantsberg. I'm the 

project coordinator for SAEJ, the Southeast Alliance 

for Environmental Justice. We're actually based out 

on Innes Avenue, about spitting distance away from 

the shipyard, so for several reasons other than the 

fact we're an environmental justice community group 

we have a lot of concern about what's going on here. 

I don't think I need to repeat some of the 

concerns voiced by Mr. Bloom, Mr. and Mrs. Ford, 

Mike, and everyone else. I think that would just be 

piling it on top, and there's really no need to do 

that, but there are a couple things I do want to 

Saul said something about an extension for 

proper review. We got this thing in the beginning of 

November. Everybody here has to deal with 

Thanksgiving. Most everybody is going to have to 

deal with either Christmas, Hanukkah, Kwanzaa, New 

Year's, something like that. Our time to review this 

thing has been drastically cut short because of the 
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holidays. I don't think anybody in the Planning 

Department staff or, in the Navy would expect to cut 

their holiday short to review something like this 

that kind of came out of the blue in the mail, a 

couple pounds of paper just kind of arriving one day. 

And I don't think it's fair that they expect us to dc 

this as well. 

In my initial review of this document, 

there are a whole host of issues -- transportation, 

water, air quality, noise, aesthetics, cultural 

resources, recreational opportunities for the 

community -- that are supposedly addressed within 

this thing. Considering each chapter or each 

subheading is about ten pages long within the EIR, I 

don't expect it to be a very comprehensive review. 

My initial review started with 

transportation, and just right off the bat I can 

completely say it's inadequate. So far it seems as 

though the only thing that the Planning Department 

has agreed is that traffic will increase at specific 

intersections, and the only mitigation that has been 

proposed is expanding the road, or at least expanding 

the intersection. 

I just read a transportation report that 

said expanding -- expanding roads to relieve 
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congestion is like adding an extra notch on your belt 

to relieve obesity. It doesn't work. We need to do 

something to reduce the amount of cars that are going 

to be coming down in here. 

There's supposedly a transportation 

management plan that's been proposed as a mitigation, 

and one of its goals is maybe have some local hiring 

and maybe have some residents living in the shipyard 

if transportation gets really bad; but we don't know 

quite yet. 

That shouldn't be a "maybe." That should 

be a "definitely." I think the first -- the first 

role of this thing should be to develop local 

businesses to do the work so they don't have to go 

back and forth. There should be -- should be a 

priority.to develop local residents to do the work in 

here, to live in the shipyard, try to encourage folks 

that live in other parts of the community who may 

want to work on the shipyard to live in the shipyard. 

I think that's a good idea. It's going to relieve 

traffic congestion, it's going to relieve all sorts 

of things. 

I'm trying to think of where else I can 

hit, and I think it's been covered rather well. 

I don't really think that this is really a 
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good opportunity for me to cover everything. We'll 

have a far more -- far more chances on December 17th, 

and definitely in formal written comments. But it's 

really vital that the Planning Department and the 

Navy pay attention to everybody that's here today and 

everybody who is not here today and the grumbling 

that's in the community that is going to get 

reflected in the comments, and make sure the 

community is taken as a partner to create this plan 

and make sure that this thing works out right. 

Thank you very much. 

LT. COM. ROBERT CLARKE: Thank you. 

Are there any more comments, either written 

or oral? Take written comments on the cards if 

people don't want to speak. 

If not, we thank you for participating in 

the public meeting. You can contact us at the 

addresses which will be shown on a slide. oops I 

excuse me. 

MR. MIRE THOMAS (CBE): I do remember you 

saying that there was going to be -- you were going 

to answer some questions that people raised during 

the public comment period. Are you going to address 

some of those questions? Are you going to answer 

some of those questions? 
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LT. COM. ROBERT CLARKE: No. We actually 

are going to take in public comment, take into 

account with any of the written comments that we get. 

MR. MIKE THOMAS (CBE): Again, I'm not 

clear. I thought I heard you mention in the 

beginning there was going to be some -- 

LT. COM. ROBERT CLARKE: If there was a 

question of a factual nature that'we could easily 

answer here tonight, we would answer it, but the 

general comments that you've made we'll take in with 

the written comments that have come in. 

Yes. 

MR. DUCO NOORDZIJ (CBE): I apologize 

because I came in late, but I have some questions. 

Should I write them down or should I come up and ask 

them? 

LT. COM. ROBERT CLARKE: If you'd like to 

ask them verbally, you can come up and ask them. 

MR. DUCO NOORDZIJ (CBE): Okay. I'll do 

that. 

LT. COM. ROBERT CLARKE: If you could 

introduce yourself and any organization you're 

affiliated with. 

MR. DUCO NOORDZIJ (CBE): Okay. Hello. 

I'd like to introduce myself. My name is Duco 
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1 Noordzij, and I'm affiliated with CBE, Communities 

2 for a Better Environment, and SAFER, San Francisco 

3 Bay Advocates for Environmental Rights. And my 

4 questions tonight for the Navy are specifically about 

5 the cleanup. I'd like to know specifics on where the 
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toxic waste is going to, where they're burying it, or lw 

if they're incinerating it at all, where they're 

doing that. And also how they plan to deal with the 

sewage treatment. I'd like to advocate that they 

continue to use their separated system and 

rehabilitate it if that's necessary. And those are 

my two questions. 

Thank you. 

LT. COM. ROBERT CLARKE: Actually, we 

actually meant comments. We would not be answering 

anything but short factual questions, and those are 

actually kind of more than we would be prepared to 

answer. 

Q Hl-17 

MR. JEFF YOUNG (EFA West): What I might 

suggest, Commander, is that we have some folks that 

work with the Navy at Engineering Field Activity West 

who, in fact, are in charge of the cleanup and who 

could respond to his questions directly. If it's 

possible to give me your phone number or I could give 

you mine, then we would be happy to talk to him and 
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tell him. 

MR. DUCO NOORDZIJ (CBE): Sure. 

MR. JEFF YOUNG (EFA West): Those are 

reasonable questions, and we would like to answer 

them. 

MS. HILLARY GITELMAN: On behalf of the 

City and the agency, I want to thank everybody who 

came today. We're going to take all of these 

comments and all the written comments we get into -- 

and put it all into the final EIR and develop 

thorough written responses. So that's kind of our 

next job after the comment period is over. 

I look forward to seeing any of you who 

want to on the 17th at the, Planning.Commission and 

Redevelopment Commissions. It's going to start at 

1:30 or later. My guess is it will be about 1:30 in 

the afternoon at the Board of Supervisors chamber. 

Thank you for coming. 

LT. COM. ROBERT CLARKE: That concludes our 

presentation if there are no further comments. 

Thank you. Good evening. 

(6:17 p.m.) I 

-ooo- 
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27 Police, fire, and other emergency services are not included as mitigation because they are 
21 2s prerequisites for reuse and are responsibilities that must be met by the City/San Francisco 

29 Redevelopment Agency before HPS can be transferred to local control. 

Cr 30 Response to Comment PHl-5 (Eve Bach, Arc Ecology): 
31 The Hunfers Poinf Shipyard Redevehpmnt Plan was adopted prior to conducting this EIS 
32 pursuant to Chapter 4.5, Section 33492.18 of the California Community Redevelopment 

- 33 Law. 

34 The EIS analyzes all potential impacts of the Proposed Reuse Plan and is based on 
L 35 reasonable assumptions regarding potential build-out over the next 25 years. Specific 

36 concerns addressed by the comtnentor in writing have been responded to elsewhere in 
37 this Response to Comments. 

L 

Public Hearing 1, Held at Hunters Point Shipyard on December 9,1998 

Response to Comment PHl-1 (Saul Bloom, Arc Ecology): 
The Redevelopment Agency Commissioners and the Planning Department 
Commissioners extended the public comment period on the EIR to January 19, 1999, at 
the December 17,1998 public meeting on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment PHl-2 (Eve Bach, Arc Ecology): 
The EIS is a programmatic document. The analysis is presented at a general level of 
detail, because the actions to be taken are the disposal of the base and the implementation 
of a community reuse alternative (for which land uses are presented at a general level of 
detail). The types of uses that would occupy Hunters Point Shipyard (HPS) have been 
identified (see EIS Section 2.5). Additional environmental analysis of the adopted 
community reuse alternative could be required under state law if the project is 
substantially altered from that described in the EIS (CEQA Guidelines 55 15162-15153). 
Please refer to Chapter 1 of the EIS for a discussion of the environmental review process. 

Response to Comment PHl-3 (Eve Bach, Arc Ecology): 
For a discussion of concurrent reuse and remediation, please refer to EIS Section 5.1.3. 
Truck traffic is discussed in EIS Section 4.1.2. 

Response to Comment PH1-4 (Eve Bach, Arc Ecology): 
Please see responses to Comment P12-35, P12-43, and P12-48 for details regarding transit 
improvements and goals. The Transportation System Management Plan (TSMP) includes 
specific, feasible measures for reducing automobile trips and encouraging transit use. 
Implementation of the TSMP is expected to reduce traffic and air quality impacts. In 
addition, local hire provisions and shuttles (if feasible) are now included as required 
elements of the TSMP (EIS Section 4.1.2). The proposed Transportation Management 
Association (TMA) is the best form of mitigation that can be required at this early stage of 
the planning process. 

PHI-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments h4mch 2000 
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3s Response to Comment PHl-6 (Mike Thomas, Communities for a Better Environment): 
39 The City is committed to providing affordable housing: please refer to the response to 
40 Comment PHl-10. Economic benefit for the community is a major objective of the 
-I? Proposed Reuse Plan. Redevelopment activities at HPS would proceed pursuant to the 
42 Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Plan (San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1997). 
43 As permitted under the Redevelopment PZan and as is customary for the San Francisco 
44 Redevelopment Agency, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency would enter into a 
35 development agreement with a primary developer, selected by the Redevelopment 
46 Agency Commission. This agreement includes, as its first goal, the creation of 
47 “sustainable economic benefits and jobs for the Bayview-Hunters Point community.” The 
43 goal is further articulated by the following objectives: 

49 
50 
51 

Build a diverse and economically viable and sustainable community with 
employment, entrepreneurial, art and educational opportunities for the economic 
benefit of the Bayview-Hunters Point community. 

52 Create 6,400 permanent jobs at full build-out of the project. 

51 
54 

Maximize participation of area residents and businesses in the pm-development, 
development, interim reuse, and environmental remediation of HPS. 

53 Create and expand economic opportunities for existing area businesses. 

56 Provide ownership and equity opportunities for area residents and businesses. 

57 
58 
59 

Provide the greatest possible level of education and job training and hiring 
opportunities for area residents and for partnerships with community residents and 
businesses throughout all development and long-term management of the project. 

60 
6’1 

Create small business assistance programs and incubator opportunities with linkages 
to larger, established businesses. 

62 
63 
64 

Provide for land uses and development projects that are compatible with one another 
within HPS and with the surrounding neighborhood, during all phases of 
redevelopment. 

65 The primary developer would be required to prepare and implement development 
66 proposals that are consistent with San Francisco Redevelopment Agency goals and 
67 objectives including the ones listed above. Any development proposals submitted to the 
66 San Francisco Redevelopment Agency by the primary developer would also be reviewed 
69 by the HPS Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC). Further, the primary developer would 
70 be required to prepare and implement a Community Benefit Program that relates to the 
71 following: 

72 l Permanent and construction jobs, including job training, education and hiring 
73 programs consistent with articulated goals and objectives and with applicable San 
7-I Francisco Redevelopment Agency and City requirements, such as the First Source 
75 Hiring and Equal Opportunity programs. 
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Resoonse to Comments 

C 

76 

77 l Business incubator and entrepreneur opportunities. 

78 

79 EIS Section 4.1.2 provides detail of mitigation for traffic impacts. 

92 Please refer also to responses to specific written comments by Communities for a Better 
93 Environment (Letter P13). 

9-f Response to Comment PHl-7 (Mike Thomas, Communities for a Better Environment): 
95 Combined sewer overflows (0s) consist of partially treated storm water and sewage 
96 that are discharged to the Bay in rainy weather on average one to ten times per year, 
97 depending on location. With implementation of Mitigation 1 in EIS Section 4.9, Water 
9S Quality, the number of annual CSO discharges would not change as a result of 
99 development at HPS, and the increased volume of the discharges would be negligible (0.6 

100 million gallons per year, or a 0.07 percent increase from existing volumes). CSO 
101 discharges are one disadvantage of the City’s combined sewer system, which also has its 
102 advantages, since the combined system allows the City to treat most storm water 
103 discharges far in excess of other jurisdictions around the Bay. While the City continues to 
104 study ways to reduce CSO discharges, they are ti accepted feature of the City’s 
10.5 combined sewer system, which operates under valid permits from the RWQCB. Please 
106 also see the response to Comment P13-3. 

107 Response to Comment PHl-8 (Mike Thomas, Communities for a Better Environment): 
10s The quantity of storm water discharged at HPS is expected to decline or stay the same in 
109 the future due to increased open space and landscaping, which will result in greater 
110 rainfall infiltration and less runoff. The quality of storm water discharged is expected to 
111 improve in the future, because of the remediation of site soils and conversion of HPS 
112 from vacant industrial land to a mixed-use community, as well as implementation of 
113 basic best management practices (BMPs) as required by the National Pollutant Discharge 
114 Elimination System (NPDES) General Industrial Permit. For these reasons, mitigation 
115 measures that provide for additional treatment of storm water discharges have not been 

l Investment opportunities for the community. 

l Local ownership opportunities. 

The mitigation envisions establishment of a TMA to monitor implementation of a TSMP. 
This mitigation strategy has been applied to other recent City projects, such as the Giant’s 
ballpark and Mission Bay, and is appropriate given the programma tic nature of the EIS 
and the lack of information regarding specific development projects, phasing of 
development, and available funding. It is envisioned that the TMA would consist of 
neighborhood representatives and City/San Francisco Redevelopment Agency staff. The 
group would be appointed by the Mayor, similar to the BalIpark Transportation 
Coordinating Committee, and would report to the Redevelopment Agency Commission. 
The TMA/coordinating committee would have no funding authority, but it is anticipated 
that the group would prioritize required investments and monitor the effectiveness of the 
mitigation measures and the TAMP for the Redevelopment Agency. See Section 4.1.2, 
Significant Unmitigable Impact, for description of the phased approach of the TSMP. 
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116 identified. Nonetheless, as the EIS and the comment note, the design of proposed storm 
117 water system upgrades (Option 1) or replacement (Option 2) could include refinements 
11s such as additional storage, treatment, or alternative approaches to the handling of storm 
119 water, such as retention and reclamation. 

120 The Proposed Reuse Plan includes about 124 acres (50 hectares [ha]) devoted to open 
121 space, 70 acres (28 ha) for research and development, 96 acres (39 ha) for industrial, and 
122 86 acres (34 ha) for maritime industrial uses. While specific users and programs for these 
123 areas have not been identified, these areas of HPS could accommodate sand filters, 
124 grassy swales, a treatment plant, etc., if such facilities are determined to be compatible 
125 with the type of open space use developed and any use restrictions established under the 
126 CERCLA program, as well as if such facilities can be funded. 

127 Under Option 2 (replacement of the Navy’s storm drain system), alI storrn water collected 
12s at HPS would continue to be discharged to the Bay at HPS and would not be routed to 
129 the City’s SEWPCP. As stated in the EIS, this option has not been designed, and further 
130 analysis would be required when more specifics are known. It is anticipated that, sim.iIar 
131 to the Navy’s existing storm dram system, the replacement system would be located 
132 primarily within public rights-of-way, but it is also possible that other “strategically 
133 located land” would need to be used. The analysis in the EIS assumes routing of all 
134 sanitary sewage to the SEWPCP, but other system designs that would result in a smaller 
135 volume of wastewater routed to the SEWPCP could also achieve the standard established 
136 by the mitigation measure. 

127 Storm water is not classified as an industrial pollutant and is regulated by laws that are 
138 specific to storm water. If a company is engaged in industrial activities (as classified by 
139 Standard Industrial Codes), then it must obtain and comply with the conditions of an 
140 NPDES permit from the State Water Resources Control Board. 

141 Response to Comment PHl-9 (Mike Thomas, Communities for a Better Environment): 
142 Redevelopment activities at HPS would proceed pursuant to the Hunters Point Shipyard 
143 Redevelopment PZan (San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1997). See response to 
14-I Comment PH1-6. 

145 Response to Comment PHl-10 (Mike Thomas, Communities for a Better Environment): 
1-M As permitted under the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Plan (San Francisco 
147 Redevelopment Agency, 1997) and as is customary for the San Francisco Redevelopment 
14s Agency as the City’s affordable housing development agency, the San Francisco 
149 Redevelopment Agency would enter into a development agreement with a primary 
150 developer, selected by the Redevelopment Agency Commission, to ensure that a range of 
151 housing opportunities is provided at the Shipyard. This goal is further articulated by the 
152 following objectives: 

153 l Develop well-designed new residential areas that assist in meeting a range of housing 
154 needs of the greater Bayview-Hunters Point community and the City. 

Response to Comments 
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Response to Comments 

160 l Provide an appropriate mix of ownership and rental housing with the maximum 
161 number of units at the lowest possible price. 

162 Any development proposals submitted to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency by 
163 the primary developer would be reviewed by the HPS CAC. Along with preparing and 
164 implementing development proposals that are consistent with San Francisco 
165 Redevelopment Agency goals and objectives, including the ones listed above, the primary 
166 developer would be required to prepare and implement a Community Benefit Program 
167 that relates to affordable housing, including a description of the number and size of units, 
168 phasing and linkage principles, anticipated timing of availability, price range, and levels 
169 of affordability. 

170 

171 
172 
173 
174 
175 
176 
177 
178 
179 
180 
lS1 
182 
183 

lS4 
185 
186 
187 
188 
189 
190 
191 
192 
19; 

194 Response to Comment PHl-13 (Theresa Ford, Community Member): 
195 Please refer to response to Comment PHl-12. 

l Develop and implement a permanent affordable housing program that makes 
available at least 20 percent of all new and rehabilitated housing types to low- and 
moderate-income households, maximizes the number and level of affordable housing, 
and is consistent with the housing needs identified by the Mayor’s Office of Housing 
in cooperation with the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. 

Response to Comment PHl-11 (Olin Webb, Community Member): 
No significant socioeconomic impacts have been identified as a result of the project. The 
Proposed Reuse Plan would result in the creation of jobs and the construction of housing. 
A portion of the new jobs and housing would be reserved for low-income persons and 
residents of the Bayview-Hunters Point community. In light of these project benefits, no 
socioeconomic mitigation measures are required. The City/San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency are currently in negotiation with a private developer, who is 
expected to oversee development of HPS and implementation of the Proposed Reuse 
Plan. It is possible that some form of “local community ownership” (e.g., affordable 
home ownership) could play a role in this development. It is not possible to say at this 
point, however, whether or to what extent other forms of local ownership might be part 
of a negotiated agreement on development, given the likely need to balance potentially 
complex legal and financial issues raised by such a policy. Please also refer to the 
response to Comment PHl-9. 

Response to Comment PHl-I.2 (Theodis Ford, Community Member): 
EIS Section 3.7 describes existing contamination, references source documents and 
applicable laws governing the remediation process, and describes potential risk based on 
present (unremediated) conditions. Section 4.7 analyzes potential impacts of reuse of the 
HPS property related to contamina tion. Navy’s goal is to remediate HPS to a condition 
that is protective of human health and the environment, considering planned reuse. 
Property recipients will be advised and notified of the environmental condition of the 
property, and appropriate covenants, conditions, and restrictions will be included in the 
conveyance document to ensure protection of human health and the environment, taking 
into consideration the intended land uses. 
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201 
202 
203 
204 
205 
206 
207 
208 
209 

210 while road widening (proposed as mitigation for Significant and Mitigable Impact 2) can 
211 encourage automobile use, this tendency must be balanced against the need for lessening 
212 congestion and reducing air quality impacts. The Bay Area Air Quality Management 
213 District (BAAQMD) recognizes that measures to improve traffic flow and reduce 
214 congestion can lessen air quality impacts, but cautions against traffic-inducing effects of 
215 increased roadway capacity (BAAQMD impact assessment guidelines, p. 59). The 
216 proposed mitigation measures would affect single intersections in a congested urban area 
217 where the transportation network has many other capacity constraints. Within this 
21s context, the suggested measures would not be expected to induce substantial additional 
219 traffic, and the benefit of reduced congestion and air quality impacts in the vicinity would 
220 appear to outweigh the incremental increases in capacity. 

221 Response to Comment PHl-16 (Duco Noordziji, Citizens for a Better Environment and 
222 San Francisco Bay Advocates for Environmental Rights): 
223 Remediation of HPS is being conducted under the Installation Restoration Program (IRP) 
224 pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability 
225 Act (CERCLA) and under other Navy compliance programs. The remediation is a 
226 separate action from property disposal and implementation of the Proposed Reuse Plan. 
227 This comment has been forwarded to the remedial project manager handling the 
228 CERCLA actions at HPS. The detailed questions asked by the commentor are outside the 
229 scope of this EIS. 

230 Response to Comment PHl-17 (Duco Noordziji, Citizens for a Better Environment and 
231 San Francisco Bay Advocates for Environmental Rights): 

232 Specific upgrades to the sanitary sewer and storm drainage systems, though not yet 
233 designed, would meet both City and state NPDES permitting requirements. A separated 
234 system would be in place under either Option 1 or 2 (see EIS Section 4.9.2). 

Response to Comments 

Response to Comment PHl-14 (Alex Lantsberg, Southeast Alliance for Environmental 
Justice): 
The Redevelopment Agency Commissioners and the Planning Department 
Commissioners extended the public comment period on the EIR to January 19,1999, at 
the December 17,1998 public meeting on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment PHl-15 (Alex Lantsberg, Southeast Alliance for Environmental 
Justice): 
The TMA, through the TSMP, would work to improve traffic conditions by encouraging 
alternate forms of transportation. The TSMP includes specific, feasible measures for 
reducing automobile trips and encouraging transit use. The T!SMP is expected to reduce 
traffic and air quality impacts. The proposed TMA is the best form of mitigation that can 
be required at this early stage of the planning process. The TSMP is required in EIS Section 
4.1.2 as mitigation for Significant and Mitigable Impacts 1,2, and 3; the TSMP is described 
in Section 4.1.2 under the Significant Unmitigable Impact. 

d 

d 
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Redevelopment Agency Commissioners: 
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Darshan Singh 
Mark Dunlop 
Leroy King 

Planning Department Commissioners: 

Hector Chinchilla, President 
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Presentation by: 

HILLARY E. GITELMAN 
Environmental Review Officer 
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-ooo- 

PROCEEDINGS 

1:51 p.m. 

COMMISSIONER CHINCHILLA: Call the meeting 

to order,' please, for the Planning Commission. 

MR. JONAS IONAN: I'd like to welcome 

everyone to San Franciscols Planning Commission and 

Redevelopment Agency Commission special joint meeting 

for Thursday, December 17th, 1998. 

I'd like to call roll for the Planning 

Commissioners. 
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Hector Chinchilla. 

COMMISSIONER CHINCHILLA: Present. 

MR. JONAS IONAN: Anita Theoharis. 

COMMISSIONER THEOHARIS: Here. 

MR. JONAS IONAN: Dennis Antenore. 

COMMISSIONER ANTENORE: Present. 

MR. JONAS IONAN: Cynthia Joe. 

COMMISSIONER JOE: Here. 

MR. JONAS IONAN: Beverly Mills. 

COMMISSIONER MILLS: Here. 

MR. JONAS IONAN: Richard Hills. 

COMMISSIONER HILLS: Here. 

MR. JONAS IONAN: Larry Martin is absent. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Call the meeting to 

order. 

MS. PATSY OSWALD: Commissioner Dunlop. 

COMMISSIONER DUNLOP: Here. 

MS. PATSY OSWALD: Commissioner King. 

COMMISSIONER KING: Here. 

MS. PATSY OSWALD: Commissioner Yee. 

COMMISSIONER YEE: Here. 

MS. PATSY OSWALD: President Sweet. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Here. 

MR. JONAS IONAN: I'd like to -- At this 

time, members of the public may address the 
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I 

1 commission on items of interest to the public on 

matters in the jurisdiction of the commission. 

If it is demonstrated that comments will 

exceed 15 minutes, the president or chairperson may 

continue public comments to another time during the 

meeting. 

COMMISSIONER CHINCHILLA: I have those 

speaker cards. Any member of the public here to 

address the joint commission at this time on an item 

that's not on our calendar today? 

Okay. Seeing none -- Well, let's see. 

Seeing none, I'll close public comment. Let's call 

the next item, please. 

MR. JONAS IONAN: Next on your calendars, 

special calendar item 1, case number 94.0613, 

disposal and reuse,of the formal -- former Naval 

Shipyard at Hunters Point. There's a note that 

written comments will be received at the Planning 

Department until 5:00 p.m. on January 5th, 1999. 

COMMISSIONER CHINCHILLA: Ms. Gitelman. 

MS. HILLARY GITELMAN: Good afternoon, 

Commissioners. I'm delighted to be here this 

afternoon. My name is Hillary Gitelman with the 

Planning Department Staff, and my colleagues from the 

Redevelopment Agency, the Mayor's office and the Navy 
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are also present today. 

The matter before you is the Revised Draft 

EIR/EIS regarding disposal and reuse of Hunters Point 

Shipyard. 

We were all here about this time last year 

looking at a similar document, a draft EIS/EIR on the 

same topic. Following receipt of public comments, 

your staffs -- staffs determined with the Navy that 

the document should be revised and recirculated, and 

it's that revised document that is before you today. 

I wanted to summarize some,of the major 

revisions and also summarize some of the testimony 

that we received at an earlier public hearing last 

week on this revised document. But first, IId like 

to encourage all the people who commented on the 

earlier draft last year to review the current revised 

version and to make any comments they would like 

responded to in the final EIR/EIS. Il?s been our 

effort in the revisions to address all of the major 

comments we received last time around, but we haven't 

responded to each comment individually. SO 

cornmentors are encouraged to once again review this 

draft. 
Major revisions to this document since last 

year include an expanded discussion of hazardous 
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materials issues, including a summary of 

Contamination at the shipyard, and the Navy's 

remediation strategies. Also, mitigation measures to 

protect future residents and employees of the 

shipyard from ongoing remediation activities and from 

any residual contamination that remains after 

remediation. 

We've also updated the assessment of 

cumulative transportation, air quality, and storm 

water and waste water issues to be consistent with 

other recent analyses, including Mission Bay and our 

ongoing analysis of the Candlestick Point development 

proposal. 

We've included mitigation measures to 

significantly -- to reduce potentially significant 

environmental effects, including effects on air 

quality and transportation. 

The measures would include controls on new 

sources of toxic air contaminants, transportation 
I 

demand management strategies to encourage a shift 

away from private automobiles, and measures that 

would ensure the repair or replacement of the 

shipyard's current separated Storm Water System to 

reduce or prevent any increase in combined sewer 

overflows related to that storm water. We've 
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included expanded discussion of cultural and natural 

resources issues, including a discussion of the 

potential for wetland creation at the shipyard. And 

we've included mitigation to ensure that required 

infrastructure improvements are made either prior to 

or concurrent with development out there. 

All of these changes are in the context of 

an analysis which looks at the Navy's disposal 

action, the City's either lease or acquisition of the 

shipyard, and then the reuse consistent with the 

adopted redevelopment plan for the area. 

Last week, the Navy, myself, and my 

colleagues from the agency hosted a public meeting 

out at the shipyard to get public comment on this 

document, and many speakers raised a number of 

comments. Among them were comments requesting more 

information about how this programmatic EIR/EIS will 

be used in the future to make subsequent development 

decisions. There were requests that the 

transportation demand management program include 

local hiring provisions as a requirement. There were 

also requests that the ship- -- that the base's storm 

water system be repaired or upgraded to meet City 

standards, and that storm water be treated before 

it's discharged to the bay as it is currently. 
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25 If there are any questions, IId be happy to 

- All of the comments, including those we 

receive today and those we receive in writing by the 

close of the comment period, will be responded to in 

the final EIS/EIR which we hope to produce very 

quickly in the new year. , 

Before I answer your questions and before 

we open the testimony -- the hearing for public 

comment, I wanted to indicate that the -- there has 

been a request for an extension of time for the 

comment period. As you know, the comment period for 

a document of this type is required to be 45 days. 

In light of the holidays, we suggested, and the Navy 

agreed to, a 60-day comment period as well as two 

public hearings which exceeds the number required. 

Only one is required. 

Nonetheless, people still feel -- some 

people feel that this comment period is too short and 

have requested an extension. It's entirely within 

the commission's jurisdiction to -grant that 

extension; however, IId just like to keep it as 

contained as possible. We are, like most EIR's, on 

the critical path here, and the longer it takes us to 

finish the EIR, the longer it will be until the City 

can gain control of this property. 
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answer them. 

COMMISSIONER CHINCHILLA: Any questions 

from the Planning Commission? 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Redevelopment 

Commissioners, do you have any questions of 

Ms. Gitelman? 

COMMISSIONER CHINCHILLA: Okay. If no 

questions, then we'll proceed directly to public 

comment on this. 

Ladies and gentlemen, for your information, 

each speaker will be given five minutes to address 

the commission. When -- When your time is up and you 

hear the buzzer go off, please yield the podium 

because we have a number of speaker cards. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Thank you. 

Our first speaker is going to be -- first 

speaker is going to be Espanola Jackson, after 

Ms. Jackson, Ms. Dorothy Petersen. 

MS. ESPANOLA JACKSON: Good afternoon. I 

would like to thank you all for letting me speak. I 

would like to say that we -- 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Your name for the 

record? 

MS. ESPANOLA JACKSON: My name is Espanola 

Jackson, and I have been a resident of Bayview/ 
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Hunters Point for the last 50 years. I was there 

when the job (inaudible) for the community, I was 

there when the shipyard closed. And my community has 

been working diligently over eight years with their 

committee that two, and a third, mayor has 

reappointed to deal with the Hunters Point Shipyard, 

not only to talk about economical development, but 

also talking about all the hazardous materials that 

is out there on that base. 
I 

We all want to see that base cleaned up, 

and that is the Navy's responsibility. We know that. 

We knew that ten years ago. So it's nothing new to 

those of us who live in Bayview/Hunters Point. 

I would like to say that I really hope that 

after hearing testimony today as you did last year, 

you have to go back and do supposedly a new EIR. 

Those of us in Bayview/Hunters Point, the majority of 

us in Bayview/Hunters Point, want to see this EIR go 

forward today. 

My understanding in coming here today is 

that you were going to take testimony and the 

decision was going to be made whether or not this EIR 

will (inaudible). But then I was told on both sides 

-- I'm not going to call no names, but on the City 

planning side as well as on the redevelopment side 
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"Oh, no, Ms. Jackson. We're not voting on that 

today." 

But I do have -- I have some material that 

we have put together and it reads as follows: 

"The Revised Draft EIR," in parentheses is 

n (the new EIR), provides much more information about 

environmental hazards at the shipyard and the progran 

on the site Installation Restoration Program, IRP. 

It also looks at a way to cover contaminants that are 

not covered in the IRP and contamination hazards that 

may remain after the IRP is completed." 

Finally, the new EIR addresses joint 

development and cleanup, I'm paraphrasing, and 

provides more complete health and safety issues 

through the course of the development, because we are 

concerned about the health risk and about the hazards 

in our community. 

As we all know in this City, Bayview/ 

Hunters Point has the most hazardous areas than any 

part of the City and County of San Francisco. But 

we're asking you to please go forward on this. It is 

important to my community, not only getting the 

hazardous waste cleaned up but also the economic 

development that will be going on in our community, 

providing jobs and housing for the needy and everyone 
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10 MS. DOROTHY PETERSEN (Bayview/Hunters Point 
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else in this City. 

Whatever happens in Bayview/Hunters Point, 

I would like to make this clear. In your decision, d 

and make your mind up today, whatever happens on this ~~2-1 

EIR, whatever happens in Bayview/Hunters Point, it O- 
happens for the total of San Francisco. 4 

Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Thank you. After 

Restoration Advisory Board): Good afternoon. 

COMMISSIONER CHINCHILLA: We'll call you 

when the others -- 

MS. DOROTHY PETERSEN (Bayview/Hunters Point 

Restoration Advisory Board): My name is Dorothy 

Peterson and I am a resident at Bayview/Hunters 

Point; have been for 11 years. I'm here to urge that 

the commissioners and supervisors go forward with 

this. I would like to say that we and the 

environmentalists, meaning the residents and the 

environmentalists, are unanimous on this. It's not 

an either/or decision. The Hunters Point Citizen 

Advisory Committee -- Thank you. 

The Hunters Point Citizen Advisory 

Committee has held meetings about this project for 
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more than three years, and the Hunters Point 

Restoration Advisory Board has held meetings about 

this project for several years. We've discussed it 

to death. It's time for the development of this 

project to move forward and move forward now. 

As I said before, this is not an either/or 

decision. It's not economic development or 

environmentally safe. The people 'of Bayview/Hunters 

Point have already shown that we can and will fight 

to keep our community environmentally safe. 

We have enough sense to know that whatever 

is wrong with the EIR, the City can make whoever the 

lucky developer is who is awarded this contract fix 

it. There's no moratorium on health and there could 

never be a statute of limitations. 

What .we need for you to do is work with us 

to bring development to the area, and then work with 

us to make sure that it is economically friendly and 

environmentally friendly for the residents and the 

City. 

Again, I urge you to move forward on this. 

Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Saul Bloom and then 

Chuck Collins. 

MR. SAUL BLOOM (Arc Ecology): Good 
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afternoon, Commissioners, and thank you for the 

opportunity to speak before you today. 

My name is Saul Bloom. I'm director of Arc 

Ecology. I'm working with (inaudible) organizations, 

both community and environmental. 
I 

We're very happy to have the opportunity to 

discuss this document today. First of all, I'd like 

to say that we are the groups that are asking for a 

30-day extension to the public comment period. We 

don't believe that there's sufficient time to analyze 

the document, although we have stepped quite forward 

with this document, and we're pleased to say that. 

We'd also like to say that we're very 

excited, been very happy about working with the 

agency staff, Hillary in particular, in terms of 

discussions all through the development of this newly 

Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 

Nevertheless, there is still insufficient 

time to comment. We have numbers of organizations in 

San Francisco that are coordinating their commentary. 

And to that end, Supervisor, President of the Board, 

Ammianols office is going to be here speaking about 

their support for the extension. I have letters here 

for you from Supervisor Yaki's office asking for a 

30-day extension. I understand Supervisor Katz and 
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other members of the Board of Supervisors are going 

to take this matter,up in terms of asking for and 

supporting an extension of the public comment period. 

And I'm leave this for you later on. 

Really, the extension we view as the best 

and most expeditious way of moving this process 

forward. We have, through our discussions with the 

Redevelopment Agency and Planning 'Department staff, 

already resolved some problems that we've had with 

the initial 'document. And now we need the additional 

time to come up with our positions and to have the 

time to discuss this with agency staff so that we can 

get through the document without challenge. And 

that's what we're all interested in doing because 

I've been working on redevelopment at Hunters Point 

Shipyard 15 years -- 

COMMISSIONER HILLS: Excuse me. IId be 

interested in hearing your comments on the present 

document, on the substance, contents of the present 

document. 

MR. SAUL BLOOM (Arc Ecology): And you 

certainly will be getting it because other members of 

my staff are going to be addressing that. I'm giving 

you the general overview at this point. 

But as I said, we need to have the time to 
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develop the community and environmental position on 

the environmental document. 

The document was released in the second 

week of November for all intents and purposes. 

Within two weeks, there was the Thanksgiving holiday. 

That took a week out. We're walking up to Christmas. 

We have another holiday, we have New Year's coming 

UP. A lot of people have been out and away and 

unable to comment on the document; unable to review 

the document. 

And so for the community to really get 

behind this document, get behind the pen and come up 

with a response that helps the process move forward, 

we have to have the time to do that. And all we're 

asking for is a 30-day extension to make that 'happen. 

I think the agency staff knows ..our 

commitment to working with them to resolve these 

issues. We went to three meetings with the agency 

staff prior to release of the draft trying to resolve 

major issues, and we're ready to continue to 

negotiate and work with them in the future. And we 

look forward to working with the staff on 

development, mitigation and monitoring strategies we 

were talking about earlier. 

But this all boils down to support for the 

16 

(650) 594-0677 BREWER & DARRENOUGUE (650) 949-1900 

www.quicktext.com 

. 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Public Hearing - Thursday, December 17, 1998 

extension, and that's what I'm asking you to do here 
. 

today. Thank you very much for your time; 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: And Marsha Pendergrass 

after Chuck Collins. 

MR. CHUCK COLLINS (WDG Ventures, Inc.): 

Thank you, Commissioners, and Presidents. I'm Chuck 

Collins. I'm a real estate developer here in 

San Francisco. I've been involved in some fairly 

interesting projects in the City and County, both in 

Yerba Buena and within the Bayview -- I'm sorry, in 

the Western Addition community. 

For the last year, I served as a consultant 

to the Redevelopment Agency to look at an economic 

revitalization strategy for the Bayview/Hunters Point 

community. I think this is very important homework 

that anyone should do in coming to a fundamental 

understanding of what it means to look at the 

Bayview/Hunters Point community in relationship to 

the shipyard. 

The shipyard is going to provide, as you 

know, when it's built out, 12,000 jobs. These jobs 

are extraordinarily important to members of the 

Bayview/Hunters Point community. It will also 

provide a foundation for business development, both 

in the cleanup during the build-out and in the 
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ongoing development and operation of the shipyard. 

This is a project that has been awaited by 

the Bayview/Hunters Point community and by 

San Francisco at large and the region at large for 

many years. 

Projects are all inherently fragile. 

Capital markets come and capital markets go. Windows 

' of opportunity open and windows of opportunity shut. 

I think it is extraordinarily important to address 

, the fundamental environmental concerns that this 

document raises. In particular, I am pleased to see 

that greater attention has been given to the public 

transportation transit issues, the issues of the 

relationship between the shipyard and the community, 

the relationship of fundamental cleanup to 

environmental health and to public health. 

These issues are of ongoing importance to 

anyone who is going to be the ultimate developer of 

the project. 

I would not be showing you all of my cards 

if I didn't say that I'm interested in being one of 

the developers along with the Catellus Company. But 

notwithstanding who it is that is ultimately chosen 

to do this, the 550 acres out there are extremely 

important to the -- to the larger community and to 
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the benefit of the larger community. 

I would urge that you continue to look 

deeply into the environmental process. Issues of 

negotiation do not end when the environmental 

document is approved. 

I would also urge that you understand and 

to give credence to the importance of choosing a 

development team ultimately that is going to carry 

forward the momentum that has been set forth in the 

environmental documents and in the tremendous work 

that members of the Bayview/Hunters Point community 

and the broader community have put into this on the 

record. But the ultimate mitigation of any of these 

issues is not a question inherent in this document on 

a piece of paper. It is really in the ongoing 

implementation of the master plan of this very 

important site of San Francisco, and I urge you to 

move forward in this process with all due speed. 

Thank you very much. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Marsha Pendergrass and 

then Marti Buxton. 

MS. MARSHA PENDERGRASS: I'm Marsha 

Pendergrass, and I'm a resident of Bayview/Hunters 

Point, and I'm a new resident. I've only been there 

a couple years. I bought the place, love where I 
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live, love the weather, love the area, love the 

people. And I'm here today because I'm really 

concerned about this project moving forward. 

As a new resident, I want the same 

services, I want the same standard of living that 

everybody else has in San Francisco, and I see that 

the Bayview and Hunters Point areas are really 

lacking in that. 

So I've looked at the document a couple of 

times, and it looks good to me. I really feel like 

we need to move forward on this. I think that the 

City and the developers or whoever the City chooses 

to develop the property will be responsible for the 

cleanup. And, you know, I'm not crazy. I want -- I 

don't want to change jobs or -- for our health. So 

we want it cleaned up to the right standards so that 

residents can be secure in that. But we do want the 

project to go forward, and I think we've spent enough 

time, you know, dotting the nirsn and crossing the 

"t's," I think it's time to move on. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: And now after 

Ms. Buxton, Charlie Walker. 

MS. MART1 BUXTON (CatellUS Development): 

thank you Ms. Commissioner and President. My name is 

Marti Buxton. I'm (inaudible) of acquisition 
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(inaudible) for Catellus Development Corporation. 

In Mission Bay, we're a nearby neighbor of 

Hunters Point and part of the southeast San Francisco 

community. In addition, as the agency commissioners 

know, Catellus, with WDG Ventures, has responded to 

the Redevelopment Agency's request for government 

qualifications in connection with the agency's 

proposed selection of a master developer for Hunters 

Point Shipyard. 

I'm here today to commend both commissions 

on two counts with respect to the draft EIS/EIR. 

First, you're commended -- you're to be commended for 

your decision and response to the substantial 

comments received on the initial draft EIS/EIR to 

prepare the Revised Draft EIS/EIR that is before you 

today. In our view, that was a critical part of the 

CEQA/NEPA process, creating an opportunity for the 

public to comment, to listen, and then to respond 

thoroughly. The prior draft EIR/EIS was woefully 

inadequate. Youlve listened and responded with the 

Revised Draft EIS/EIR before you today. 

Second, you and your staffs and the Navy 

are to be commended for now having prepared a very 

thorough document which fully addresses the issues of 

environmental concern raised by the redevelopment and 
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reuse of the Hunters Point Shipyard. This is now a 

serious document addressing serious issues in a 

serious way. 

People may have a myriad of views about how 

the shipyard should be redeveloped, when and in what 

manner. But this draft EIS/EIR clearly articulates 

the environmental consequences of redevelopment 

within the context of the land uses laid out in the 

Hunters Point redevelopment plan and proposed reuse 

plan. 

The potentially feasible alternatives are 

analyzed, the significant environmental impacts 

described, and possible feasible mitigation measures 

are identified. 

This draft EIS/EIR is a first but critical 

step toward meeting the shared goals of the southeast 

community and the City as a whole to revitalize and 

develop this substantially underutilized resource. 

The time has come to move forward to the next step to 

more specifically frame the actual reuse of the 

shipyard. 

This document provides that opportunity. 

It is .a firm basis to move forward. We urge you to 

do so as expeditiously as possible, so this community 

can begin to obtain the development resources it SO 
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much deserves and which have so long been deferred. 

Thank you for consideration of our 

comments. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: After Mr. Walker, 

Willie B. Kennedy. 

MR. CHARLIE WALKER: Good afternoon. My 

name is Charlie Walker. I have lived in Bayview/ 

Hunters Point since I was seven years old. I raised 

a family. Now my family is raising a family. My 

father was killed in Hunters Point Shipyard, in case 

most of you don't know it, during World War II in an 

explosion. My mother raised us by ourselves. 

Let me tell you, I don't believe -- none of 

y'all seem to understand, we as black people look at 

things from a racial standpoint because we've been 

leased up in racial things all our lives. 

I do not believe in good conscience that if 

this place was in a white community, you would have 

taken this long. The unmitigated gall of anybody to 

come here today and ask you to delay anything one 

minute is stupidity. 

We know that black people in that community 

have the highest rate of cancer, the highest rate of 

everything is in that community, and you want to 

delay another minute? I have been on the RAB board, 
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/ the Community Development board, the every -- We have 

done studied -- that community has been studied in, 

studied out, studied up, studied down. Now somebody 

want to do some more studying. 

I don't understand. What is the problem? 

What is the general idea of anybody wanting to delay 

this project any further? Any second? A millionth 

.of a second is too long for our community to go like 

this. 

I look at it as plain -- if it was white 

people out there affected by it, something would have 

been done. If it was in Presidio, it wouldn't have 

lasted this long. Don't kid yourself. We're not 

that stupid. We know that we are treated different. 

This ain't nothing new. Look at your own statistics. 

Look at the jobs.' Your own statistics, white 

people's statistics, say that black people get less 

than one half of one percent of the work at the 

airport. 

Now, we didn't create that. We don't 

create all these statistics. We didn't create the 

fact that we got the highest rate of cancer, the 

highest rate of every kind of disease you can name. 

And somebody got the nerve to come up here and say 

they want to wait another day. That's madness. 
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We want you and everybody in this City to 

know that you've got to get going and get in gear ant 

get that thing going and get that place cleaned up sc 

it will stop affecting our community the way it's 

been doing. I don't understand. What is the 

problem? I was on the RAB board. I raised so much 

hell that they disbanded it because they wanted to 

wait. And I'm on the CDC board. 'I was on the FEP 

board, NAACP board, CIC. I've been on every kind of 

board you can name, and every other day I'm up here 

again shouting and screaming asking you to move 

forward, and somebody got the nerve to come up here 

and say wait a minute. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Mr. Walker. 

MR. CHARLIE WALKER: We want you to move 

forward; that's all. And please move forward. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Willie B. Kennedy and 

then Olin Web. 

MS. WILLIE B. KENNEDY: Thank you. My name 

is Willie B. Kennedy and I'm -- Let's see. I don't 

know what my titles are these days. I've got 

several. But anyway, today, I'm a member of the 

community because.1 live in the Bayview/Hunters Point 

community. 

I have lived in basically every community, 
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almost, in this City. But this time, I bought a 

house and I'm there to stay in the Bayview/Hunters 

Point, and I like it there. Like one of the -- the i 

young lady that came up before, I like it there, I 
d 

like the weather, I like the people, I like 

everything about the Bayview/Hunters Point community. 
I r? 

And I want all of you to know that we are 

concerned about the environment. We are concerned 

about the health of the.people in.the community. But 

we are also concerned about the economy, and we are 

concerned about jobs that will become available at 

the time that -- when we do the shipyard. And I 

would certainly like -- hate to think today that the 

delay tactics is to keep the community out of the 

loop. 

I don't know how many of you here remember 

” 

T PH2-8 : 

II 

I 

the Western Addition. When the Western Addition was w 

revitalized, so to speak, they moved everybody out -r, 

and it took 25 years in order to bring it back in. I 
w 

would certainly hate to do this. And once they 

finished it, no one who had lived in that particular 

community prior to that could come back in because 

they couldn't afford it. 

NOW we would certainly hate to see this 

happen in the Bayview/Hunters Point community. And 
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we all know that delays cost money. We know that. 

And -- and to delay would keep -- even if you delay 2 

dayI a week, a month or a year, whatever, it costs 

money. Because the construction cost goes up each 

day, almost. And in order for us to -- to develop 

this so it will be affordable for the people of the 

City -- of the people in the Bayview/Hunters Point, 

(inaudible) the City and County of San Francisco, 

we're going to have to move forward and not delay 

this, not one moment. 

So I would urge you not to delay it because 

we, the citizens -- 1 think we have spoken here 

today, even though you've only see a few of us, but I 

think we represent basically the thinking of the 

people of the Bayview/Hunters Point community. We 

want to move forward. We want to see something done 

there that's going to be constructive and beneficial 

to the people who live in that community. And I urge 

you I this afternoon, to go ahead and pass it and 

forget about the delays. Thank you very much. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Olin Webb and then 

Mr. Alex Lantsberg. 

MR. OLIN WEBB: Good afternoon. And thank 

you for giving me the opportunity to speak. My name 

is Olin Webb. I'm speaking on the NEPA process, 

27 

(650) 594-0677 BREWER & DARRENOUGUE (650) 949-1900 

www.quicktext.com 

3 PH2-8 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

a 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

la 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Public Hearing - Thursday, December 17, 1998 

National Environmental Policy Act. 

i 

d 

One of the principals in the NEPA process 

is that environmental, ethnic productivity, harmony, 

social, economic, and other requirements, and then 

Section 101 of the NEPA says "Planning and 

Decision-Making." Then you get to Section 102 where 

d 

you talk about Environmental Impact Statement. 

I don't think it takes a rocket scientist 
I 

d 

to understand that if you wait 30,days longer to 

really go over and review the EIR and EIS that it's 

going to cause any kind of significant delay. You 

I 

..d 
know, I've been in Hunters Point since 1944. I've 

been waiting for economic development for Bayview/ 

Hunters Point ever since I was a kid. But right- now, 

I don't see the opportunity for African-Americans to 

do any kind of development in that shipyard or in my 

community. 

We're all going up here and talk about we 

want things to go, we want things to happen, but no 

one seems to try to understand that if you take that 

(inaudible) from the Human Rights Commission, we're 

on the bottom. We've been on the bottom ever since I 
II 

got out of high school. We've been on the bottom 

ever since I've been in this world, and yet we want 

to rush into something when no one is taking under 

28 
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consideration that we need to study this for economil 

development for African-Americans. 

Half of that shipyard should be set aside 

for African-Americans. No one has guts enough to sa: 

that. You done gave the 49ers all of the property 

out there that was supposed to be partly set aside 

for us to do some development. When I was a kid, 

like I keep saying, I had not -- never had the 

opportunity to develop that community. And we need 

to put that forward for our young people to come fron 

behind us. 

Thirty days is not going to hurt anybody 

for us to review this. But we need to review this 

situation for development of African-Americans. 

Everyone keeps saying that African- 

Americans are on the bottom, but no one is saying we 

need to set aside our stuff. I went through the jobs 

thing with Hunters Point when I was a carpenter. The 

minute my usefulness wore off, I -got fired or laid 

off. I couldn't afford to buy a house because I 

didn't have the economic stability to come into 

owning a house. 

We need to start looking at what we can do 

for ourselves and what we can do for our kids that's 

coming behind us and stop rushing into everything 
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Saying just because we got a little bit right now 

that that's going to do for us to make our little 

establishment fine for African-Americans. We're not 

doing it for us. We're supposed to be doing this for 

our kids. 

My thing is I'm telling everyone here we 

need to look into economic development for African- 

Americans. Half of that shipyard 'should be set aside 

for African-Americans. You gave the 49ers over 500 

acres out there and a hundred million dollars. I 

went to the Redevelopment Agency and Mr. Kofi Bonner 

(phonetic) and asked them for 20 million to start an 

African-American bank out there. They said they 

didn't have the' money, but yet you can give somebody 

rich a hundred million dollars to start his process, 

and he can put it in the bank and turn that over to 

make a billion dollars and then say it's going to 

cost me 500 million to develop. He's still got a 400 

million dollar profit. 

Let's start looking at what we can do for 

African-Americans out .there. I suffered all my life. 

I didnit ask to be realigned against. I did not ask 

to be -- I did not ask for racism that's going on out 

there. But I am going to ask for things need to 

change. you're talking about innovative technology. 
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We need to start changing this and looking at the 

development for African-Americans so we can have 

parity. You're talking about parity in everything 

else, sports and everything, but you're not talking 

about parity with African-American development. You 

need to start looking at that. 

Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Ild like to remind the 

speakers, too, that we're here to. actually discuss 

the usefulness of this document. We've heard the 

request for an extension of time. We've heard it 

several times now. So to that end, I'd like the 

speakers going forward to remember that we're here to 

discuss the usefulness of this document, and we'd 

like to keep comments to that. Thank you. 

MR. OLIN WEBB: Okay. In that EIR/EIS it 

does not say anything about the African-American ' 

development, and that's part of the NEPA process, the 

EIR/EIS. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Mr. Webb, thank you. 

MR. OLIN WEBB: So I am speaking to the 

issue. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Alex Lantsberg and 

then Ruth Gravanis. 

MR. ALEX LANTSBERG (SAEJ) : Good afternoon, 

. 
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Commissioners. My name is Alex Lantsberg, and I'm 

the project coordinator and representative of the 

Southeast Alliance for Environmental Justice, 

(inaudible) African-Americans, (inaudible) 

Bayview/Hunters Point based organization that's 

dedicated to assuring environmental justice for the 

Bayview/Hunters Point community. 

The disposal and reuse of Hunters Point 

Shipyard is an important part of the community's 

revitalization, but before I mention some of the 

concerns, I realize you asked us to keep off this 

thing, but this is one of our concerns is we haven't 

had time to really come up with our concerns. 

When we asked the Planning Department staff 

for an extension, here's a quote. The- response was, 

quote, "The goals of timely completion of. site 

remediation and safe and constructive use of the 

shipyard for civilian uses that will benefit the 

surrounding community prevented granting of an 

extension." This is false and dismissive of the 
H2-11 

public. 0; 

Cleanup of parcel B is currently 

proceeding, and there's nothing that would suggest 'e 

that a 30-&y extension of the EIR review period 

would stop these activities. There has also been no w 
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record of decision for any other parcels other than 

"A" which has been cleaned up and is set to be 

delisted off the National Priorities List. 

As far as a, quote, "safe and constructive 

use of the shipyard for civilian uses," this is 

exactly what we're asking with this public input 

process. The community must have adequate time to 

review the effects of this development and insure 

that we're actually part of this process, not just a 

spectator or being told what's good and what's bad 

for us. 

Our concerns -- Now to get to the actual 

material for (inaudible). Our concerns presented by 

the EIR: air quality and traffic, hazardous 

materials, socio-economic applications on African- 

American business development and jobs, water and 

energy use are just some of the things that we are 

reviewing as part of this process. We will submit 

more written comments; however, I would like to 

briefly give you an overview of what stands out. 

With transportation, there's simply not an 

emphasis on transportation, industry (inaudible), 

and alternative transportation such as biking and 

skating. Although the Transportation System's 

Management Plan, TSMP, is discussed at length, the 
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plan relies too much on the words "may" and "could," 7 ,d 

leaving a little bit too much ambiguous. 

A particular concern is that the TSMP is 4 

discussed in the nonmitigatable impact section, not 
d 

as a specific mitigation to control expected 

increases in traffic. Furthermore, the plan still M 

places too much emphasis on the private automobile as 
0 

H2-12 -- 

the primary mode of transportation. Increasing 

capacity in the surrounding intersections to improve 
I 

the level of service is only going to encourage 

automobile use. There have been plenty of studies to 

justify this thing. And delaying -- All it will do 

is delay the inevitable situation of excessive 

traffic tie-ups and the resulting air pollution. 

A first question as to the hazardous 

material section is who is actually going to monitor 

and insure that following restrictions are followed 
rl 

once the Hunters Point, HPS, project is moving full M 

steam ahead. 

Planning Department staff has already shown 

with the helipad issue, I'm not sure if you're 

familiar with this thing, that they will not follow 

restrictions as they're laid out in the finding of 

suitability to transfer. There's no reason for us, 

then, to believe that development restrictions, 

0 HZ-13 

+ 

e 
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especially small-scale restrictions, that are not 

going to immediately pop up and they're not going to 

be seen immediately unless there's extensive -- 

extensive review of these things, will be noticed 

much less followed unless a community-based 

monitoring program is implemented. This is going to 

go to -- This leads me to exactly what Olin is 

saying: Give folks a little bit more of a say in 

what's going on over there. 

The analysis of socio-economic impacts is 

also inadequate. The EIR says that the City's, 

quote, first source -- that's not a quote -- first 

source program will educate and provide employment 

opportunities for local residents. But nothing in 

the EIR or the redevelopment plan speaks to the 

creation of opportunities for local African-American 

business development. 

Getting people jobs is important, but more 

important is the creation of opportunities that will 

allow residents to own businesses and profit from 

this enormous project that's going to be happening 

right in our backyard. 

And while there's a good discussion of 

water issues, there's still too much ambiguity. When 

we spoke of no new sewage with the Mission Bay 
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project, we insisted that an already overburdened w 

sewage treatment pl,ant in an overburdened community 

should not have a greater load placed on it. Simply 
,Q 

I-n-15 a 

because this project is in our backyard does not mean d 

that it's exempt from this concern. 

Energy continues to be a concern, a 

especially the stages involved of eventually shutting 

down the Hunters Point power plant. And all in all, 

0: 
I-U-16 

although this document is a dramatic improvement over 

the inadequate thing put out last year, it still has 

a long way to go. L 

Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Ruth Gravanis and then L 

Christine Shirley. II 
MS. RUTH GRAVANIS (S.F. BayKeeper/Golden 

Gate Audubon Society): Good -afternoon, v 

Commissioners. I'm Ruth Gravanis, and first of all, 

I want to mention that Michael Lozeau, the executive II 

director of the San Francisco BayKeeper was unable to 4 
be here this afternoon, and he asked me to submit 

some written comments for the record that I don't - 

have time to go into right now. 

But in brief, the BayKeeper is pleased to d 

know that the Revised Draft does mention potential 
CL 

I-I2-17 

environmental consequences of storm water 
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contamination and increased sanitary waste flows. 

And that's the good part. But there's no attempt in 

the document to correlate the land-use plan and the 

infrastructure plans with potential storm water and 

sanitary waste treatment and management alternatives 

that might be necessary to address the environmental 

consequences that are identified. 

The reuse plan should provide for the open 

space that may be required to accommodate appropriate 

environmentally sound treatment technologies. 

In addition to the more detailed 

substandard concerns that are addressed in the memo, 

the BayKeeper also supports the request for an 

extension of the written comment period. 

Now, speaking on behalf of the Golden Gate 

Audubon Society, we haven't had a chance yet to do a 

thorough review of the document, but in our first 

review, we're concerned that the recent wetland 

(inaudible) and creation proposal produced by Tetra 

Tech for the Navy is being looked at in isolation 

from the EIS/EIR, and we think it's very important 

that these documents be looked at together. 

One of the possibilities being discussed in 

the Tetra Tech report is using wetlands as a way of 

covering up some contaminated mud flats which may not 
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be a good thing for the community. On the other 

hand, it may be a successful way to deal with some of 

the problems that are there. 

Also, the value and the diversity of the 

existing wetlands at Hunters Point are minimized in 

the document. The number and diversity of plants 

does not appear to be completely mentioned. And also 

the types of wetlands. Not only do we have tidal 

salt marshes but we also have seasonal streams and 

seasonal wetlands for quite a diversity of plant life 

and great potential for restorationc great potential 

for environmental education opportunities which need 

to be further explored. 

So we, too, ask that we would be allowed to 

enjoy our holidays without the stress of meeting the 

current comment deadline. 

Thanks. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Christine Shirley and 

then Keith Nakatani. 

MS. CHRISTINE SHIRLEY (Arc Ecology): Hi, 

I'm Christine Shirley from Arc Ecology. Good 

afternoon, Commissioners. 

I was very pleased to see that toxics -- 

~ the hazardous materials and waste sections of the 

EIS/EIR were greatly expanded and covered a lot of 
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the territory that needed to be covered, but I have a 

few suggestions. 

In Section 3.7, the terms "residential and 

industrial reuse scenariosV are used repeatedly, and 

some risk ranges, health risk ranges, are given. 

However, those -- the term "residential and 

industrial reuse scenarios" is never defined 

adequately. 

I believe that the assumptions that are 

used in developing those scenarios ought to be 

reported in the EIS/EIR so that we can be reminded 

about why the use restrictions will be placed on 

parcels cleaned up to industrial standards only. 

We must remember that the shipyard in the 

areas that are cleaned up to industrial standards 

will remain encumbered by toxics. And I don't want 

that forgotten as we move into the future. 

I also want to point out that the 

industrial reuse scenario assumes an eight-hour-per- 

day, five-days-per-week exposure to site contaminants 

and that the EIS/EIR should address possible 

cumulative health effects to people who work at the 

shipyard and then go home to neighboring 'hoods right 

outside the gate and may continue to be exposed to 

similar toxins. 
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I also don't believe the EIS/EIR pays 

enough attention to residual contamination. That -- 

By that I mean what's left over after the Navy 

completes their cleanup. Anticipated residual 

contamination needs to be described and presented on 

a three-dimensional map for future reference as the 

redevelopment proceeds. 

d 

The mitigations put forth in Section 4.7 

only direct readers to refer to Navy data to 

determine the location of residual contamination. I 

can tell you there's a lot of Navy data out there. - 

It's almost impossible to figure out where to start 

to look at Navy data. So I think the mitigation d 

should be expanded to direct readers into -- to CL 
I-E-23 

specific documents that describe the residual 

contamination. And I would start by asking that the I 
Navy provide the City with a GIS, electronic GIS 

version, of what's left after they leave so that this & 

can be used during the redevelopment process to 
w 

really hone in on where residual contamination 

remains. 

Also, one of the mitigations in section 4.7 

states that contractors should immediately stop work 

in areas contaminated with unknown hazardous 

materials. I believe this is an inadequate 
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1 mitigation because many of the hazardous materials 

2 that contractors will run into are not in the form o: 

3 debris or tanks or something visible. They are 

4 invisible. These toxins could be invisible. They 

5 can't be smelled yet they could still be dangerous. 

6 So some means needs to be developed in the 

7 mitigations of discovering these unidentified 

8 subsurface hazards so that they don't inadvertently 

9 cause problems in the future. 

10 The mitigations also make no mention of the 

11 Navy's potential role in addressing the undiscovered 

12 contamination. It must be pointed out in the EIS/EIP 

13 that the CERCLA record of decision is essentially a 

14 cleanup contract between the Navy and the regulators. 

15 And that document puts forth very specific 

16 requirements for yIhat the Navy's responsible for and 

17 what they're not responsible for. 

18 The terms of the ROD 'for all the parcels as 

19 they become available need to be included in the 

20 EIS/EIR so that when this undiscovered material is -- 

21 is discovered, that if the Navy is responsible for 

22 the cleanup they can be brought into the conversation 

23 in a timely manner. And also so that the City 

24 doesn't begin a cleanup that they really don't need 

25 to be taking responsibility for. 
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So mitigation 5 needs to be modified such 

that the Department of Health Services will consult 

the appropriate CERCLA record of decision and the 

Navy before undertaking any additional cleanup during 

redevelopment. And if contamination falls within the 

terms of the ROD, the Navy must retain responsibility 

for that cleanup. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: MS: Shirley -- 

MS. CHRISTINE SHIRLEY (Arc Ecology): Yes. 

I have one more point, and that is that -- 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: You can submit it to 

us in writing. 

MS. CHRISTINE SHIRLEY (Arc Ecology): -- 

Prop 65 needs to be included in the EIS/EIR. Thank 

you. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Thank you. 

Keith Nakatani and then Eve Bach. 

MR. KEITH NARATANI (Save the Bay): Good 

afternoon. My name is Keith Nakatani. I'm with Save 

the Bay. 

I'd like to say we appreciate the efforts 

that have gone into revising the draft EIR, and as 

speakers have testified to, there is an improvement; 

however, there are still some issues that need to be 

that have not been adequately addressed. 

d 

Q H2-23 e 

21 
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24 impacts on bay water quality, especially concerning H2-27 
25 hazardous materials and waste. We strongly disagree Q 
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We are sensitive to the frustration of 

those who want to move forward now, but to ensure 

that the area is properly cleaned up so that people 

are not continually made sick, the EIR does need to 

be changed in some areas. That is why a 30-day 

extension is needed. 

As one speaker said, the 30-day extension 

is not going to adversely impact economic 

development; however, the extension may positively 

impact economic development for those who have been 

previously shut out as well as to ensure better 

cleanup. 

I want to preface our substantive comments 

by saying that we know that the EIR states that it is 

not intended to assess remediation impacts, that it 

assesses the impacts of reuse; however, this is a 

misleading statement because the EIR also 

acknowledges that cleanup is a critical component of 

reuse and that property cannot be conveyed unless it 

is cleaned up to the point that human health and the 

environment are protected. Therefore, the EIR must 

ssess the impacts of cleanup. 
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with the statement regarding parcel "F" that no huma 

health risk assessment is needed because there are nc 

pathways to human exposure from the submerged 

contaminated sediments. This is completely 

inaccurate. It is well-known that people regularly 

fish in the area. 

The EIR correctly points out that the 

primary exposure pathway for fish‘is ingestion of 

contaminated prey and incidental ingestion of 

sediment, and it also says that portions of parcel 

"Fn are characterized by concentrations of chemicals 

that are generally toxic to aquatic life. Moreover, 

we know anecdotal evidence shows that people are 

catching deformed fish. This clearly indicates 

severe contamination levels. 

The EIR says that some chemicals such as 

DDT, PCBs, and Mercury have high biocumulation 

factors which means that they accumulate and are 

magnified in the natural food chain. In other words, 

the higher up you go in the food chain, the higher 

the level of exposure. Clearly people are being 

exposed and their health is in jeopardy. Therefore, 

a human health risk assessment is required. 

Regarding contaminated sediment 

remediation, we find that most of the alternatives 
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1 are not acceptable. TWO of the proposed remediation 

2 alternatives are basically the same. They say that 

3 the contaminated sediments should be dredged up and 

4 placed in a confined aquatic disposal facility. The 

5 only difference between these two remediation 

6 proposals is that one would have a wetland 

7 constructed on top of it. 

8 As you may know, BCDC has already rejected 

9 this proposed remediation strategy for another 

10 project at Oyster Point for the Sheerwater project, 

11 and the contamination levels at Oyster Point are 

12 probably not as high as those at Hunters Point. 

13 Another example is the Port of Oakland's 

14 50-foot dredging project. They would have also liked 

15 to take contaminated sediments and to place them in 

16 an aquatic environment and then to cap it. Because 

17 of the protest of the environmental community, the 

18 Port of Oakland has withdrawn this proposal. 

19 Another remediation alternative, BCDC does 

20 not look favorably upon and that is capping in place. 

21 The EIR says the main environmental concerns of 

22 reusing contaminated sediments are the biological 

23 effects. That's correct. We disagree with its 

24 statement when it says reusing material in an 

25 environment that isolates the contaminants from 
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1 sensitive biological receptors, meaning disposing in 

2 a confined facility, will largely eliminate these 
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I 1 

concerns. There is no evidence that supports this d 

statement. On the contrary, there is evidence from 

the project in the Portland area where they take -- 
e 

where they took contaminated sediments and they 

disposed of it in an aquatic environment. That Q 
H2-28 - 

project was such a failure that they had to redredge LI 

up those sediments at great cost because they were 

doing tremendous harm to the environment. 
w 

Basically, the contaminated sediments need 'I 
to be disposed of in an off-site permanent landfill. 

Another one of our concerns is about the 

storm water runoff impacts. An o&site treatment 
Q: 

H2-29 

facility needs to be developed. 

In closing, I would just urge you to make r, 
these changes in the final EIR. Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Eve Bach and then 

Jennifer Clary. 

MS. EVE BACH (Arc Ecology) : Eve Bach from 1 

Arc Ecology, and I know you're a little tired of 
* 

hearing about the request for the extension so I'll 

just cover that briefly. d 
I 

Just to give you some background 

information, those of us who have been working with 
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the Planning Department had hoped that the review 

period we had -- based on what we had been told, had 

hoped that the review period would run before the 

holidays began. 

One of the real complications is that when 

a document like this comes out, it requires people to 

just kind of drop everything else they're doing. And 

that's why the 60 days are so important. It's been 

-- It's been a very important part of the success of 

having kind of coordinated participation in -- in tht 

environmental review process by community groups and 

environmental groups working together to be able to 

come up with positions that make sense together so 

that there isn't a bombardment of the people working 

on the environmental review document to have a lot of 

incompatible things. And those -- That kind of 

coordination within the community takes time. And 

when people are out of town for Christmas right at 

the end of the period, it just doesn't work. 

NOW to get on to more substantive issues. 

Unlike many situations where environmental groups and 

community groups use the environmental review process 

to fight a plan, this is really -- 

COMMISSIONER ANTENORE: You're fading in 

and out. 
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MS. EVE BACH (Arc Ecology): Okay. This is 

really a situation where there is widespread 

agreement that this is a good plan. The community 

was involved in developing it. Environmentalists 

were involved. And there -- there is a general 

feeling that this is a good plan and that people want 

to go ahead with it. 

The importance of environmental review in 

the process is to help refine the.plan, to make sure 

that the many benefits that were promised to the 

community actually materialize and to make sure that 

there aren't unintended problems that are created in 

the process. 

The linkages between shipyard development 

and the Bayview/Hunters Point community are very 

clear in the impacts. The -- The EIS/EIR says that 
I 

there are both traffic and air quality impacts that \ 

they feel cannot be mitigated. One of the issues, of 
I 

course, is to try and improve mitigation so that they 

can be mitigated. But let's, just for moving ahead, 

for the sake of argument, let's assume that they -- 

that it-i,snlt possible to mitigate them. One of the 

things that we can do with the environmental review 

process is at least make sure that the benefits that 
0 
H2-31 

were promised to the community do take place. w 
. 

(650) 594-0677 BREWER & DARRENOUGUE (650) 949-1900 m 
www.quicktext.com 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

the body of the redevelopment plan that addresses 

linkages between the people of Bayview/Hunters Point 

and the job opportunities, the affordable housing 

opportunities, and the small business opportunities 

that will take place on the shipyard. There is the 

opportunity for a good marriage using the 

environmental review document to make -- to deliver 

those benefits and also to address the traffic 

mitigations. 

If the Redevelopment Agency uses its 

position as owner, not as a regulator but as owner, 

to make sure that there is a preference for those 

business opportunities, for the jobs, for the 

affordable housing, for people in Hunters 

Point/Bayview, for their -- they have preference and 

access to those opportunities on the base, it will 

definitely reduce the traffic impacts. And I think 

it could be done in a way that could be -- could 

mitigate them to the point where they were -- would 

no longer be considered nonmitigatable. 

That's one example of the kind of thinking 

we need to go through. My time is up, and I really 

urge you to not be penny wise and pound foolish on 
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This is an environmental review document 

for the redevelopment plan. There is not one word in 
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1 the time front. d 
2 Thank you very much for the opportunity to 

3 address you. (II 

4 COMMISSIONER SWEET: Jennifer Clary and 

5 then Charlie Swanson. 
ti 

6 MS. JENNIFER CLARY (San Francisco 
I 

7 Tomorrow): This reminds me of that scene from 

8 "Singing in the Rain" doing their first sound movie w 

9 and they come in and they have Mr. Maddock (phonetic) 

.O sing and they're going "Yes." So I want to apologize - 

.l to the audience for the interruption in sound. I 

.2 - My name is Jennifer Clary, and I'm on the 

.3 board of directors of San Francisco Tomorrow and d 

.4 would like to thank the Planning Department for 

-5 recirculating and revising this document. And there I 

-6 are a lot of improvements, but I still have a lot of - 
-7 problems with the transportation and air quality 

-8 section. Specifically, there are no tables in this I 

19 showing current usage or capacity for either MUNI or . 

20 CalTrains, either for current for the project, for w 

21 the cumulative use. 

!2 None of the mitigation measures for transit 
0 

H2-32 

23 or air quality -- or, excuse me. None of the transit I 

24 mitigation measures are quantified on transit. There 

!5 is nothing -- The goals of the transportation w 
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management committee are not specific mitigations. 

They're just kind of "you should do this"; therefore 

they can't quantify them. However, you can quantify 

some of the things that are listed in there. Like, 

for instance, a shuttle service. If you have so man1 

people coming by CalTrain and if you have a shuttle 

service that services CalTrain, that will serve how 

many people? Surely, somewhere aiong the line you 

can quantify that. 

Also, the local hiring initiative which is 

part of the plan is not quantified in terms of its 

impact on transportation reduction of some of the 

impacts and a resulting reduction impact on air 

quality. And we think that you should go back, and 

the hiring program, the local hiring, is a 

'mitigation measure. It gives you an added force of 

law. I think. Maybe I'm wrong. But if you actually 

put that into the document that a monitoring program, 

if you monitor the success of the local hiring 

program, and if you have to have local hiring, 50 

percent I think is in the plan, that that has to be 

done as a mitigation, then you have a little extra 

teeth in the plan. 

Another thing I'm interested in is the 

affordable housing, page 4-60. When you're talking 
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about how the people in the neighborhood are going to 

be able to afford to live there, you go by housing 

tracts, 60 percent of the people who live in the 

neighborhood, in the housing tracts, have less than 

half of the median income. Their median income is 

less than half of the median income which is used to 

determine affordable housing. Affordable housing 

starts at 60 percent of the median income. And then 

40 percent of the population has ,a median income 

that's slightly higher than the median. 

So when we put these numbers together, it's 

a little hard to figure out exactly how many people 

in the neighborhood will be able to afford to live in 

the market rate housing and how many people will be 

able to afford -- to afford the affordable housing 

because it seems like it's a very low number to me 

when you add in those numbers. But it's not 

quantified well enough. 

Again, I apologize for not being well 

prepared enough. I've been trying to read when on 

the bus every day, but it weighs 20 pounds, and if 

MUNI isn't running Well, I'm standing up reading it. 

so it would be nice to have a little extra time to 

get all of our comments in order. 

Thank you. 
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COMMISSIONER SWEET: And after Mr. Swanson, 

Willa Sims. 

MR. CHARLIE SWANSON (Golden West Studios) 

Good afternoon, Commissioners. My name is Charlie 

. . 

Swanson, and I represent Golden West Studios. We arc 
a local San Francisco venture, a small business 

that's been trying to develop film studios in 

San Francisco at Hunters Point. We have a proposal 

that's been before the redevelopment board for quite 

a while. 

I want to speak in favor of passing this 

EIR. I may be naive, but I don't believe that if -- 

if it passes today or if it passes in one month that 

the environmental laws will be rebuffed and not used. 

I'm of the opinion that now, in a month from now, in 

six months from now, the law of the land, the 

environmental issues are going to have to be 

addressed and be taken care of. 

And I also -- I've worked in the Hunters 

Point/Bayview community for most of the last 25 

years. I know this community. I really, really love 

this-community. It's got wonderful things and 

wonderful people there. One of the things about'this 

community is that I don't believe they're going to go 

away and step away from the issues that they bring up 
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here if you pass the EIR today or in 30 days or in 6C 

days. 

The 30 days may not make a difference, but 

it might. I know that it's -- In my business, it has 

made a difference. While we've been waiting for this 

to take place, waiting for the master developer to be 

picked, waiting for the Navy to turn it over, we have 

had to turn away millions of dollars of revenue that 

the City could have had from film.and video and 

entertainment clients coming, working in 

San Francisco, using our services, buying our goods 

and products and helping us out. 

The film industry, entertainment in 

California is the largest industry we have in the 

state. The entertainment industry employs more 

people within the state than any other industry. 

The only disappointment I have with the 

document is that there is no reference to what the- 

did a little more concentrating in helping advance 

the film industry, we could create an anchor industry 

and a revenue generator for the community, the area, 

and the City, and one that supports community, local 

businesses. 

film industry could do. There's a list of other 

Q- 
H2-35 

things that are here, but it's my belief that if we 

54 - 

(650) 594-0677 BREWER & DARRENOUGUE (650) 949-1900 - 

www.quicktext.com 



21 

t 

- 

t 

- 

- 

- 

- 

C 

b 

LI 

b 

- 

- 

L 

II 

L 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

1- So I hope that when this is accepted and we 

2 go down the line that the film industry isn't 

3 forgotten here because every other city that I know 

4 of in the United States is actively pursuing and 

5 trying to bring to them the film industry. And it 
6 would be a shame if, in San Francisco, the number one 

location for films, we can't address this issue and 

benefit from them. 

Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Willa Sims. 

Caroline Washington. And after 

Ms. ,Washington, Mike Thomas. 

MR. MIKE THOMAS (SAFER/Communities for a 

Better Environment): Good afternoon. My name is 

Mike Thomas. I'm with Communities for a Better 

Environment, a statewide environmental health and 

justice organization, and a community organizer with 

the SAFER project which has been organizing low - 

income communities whose health and rights are 

repeatedly jeopardized by negative environmental 

impacts in the urban environment. 

As an organizer, I've been meeting with 

folks on the east side of the City for the last four 

years in Bayview/Hunters Point, lower Potrero Hill, 

south of Market, outer Mission. Each person that I 
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talk to, be it if they live in a project, an 

apartment, a single-family house, a single-room 

hotel, feel and see the economic cleansing that's 

happening in our City and in their community, and 

they understand what the City is trying to do, and 

that is by pushing them out of the City, their City. 

These folks are people of color. The City 

and the Navy owe it to these communities, which have 

been neglected and dumped on, to spell out ways that 

they can economically benefit from the Hunters Point 

project in order to confront the gentrification 

that's taking place in their neighborhood. 

The Hunters Point project is a one-time 

opportunity to -- opportunity to address the 

persistent economic, environmental, social problems 

that residents face. This is -- This is why we have 

serious concerns about the lack of mitigations, weak 

and vague mitigations, regarding air, transportation, 

water resources, utilities, environmental justice, 

and hazardous waste. And at this time, I'm just 

going to touch on a few of those, but our written 

comments will go into more details. 

Tens of thousands of people.annually use 

the south basin for water recreation and even for 

subsistence fishing. Option number 3 under your 
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water resources would actually send partially treated 

sewage to this area at the amount of 2 million 

gallons a year. And again, this is in close 

proximity to where people are beneficially using the 

bay water. 

The City's assessment of the Hunters Point 

storm water system comes to the conclusion that it 

doesn't meet the City standards. ‘The Navy has 

classified the sanitary system aspoor. Reports 

indicate that upgrades will cost anywhere between 50 

to $250 million to upgrade the system. 

The Navy needs to pay for the upgrade on 

the separated system and not place limits at the 

expense of human health. 

With increased traffic and air quality 

classified as' significant negative impact, a strong 

need -- there is a strong need for a jobs mitigation 

based on neighborhood preferences to ensure that the 

12,000 jobs and the business opportunities are linked 

to residents. Because for folks that live in the 

neighborhood, there will not be a need to drive to 

work. 

The reuse plan states that 15 percent of 

affordable -- 15 percent of the housing will be 

affordable, but that's a tremendously low figure, 
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I'm not too sure how many folks in Bayview/Hunters 
II 

Point can meet that. 

A mitigation spelling out housing 

preferences for families associated with the 

neighborhood and similar to the Mission Bay agreement 

with the developer, home ownership must be part of 

this equation. 

And finally, Communities for a Better 

Environment is requesting a one-month extension to 

review-this -- to continue reviewing.this report. 

Not as an attempt to delay or oppose this project; 

rather, for more time to involve the'community, 

,educate the community, and make it a stronger 

project. Because without a clear policy direction 

and program, the Bayview/Hunters Point community 

cannot realistically expect to benefit from this 

massive City project. 

Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Caroline Washington? 

I 

Caroline Washington? Isaac Smith? And after 

Mr. Smith, Seth Curley. 

MR. ISAAC SMITH (Communities for a Better 

Environment): _ Hello everybody. My name is Isaac 

Smith. I'm here representing Communities for a 

58 
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Better Environment and the SAFER youth program. I 

myself am a youth of San Francisco. I attend Urban 

Pioneers at McAteer High School, and I've lived in 

San Francisco all my life. 

I have a few concerns about the 

redevelopment and cleanup of the shipyard and Hunter3 

Point area. 

One of them is that the'EPA has had this 

area on their National Priority List since 1985 and 

they started testing in 1981. It's funny to me that 

now the redevelopment comes around is now when they 

want to clean it up when my friends had been living 

in this neighborhood their whole life and continue to 

live there. 

Another one of my concerns is that after 

the redevelopment comes around, will people be able 

to still live in the community that live there. I'm 

basically talking about people of color. 

I have friends in the Fillmore. I lived in 

the Fillmore myself. I saw when redevelopment came 

there that a lot of my friends couldn't move back 

bet-ause of the pricing of the new homes there. And 

it would be terrible to see my friends in Hunters 

Point have to go through the same thing of not being 

able to live in their neighborhood that their parents 
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have lived in for their whole lives. 

Another one of my concerns is jobs, jobs 

for the youth, jobs for the people of -- for the 

people of this community. When redevelopment comes 

around, a lot of times people from other communities, 

other cities, are hired. And it's -- it's their 

community. The people that live there, it's their 

community. They should be hired. They should be 

working on their community in the.redevelopment. 

They're the ones that need the jobs the most. 

I'm just here as a voice for the youth of 

San Francisco. I feel we need to be heard, and thank 

you for your time. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Seth Curley? Arelious 

Walker? And after Reverend Walker, Barbara Banks. 

REVEREND ARELIOUS WALKER (True Hope 

Church): I'm Arelious Walker, pastor of a church, 

950 Gilman, in the Bayview/Hunters Point community. 

Let me say at the outset that I'think it's 

time now to move forward with the project. But not a 

rush to judgment. And what I mean by "rush to 

judgment," one is, as we all know from the many 

reports from the newspapers, that breast cancer is 

the highest, extremely high, in our particular 

community. Also, asthma and other respiratory 
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disease. 

Now, I live in Bayview/Hunters Point myself 

as well as pastor of a church there, and I'm 

concerned about the parishioners that I pastor. And 

that is why that I think that with moving forward, I 

agree with that. I want a repetition on that and 

make sure that's understood. I also agree with some 

of the speakers that there have been numerous studies 

-- I served on the first general committee of 

(inaudible) leadership in the community when Art 

Agnos appointed some of us to look at that facility 

(inaudible) and stuff like that, and I remember that 

that support of the Superfund from the Navy that 

provided the funds to clean up the Bayview -- cleanup 

the shipyard. And one of the things at that time, I 

don't know if it changed, that prior to turning their 

property over to the City, that the Navy will see to, 

it that it's clean, that it's cleaned up from the 

toxic waste. I don't know what's happened to that at 

this point. 

Secondly, there's another concern I have, 

is housing. And I'm talking about realistic housing. 

And I think you heard several people quoted as far as 

the affordability of that housing. And sometime 

there is laws and decisions made about affordable 
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housing, but many people in the same economical level 

cannot even afford affordable housing. 

So that's .the thing I'm really concerned 

because I've been pastor in the City about 30 years. 

Over the last eight or ten years, maybe ten years, 

I've lost anywhere from 15 to 20 families. They 

could not -- They cannot afford to live in the City, 

and they had to go to Antioch, they had to go to 

various places trying to buy housing. 

And as we know, we heard several people 

talk about the impact on the people in that 

neighborhood, with the majority of the population, 

around 58 percent, I understand, is African-American. 

And African-Americans at this time in the City is on 

the lower totem pole of everything. I think there 

should be some consideration in-those particular 

areas. And in many instances, (inaudible), I'm , 

involved socially in that community, and there is 

promise of the jobs from private industry, sometimes 

City projects. But when it really comes down to it, 

the jobs do not materialize. 

So since we have the development of 

Candlestick by the 49ers and real cooperation, we 

also have the Mission Bay project, we have the light 

rail project, now this project, I think it's 
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incumbent upon you that govern the City to make sure 

that we don't make the same mistakes. I have the 

confidence that you will do that. 

So finally, I'm for the project. Move it 

forward as quickly, but also making sure that those 

particular areas is adhered to and see to it that 

it's done so that we can begin to elevate our 

condition. 

Maybe I will say this if I have time, and I 

don't know how many minutes I have left -- I have 

maybe one left -- is I work on the welfare work 

initiative program. And here again, we can mitigate 

that particular program with this project if those 

persons in power would be conscious to make sure that 

there's (inaudible) left and (inaudible) people can 

be transferred in those particular areas. 

. Thank you very much. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: And after Ms. Banks, 

Jeff Marmer. 

MS. BARBARA BANKS (B&C Painting): Yes. 

Good afternoon, Commissioners. My name is Barbara 

Banks -- 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Can you speak into the 

microphone, please? 

MS. BARBARA BANKS (B&C Painting) : My name 
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ti Barbara Banks. I was born and raised in -- 

Good afternoon. My name is Barbara Banks. 

I was born and raised in the Bayview/Hunters Point 

area of San Francisco. I presently own and operate a 

small business, a paint contracting business, in the 

Bayview/Hunters Point area, and I feel that the EIR 

should move along as fast as possible to -- so we can 

get some master developer that is'committed to the 

community to provide the economic,opportunities and 

housing opportunities that will be available once the 

site is developed. And that -- And I think it should 

move forward. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Jeff Marmer, and then 

Arnold Townsend. 

MR. JEFF MARMER (Coalition for Better 

Wastewater Solution/Alliance for a Clean Waterfront): 

Yes. Good afternoon, Commissioners. My name is Jeff 

Marmer. I'm with the Coalition for Better Wastewater 

Solutions and with the Alliance for a Clean 

Waterfront, which is a network of a lot of the groups 

you've heard from today. 

We've been concerned about water quality 

issues, and, in particular, storm water and sewage 

issues, and, in particular, how all this new 

development is going to affect the Bayview and the 

Q- H2-45 
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southeast treatment plant. And we feel that there's 

a huge amount of development coming, as you know. WE 

just finished doing Mission Bay and there's more 

coming. 

And so with Mission Bay, we succeeded in 

starting the City down a new path that we've been 

pushing, which is there are a lot of alternative 

treatment technologies to separate out and reduce the 

volumes headed in the central plant and treat the 

storm water to a higher level. And we're still 

working with them to try to come up with a plan to 

decentralize that sewage treatment. But the Hunters 

Point Shipyard offers a huge opportunity here. And 'I 

guess what we wanted to get across to you is that, 

you may know this from reading it, but we want to 

emphasize what we're dealing with there at Hunters 

Point is a separated system and all the storm water . 

basically gets no treatment and is full of toxins and 

heads directly into the bay. And the sewage system 

is dilapidated. 

SO we are encouraged that in this EIR, the 

City has finally put in its set of possible options a 

separated system here in which we could actually 

separate out the storm water. And there's also even 

the suggestion that Hunters Point Shipyard could have . 
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its own sewage plant. 

So we're very encouraged by that because we 

believe that's the most environmentally sound, most 

environmentally just path. And that it could be done d 
in a way where it's -- it's actually, there are ways 

to do it that don't smell, that are cheaper, that are 
PH2-46 

more aesthetic. 

And by doing that, we reduce the daily load 
0: 

to the southeast treatment plant,reduce the amount - 
of overflows, and reduce the amount of sewage that's 

in those overflows. So we're glad to see, we're d 

encouraged to see that those options are in there. 

One big piece we see missing is the d 

recycled water. And the Hunters Point Shipyard falls I 

water master plan that came out about two years ago 

said that there's a million point seven million 

gallons of need. So that the whole thing could be 

recycled, and thus, again, no more headed to the 

sewage plant. We think that that is environmentally 

sound, prudent; especially as we're watching MTBE 

disaster pollute the lot with groundwater. 
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We're surprised that again in this EIR, the 

waste water master plan projected that by the year 

2010 we would have a 15 percent deficiency in the 

firm yield, the firm amount of water we can deliver 

based on what they project the needs by 2010, yet 

this EIR says by 2020 we have no water problems. So 

we think it's totally prudent to put back in there a 

whole plan for recycled water, including a call for 

dual plumbing. 

And again we're encouraged that this EIR 

acknowledges the significant negative effects of the 

CSOs and the possibilities of all this storm water 

and sewage headed to the central system. It's 

projected to be an 11 percent increase in CSOs for 

the system and Islais Creek in the neighborhood. And 

even though that is legally permitted, we think it's 

wrong, in the wrong direction. 

So we're glad that it acknowledges the 

problems are significant, the increased problems in 

beach closings that would happen around there, the 

increased pollutant load. And it calls for a further 

assessment, which again, we're encouraged by. And we 

wanted to let the commissioners know that the EPA has 

given the City a grant, this is something that we've 

worked on, to actually study these decentralized 
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sewage treatments. And we're hoping that will get 

off the ground very soon and provide the right path 

for this. 

I would emphasize that the one -- besides 

the recycled water, the other major deficiency is 

we're having problems in Mission Bay in that land is 

very tight, and where can we put the sand filters and 

where can we put any grassy swales and where can we 

put a treatment facility. And so.even though this 

EIR calls for an option which includes a separated 

system and possible alternatives, there's no land set 

aside. There's no amount of wetlands. They have -- 

They haven't scoped it out, even in the broad sense 

of it, to make sure that there's enough land. So 

that's what we're calling for and we want to make 

sure that's in there and that it's adequate to 

execute that option and make it called for. 

PH2-49 0: 

Thank you very much. 
I 

I 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Arnold Townsend. 

Lefty Gordon? Karen Pierce? And after Ms. Pierce, 
I 

Brad Benson. 
I d 

MS. KAREN PIERCE (Bayview/Hunters Point, 
I 

Health and Environmental Assessment Task Force): 

Good afternoon. I'm Karen Pierce, coordinator of the 

Bayview/Hunters Point Health and Environmental 

68 
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Assessment Task Force, and I will be very brief. 

I want to request a 30-day extension of the 

written comment period to allow sufficient time for 

US to thoroughly review and develop comments on the 

EIS/EIR. We have not had the opportunity to do that< 

My program is a collaboration of a number 

of City agencies, including the Department of Public 

Health, San Francisco General, UCSF, many residents, 

environmentalists, nonprofits in Bayview. We did not 

meet in November, we did not meet in December. We 

will have a meeting in January at which time we will 

be able to take a position. 

If we don't have this extension, we would 

not be able to officially respond to this. And in 

that respect, let me just give you one substantive 

problem. 

Last week, I wasn't able to testify because 

I was in Boston at a breast.cancer clusters workshop. 

That was attended by activists and researchers and 

scientists from all over the United States looking at 

the impact of breast cancer clusters and the efficacy 

of studying clusters. 

One of the recommendations that came out of 

that was a recommendation to the Office of Women's 

Health, and through them to the CEC, is to consider 
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funding some studies on breast -- the relationship 

between breast cancer and closed military facilities 

As you know, because it's been referenced 

this afternoon many times, two years ago we learned 

that Bayview/Hunters Point had the highest breast 

cancer rate for women under 50 years old in the 

world. There's a clear relationship there. 

All of that is to say that unless there is 

a cleanup plan that is part of the document and can 

be assessed along with everything else, this report 

will remain fatally flawed. 

Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Brad Benson and then 

Ray Tompkins. 

MR. BRAD BENSON: Hi. My name is Brad 

Benson, and I'm here today representing the 

Supervisor Tom Ammiano. 

President Chinchilla, President Sweet, 

Commissioners, the Supervisor also requests that you 

extend the public comment period for the EIS/EIR for 

the disposal and proposed reuse of Hunters Point 

Shipyard by one month, until February Sth, 1999, and 

they can hold a third hearing in the Hunters Point 

community in January. 

Given the complexity of the EIS/EIR, it 
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seems only reasonable not to limit public comment to 

the holiday season when people's schedules are 

focused on family and friends. 

The future of the shipyard is critical to c 

strong community, both in terms of economic 

development and environmental health and safety. 

It's therefore vital that we make all elements of the 

community feel that their voices are heard and that 

their ideas are addressed in the planning documents. 

Finally, the Supervisor very much 

appreciates your hard work on this project. He 

realizes that both commissioners and members of your 

staff have invested a great deal of time and energy 

to reach this point in the.process. 

Thank you for your consideration. . 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Ray Tompkins. And 

after Mr. Tompkins, Elizabeth Sullivan. 

MR. RAY TOMKINS (Bayview/Hunters Point Task 

Force): Good afternoon, Commissioners. Excuse me 

for my voice. I have a cold. 

I'm a resident of Bayview/Hunters Point. I 

live at 182 -- 

MR. JONAS IONAN: State your name for the 

record. 

MR. RAY TOMKINS (Bayview/Hunters Point Task 
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Force): Raymond Tompkins. And I'm also a member of 

Heath (phonetic), Environmental Health Task Force. I 

have the privilege of heading up the research 

committee that dealt with the breast cancer study and 

the (inaudible) correlation between breast cancer and 

the environment,.establishing the possibility of the 

two. 

Also, I'm associate researcher at 

San Francisco University, College.of Science and 

Engineering, and I'm also a lecturer in environmental 

chemistry and health risk assessment at U.C. 

Berkeley. I live at 182 Jerrold. I live right 

across the street from the shipyard. 

Right now, parcel "Bn is like, what my red 

brothers would say, Native Americans, pale face 

people with forked tongue. You can put anything you II 

want on a piece of paper. It is what you do that , 

counts. Come out to my neighborhood right now, on II 

Innes. You'll see a trail of dirt, contaminated 

soil, from parcel "Bn going down past City College. PH2-53 

That's in my house. 0; 

If anyone has studied great (inaudible) 

from Stanford, contamination and how it spreads, d 

they're not keeping up to the standards that they 
d 

admitted for cleanup for a very low contaminated area 
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let alone this. 

My colleagues and I at San Francisco State 

since I begged for a freebie, since all the work I'm 

doing is free, Dr. Palmer is just finishing up a 

grant from NASA in studying the Soviet space 

station's air using mass spectroscopy. I was 

co-principal investigator. And (inaudible) to do, 

I've been a victim of the Point, on air, on standing 

for VOCs, volatile organic compounds. 

The Navy, and I was at the RAB meetings to 

make a presentation. Right now, DDT is out there 

inside parcel "E." It is also in Yosemite slough, 

the adjacent property. The next common practice, as 

my dad had 20 years in the Navy -- I'm a Navy brat. 

They used to spread it all over the base to kill the 

mosquitoes. It is there. 

DDT, if you have questions, you may read 

the Scientific America article October '95 explaining 

xeno estrogens (phonetic). DDT breaks down to DD5. 

And if you've ever played with a magnifying glass and 

burned things with it as a kid, same problem. Water 

will do the same; have the magnification, break the 

chemical bonds. 

Why is this important? With (inaudible) 

state college of (inaudible) in Dr. Coleman's group 
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did a house-to-house survey teaching women 

self-breast examination. Right now, we have cases, 

women 20, 21, 22, 23, one woman 27 after having five 

children, losing their breasts. That means as a 

teenager they're developing breast cancer. 

I have a video where I took the kids with 

me because I need backup. I'm tired of being the 

only one in a research committee arguing about what 

direction we should go in terms of treating my child 

and the residents of Bayview/Hunters Point. I went 

over to Carver Elementary School. They were a part 

of our research team and sampling. I gave them black 

jackets, said nYouVre the mad scientist. Come on. 

You can learn this? And one of the fourth graders 

does geometry in the fourth grade. Imagine what 

she'll do in junior high. And we went and did air 

samples with peek (phonetic), undergraduate, graduate 

students. 

This is -- I'm sorry;' I only have one copy. 

It's preliminary. I will present you a final copy. 

This is what we got off of one day in May, and YOU 

can see the video so that our methodology is not 

questioned. We are willing to go to the Supreme 

Court with this. One day in May, it was raining. 

Benzene levels, that's the shipyard, the high bar. 
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These are the other areas we tested in 

Bayview/Hunters Point. Toluene, known cancer causing 

agent. Shipyard. Right there at the end of my 

block, you go down to Jerrold, you hit the fence 

where it used to be the officer's quarters, make a 

right. This is off the basketball court. If you 

-could sweep the grass off of it. Xylene as well. 

All cancer-causing agents. 

The Navy, as I argued with the good doctor 

from EPA and the toxicologists, since residents asked 

me to appear, is that it's make-believe science. 

Let's make believe we did something for them. And 

I'll be very brief in summation. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Actually, 

Mr. Tompkins. That's your time. 

MR. RAY TOMKINS (Bayview/Hunters Point Task 

Force): What they did is measure only on the 

shipyard. They have no baseline what's in the 

neighborhood. This is what's in here. It's called 

citijustic (phonetic) affect. 

Our children are dying. I'm asking for a 

30-day review to look at it, a more accountability 

system because they haven't done it. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Elizabeth Sullivan and 

then Sophie Maxwell. 
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MS. ELIZABETH SULLIVAN (Neighborhood Parks 

Council): Hi. Good afternoon, Commissioners. My 

name is Elizabeth Sullivan. I'm the program manager 

of the environmental nonprofit known as the 

Neighborhood Parks Council. We're a grassroots 

organizing group. We help neighbors all around 

San Francisco form groups to support their 

neighborhood park. 

We're really concerned about the EIR in the 

Bayview Hunters Point Shipyard, and we are here today 

to lend our voice. We're a coalition of over 55 

neighborhood parks groups representing over about 

3,000 activists in San Francisco. We'd like to 

respectfully request that the extension be given to 

this EIR. 

We think that we do need extra time to 

review this in light of health and safety concerns. 

The Neighborhood Parks Council is particularly 

concerned with increased opportunities for recreation 

in this new area, this new neighborhood of the City, 

and we feel it's vital that the health and safety 

concerns. still not addressed be addressed before this 

is approved. Please approve the 30-day extension. 

. 

Thank you very much. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Sophie Maxwell and 
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-then Dwayne Robinson. 

SOPHIE MAXWELL (Bayview/Hunters Point PAC): 

Good afternoon. My name is Sophie Maxwell, and I'm : 

resident of Bayview/ Hunters Point, and I'm also 

chairman of the Bayview/Hunters Point PAC. I'm 

speaking as -- as a resident of Bayview. And that ir 

I -- Whether you extend it or whether you do it now, 

there's certain things that we have to have done, ant 

that is affordable housing has to.be affordable as it 

relates to the people in the area, in the surroundinc B 
area. That's what we mean by affordable housing. WE 

mean that maybe somebody making $15,000 a year can 

afford to buy a home. Just that simple. 

We also want to see zero impact on the 

sewage plant that now exists. Whatever we need to 

do, we need to go about doing that, if it's in the 

EIR, EIR -- well, you know what I mean, EIRS, 

whatever else all that is. .If it's in there, 

whichever way is in there that can make that happen, 

zero impact, we want to see that. We want to see it 

in 30 days; we want to see it now; whenever you do 

it. 

I think it's very important that we also 

realize that Bayview/Hunters Point Shipyard is not 

isolated. It is in a community. That community also 
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Because of the shipyard, Third Street has 

to be -- has to have something done to it. It cannot - 

look the same and the shipyard is the most glorious 
I 

thing in the world. That will not work. Some way, O- PH2-59 
we are going to have to figure out that whoever the 

developer is has to understand that part of it -- we 

will be coming to them and talking to them about d 

Third Street. d 
I think it's important that all of these 

things that we are talking about, all the concerns of 

the community, all of our health concerns, have to be 

met. They have to be dealt with. It is incumbent 

upon the entire City. It is not.Bayview/Hunters 

Point's health problem. It is San Francisco's health 
. 

problem. It is not Bayview/Hunters Point's sewer Y 

problem. It is San Francisco's sewer problem. And , 

the sooner we realize that,. the better off we will - 

be. 

So whenever we do this, these things have' 

to be addressed. 

Thank you very much. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Dwayne Robinson, and 

then Millard Larkin. 

MR. DWAYNE ROBINSON: Good afternoon. My 

78 

(650) 594-0677 BREWER & DARRENOUGUE (650) 949-1900 I 

www.quicktext.com 



Public Hearing - Thursday, December 17, 1998 

II 1 name is Dwayne Robinson. I'm a merchant, a business 

2 owner. I'm an owner of Bayview Barber College. I'm 
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a resident of Bayview/Hunters Point all my life. 

One of the things I want to talk about is 

the economic development of Bayview/Hunters Point. 

And I'm not talking in terms of, like, giving someone 

a job for 10 months or 12 months while we do 

construction. What I'm talking about is the long- 

term basis. And what I mean by this is in terms of 

if I send a college student out right there, I'm 

always telling students, "Go to college, go away, 

don't worry. When you come back, Bayview is going to 

look the same." I dare not say that now. 

So with this thought, what I'm saying is 0 Pm-6 1 

that whoever gets the construction contract, the 

economics, the building, from the building of the 

house to making sure the loan, the whole from the , 

beginning to the end, that we have a part, African- 

Americans in Bayview/Hunters Point. IId like for 

this to be on the record. I'd like for this to be 

put in the EIR document that we do have a chance. 

Because I don't think it's fair for anyone just to 

come over in a community, make some decisions, and no 

matter what we say right now, these decisions still 

might go forward. 4 

79 

c 
(650) 594-0677 BREWER & DARRENOUGUE (650) 949-1900 

- www.quicktext.com 



Public Hearing - Thursday, December 17, 1998 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

So I would like for us to think about the 

long term. I'm not talking like two years. I'm 

talking about ten years. Ten years of plan of 

economic development for the youth of Bayview/Hunter 

Point. 

‘S 

‘0 I don't give a kid a job and (inaudible) g 

get on construction. Get the job. And we know how 

the process work and (inaudible) the construction 

jobs so they stay the way they are. We might have 

attitudes of being not used to working, unemployed, 

unskilled labor. And what I'm saying is that we 

should think in terms of, like, whatever the 

development is, that we include this community. 

And it's like the young lady just said, 

this is not only Bayview/Hunters Point. This is a 

San Francisco project. So we should think as 

San Franciscans what we should do for one of our 

communities. And in terms of this community, we are 

-- Here's the front page of the new Bay (inaudible). 

It says, "City launches new jobs program for 

Bayview/Hunters Point. San Francisco's most 

economically disadvantaged community participated in 

a benefit for the City's robust economy." 

The point being is that we're saying the 

economy is booming so fast and so many things are 
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going to happen, but I think we're still going to be 

left out of this for some apparent reason. There's 

not going -- Affirmative Action is gone. What do we 

have to say, "Look, we're not being inclusive of thi: 

community"? Is there anything in the document to say 

this, in the EIR report? Can this be put in here? 

Can it be put on record that this can't happen? 

That's all I have to say today. 

MR. MILLARD LARKIN (NAACP): Good 

afternoon, Commissioners, guests, community. I'm 

here, my name is Millard Larkin, and. I'm speaking on 

behalf of the NAACP for Mr. Alex Pitcher who is their 

president. 

I have copies of,a letter that he asked me 

to read to you, copies for the entire commission. SC 

I'd like to pass these out. 

I'll read this letter to you. It says, , 

"Honorable Hector J. Chinchilla, President. Dear 

President Hector: The Revised Draft EIR/HIR," [sic] 

parenthesis, "(the 'new EIR'), provides much more 

information about the environmental hazards at the 

shipyard and the remediation program for the site 

Installation Restoration- Program, IRP. 

vt also looks at ways to cover 

contaminants and hazards that might remain after the 
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I' I 
d 

IRP is complete. 

a 
0 PI-E-62 

d 

"Finally, the new EIR addresses design 

development and cleanup in parallel phrases -- phases 

and provides more complete health and safety measures 

through the course of the development. 

"1 support moving the process forward. 

Respectfully submitted, Alex Pitcher." 

Now, IId like to speak for myself, Millard 

Larkin, and I'm speaking with respect to having been 

in Bayview/Hunters Point for the past 20 years, both 

as a resident and as a community servant. 

I've worked in Bayview/Hunters Point as a 

drug counselor with Bayview/Hunters Point Foundation, 

so I am aware of the different things that are 

needed, the different -- the other different social 

environmental conditions. . 
I think that in moving the EIR -- in moving 

this process forward, it does a lot of things. For 

example, many people in this room understand that the II 

e 

4 

highest rate of breast cancer probably in the United 

States is right in that particular community. There 0 PH2-63 - 

I are a lot of people that stand to gain that don't 

live in that community or haven't put anything back 

into that community. 

L 

- 
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. So I think in addressing these issues, whel 

we talk about environment, you do need to look at the 

things that it caused. So like the previous 

speakers, IId like to see it move forward. 

Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Thank you. I have no 

other cards from people who'd like to speak to the 

commission on this item, but is there anyone else in 

the audience who would like to have a chance to spea> 

to us? 

Seeing no one, we're going to declare 

public testimony on this closed. 

And Commissioners, we'll start with the 

Redevelopment Commission. .Commissioner King. 

COMMISSIONER KING: No, I'm -- 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Commissioner Dunlop. 

COMMISSIONER KING: Let someone else do it. 

COMMISSIONER DUNLOP: First, IId like to 

thank staff. This document is so much more improved 

from what we saw last year. I think it addresses the 

issues a lot more thoroughly. I think we have a 

document here that will possibly make its way to 

approval. 

I do want to recognize some of the concerns 

that were brought forward. I think one of the things 

83 

(650) 594-0677 BREWER & DARRENOUGUE (650) 949-1900 

www.quicktext.com 

0 PH2-63 



Public Hearing - Thursday, December 17, 1998 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

that came out from a number of the people who came to 

speak was the issue about transportation and that 

section being particularly weak. And I also concur 

with that as far as, you know, bike route. And then 

I also appreciate the comment of one of the possible 

mitigations on the weakness could be local hiring as 

a mitigation measure, and I think that's a really 

good idea. 

It was interesting to hear, there was 

certainly a lot of debate on the substance of the 

draft EIR/EIS, but actually more debate just upon 

length of time that people had to address it, which I 

think perhaps indicates that there just isn't enough 

time; that we haven't had enough substantive time to 

review this document. And I appreciate what 

Mr. Walker said regarding, you know, we got the 

report, we've got to start cleaning up this area. 

And no question about that, we really need to, but we 

need to do it in a thorough and, you know, proper 

manner, getting as much input as possible. 

The holidays have created, I think, a very 

large time, you know -- had blocked out a lot of time 

for the public with the public comment, and I really 

feel for the best of this project to go forward that 

we really should extend the public hearing for 30 
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days that was asked. 

Now, of course, I would ask of staff, if 

there's any feeling about perhaps substantive 

problems that could come from that action. If 

there's someone who could address that, the 30-day 

extension. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Ms. Gitelman. 

MS. HILLARY GITELMAN: Hillary Gitelman, 

Planning Department staff. (Inaudible) the EIR is or 

the critical path so that the longer we take to 

finish the EIR, the longer it will be before the City 

gets control of the base from the Navy. 

That being said, I think a matter of days 

one way or the other I personally don't think makes 

that huge a difference. It's up to the Commission 

whether you wanted to grant 30 days. Maybe. some 

compromise. We've heard compelling testimony on both 

sides, 30 days and no delay.. Maybe there's somewhere 

in the middle that the Commissioncould find. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Commissioner Dunlop, 

were you -- 

COMMISSIONER DUNLOP: I appreciate that. 

And IId like to hear from my fellow COIIIIIIiSSiOnerS, 

although, also, I -- you know, the President Elect 

Ammiano and Supervisor Yaki also weighed in on 30 
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days. I think that's something that we should also 

consider in our deliberations. But I would love to 

hear from the other commissioners on this. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Commissioner King. 

COMMISSIONER KING: I'm speaking against 

your recommendation. I think they've had a year now. 

It's been a year they've been working on it, and 

(inaudible) had a lot. 

You made a very important point. We're 

dealing with the Navy, and if we keep 30 days, it's 

going to be another 60, 90 days by the time we get it 

all redrafted and re-everything else. And I think 

these people are right. That community is 

devastated, and they've got to move forward. And I 

think giving another 30 days, I don't see why. 

I think this document has been out and 

viewing people, working with people for the last 

thing, when we had the first hearing. We have this 

document. I know I 'rn a. layman. I know I can't go 

through all of it, but there are all these lawyers 

and these other people that maybe can get through it. 

But I-think these people who are talking about it, I 

think they have enough time. I know Saul very well. 

He's been out there with that Bayview thing and his 

involvement for the last -- ever since it's been out 
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there. 

So, you know, I think there can't be a 

delay, and I think the people are right. I think 
we've got to move on it. We've had it for over a 

year now. So I'm certainly in favor of not giving 

the 30 days. 

COMMISSIONER CHINCHILLA: Commissioner, 

Commissioners, may I suggest a compromise position. 

Realistically, the holidays, the last two weeks, are 

basically, you know, time to spend with the family, 

time to spend relaxing and stuff. And in all 

fairness, I think that a good -- a reasonable 

compromise position might be an additional two weeks, 

the weeks -- the time that's lost on the holidays, 

and not quite 30 days because I agree with 

Commissioner King that 30 days could turn into three 

months in the process. 

But perhaps if we.go down the middle and 

split the baby, if you will, on two weeks, that would 

-- suits everybody's needs. So I would suggest that 

as a compromise,position. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Commissioner Singh. 

COMMISSIONER DARSHAN SINGH: That's a good 

suggest that we extend it for two weeks, and I make 

the motion that we extend it for two weeks. 
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COMMISSIONER KING: 1'11 second that. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: I have a motion on the 

floor and a second. Are there any objections? 

Okay. Then it's unanimously adopted that 

we go on for an additional two weeks. I think the 

date decided -- 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: 19th. 

MS. HILLARY GITELMAN: That would be the 

close of business on the 19th. 

COMMISSIONER CHINCHILLA: Is that all right 

with the Planning Commission, two weeks? 

COMMISSIONER HILLS: Yeah. I would just 

like clarification. It's with the understanding that 

-- that oral comment is closed now and it's only for 

written comments. 

COMMISSIONER CHINCHILLA: That's correct. 

COMMISSIONER HILLS: Yeah. That's' fine 

with me. 

COMMISSIONER CHINCHILLA: That would be 

when? 

MS. HILLARY GITELMAN: That would be the 

close of business on January 19th. Oh, I'm sorry. 

Yes, January 19th. That's a Tuesday. 

COMMISSIONER CHINCHILLA: Tuesday? Okay. 

Everyone will agree. to extend the comment period for 
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Written Comments Until close of business January 

19th. 

All right. Anything else? 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Any other comments 

from the redevelopment commissioners? Commissioner 

Yee, did you have anything? 

COMMISSIONER YEE: No, Chairman. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: Commissioner Singh? 

Okay. 

COMMISSIONER CHINCHILLA: Any comments fron 

the Planning Commissioners? - 

Good document. It's a vast improvement 

over last year's document. I'm glad to see that the 

agency cooperated on that. 

Okay. If we have nothing else -- We do. 

I'm sorry. Commissioner Antenore. 

COMMISSIONER ANTENORE: I want to thank the 

president for that compromise position. It makes 

sense. It's really helpful for everyone. 

I was -- In the comments other than the 

transportation comments, I was particularly impressed 

by the questions raised by the woman who spoke about 

the residual contamination issues. And particularly 

the ability of the City, the public, the construction 

people, anybody who are going to be utilizing this 
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site to be able to identify areas of residual 

contamination so that when the work is going forward 

that people are doing this with knowledge of what's 

there. And I thought there really is a good issue 

about how that information is presented. And it 

really -- whether it's in the form of the 

Environmental Impact Report or whether it comes in a 

separate document, prior to actually commencing work 

there, there ought to be a clear;readily referable 

document where anyone affected can see and identify 

the issues around the residual contamination. And I 

thought that was an extremely good point that -- that 

needs some work in some form. 

And that I also thought that the point that 

she made about mitigation measure 5-A around the role 

of undiscovered contamination and spelling out what 

the various roles of the agencies involved, including 

the Navy and the City and so forth, would be with 

regard to contamination that's discovered after the 

fact, I thought those were two very important points. 

And I want to just support that speaker on those. 

COMMISSIONER CHINCHILLA: Any other -- 

Anything else, Commissioners, Planning Commissioners? 

If not, then we have no further business for the 

joint commissions. We'll adjourn this special 
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meeting. 

For those that are here for the regular 

Planning Commission meeting, we will reconvene 

shortly in Room 428 for our regular meeting. 

COMMISSIONER DUNLOP: I move we adjourn the 

Redevelopment Commission. 

COMMISSIONER KING: I second it. 

COMMISSIONER SWEET: The meeting of the 

Redevelopment Commission is adjourned. 

(3:43 p.m.) 
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Resoonse to Comments 

- 

1 Public Hearing 2, Held at the War Memorial Veteran’s Building, 
2 December 17,1998 

3 Response to Comment PH2-1 (Espanola Jackson, Community Member): 
4 Comment noted. 

5 Response to Comment PH2-2 (Dorothy Peterson, Bayview-Hunters Point Restoration 
6 Advisory Board): 
7 Comment noted. 

8 Response to Comment PH2-3 (Saul Bloom, ARC Ecology): 
9 The Redevelopment Agency Commissioners and the Planning Department 

10 Commissioners extended the public comment period on the EIR to January 19,1999, at 
11 the December 17,1998 public meeting on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. 

12 Response to Comment PI-D-4 (Chuck Collins, CWDG Ventures, Inc.): 
13 Comment noted. 

14 Response to Comment PH2-5 (Marsha Pendergrass, Community Member): 
15 Comment noted. 

16 Response to Comment PH2-6 (Marti Buxton, Cattellus Development): 
- 17 Comment noted. 

18 
- 19 

20 
21 
22 

23 Response to Comment PI-U-8 (Willie B. Kennedy, Community Member): 
24 Comment noted. 

- 31 
32 
33 

h 34 
35 

Response to Comment PI-D-7 (Charlie Walker, Community Member): 
Comment noted. The remediation of HPS is being conducted under the Installation 
Restoration Program (IRP) pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) and under Navy compliance actions. Site 
remediation is independent of the EIS. 

Response to Comment PI%!-9 (Olin Webb, Community Member): 
The Redevelopment Agency Commissioners and the Planning Department 
Commissioners extended the public comment period on the EIR to January 19,1999, at 
the December 17,1998 public meeting on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. 

The Proposed Reuse Plan would result in the creation of jobs and the construction of 
housing. A portion of the new jobs and housing would be reserved for low-income 
persons and residents of the Bayview-Hunters Point community. In light of these project 
benefits, no socioeconomic mitigation measures are required. The City/San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency are currently in negotiation with a private developer who is 
expected to oversee development of HPS and implementation of the Hunters Point 
Shipyard Redevelopment Plan (San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1997). It is possible 
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36 
37 

that some form of “local community ownership” (e.g., affordable home ownership) could 
play a role in this development. It is not possible to say at this point, however, whether 

35 
39 

or to what extent other forms of local ownership might be part of a negotiated agreement 

40 
on development, given the likely need to balance potentially complex legal and financial 
issues raised by such a policy. 

41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 

Response to Comment PH2-10 (Olin Webb, Community Member): 

Redevelopment activities at Hunters Point Shipyard would proceed pursuant to the 
Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Plan (San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1997). 
As permitted under the Redevelopment Plan and as is customary for the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency, the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency would enter into a 
development agreement with a primary developer, selected by the Redevelopment 
Agency Commission. This agreement includes, as its first goal, the creation of 
“sustainable economic benefits and jobs for the Bayview-Hunters Point community.” The 
goal is further articulated by the following objectives: 

50 
51 
52 

Build a diverse and economically viable and sustainable community with 
employment, entrepreneurial, art and educational opportunities for the economic 
benefit of the Bayview-Hunters Point community. 

53 .- 

s4 
55 

Create 6,400 permanent jobs at full build-out of the project. 

Maximize participation of area residents and businesses in the pm-development, 
development, interim reuse, and environmental remediation of HPS. 

56 Create and expand economic opportunities for existing area businesses. 

57 Provide ownership and equity opportunities for area residents and businesses. 

58 
59 
60 

Provide the greatest possible level of education and job training and hiring 
opportunities for area residents and for partnerships with community residents and 
businesses throughout all development and long-term management of the project. 

61 
62 

Create small business assistance programs and incubator opportunities with linkages 
to larger, established businesses. 

63 
64 
65 

Provide for land uses and development projects that are compatible with one another 
within HPS and with the surrounding neighborhood, during all phases of 
redevelopment. 

66 The primary developer would be required to prepare and implement development 
67 proposals that are consistent with San Francisco Redevelopment Agency goals and 
68 objectives including the ones listed above. Any development proposals submitted to the 
69 San Francisco Redevelopment Agency by the primary developer would also be reviewed 
70 by the HPS Citizens’ Advisory Committee (CAC). Further, the primary developer would 
71 be required to prepare and implement a Community Benefit Program that relates to the 
72 following: 
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l Permanent and construction jobs, including job training, education and hiring 
programs consistent with articulated goals and objectives and with applicable San 
Francisco Redevelopment Agency and City requirements, such as the First Source 
Hiring and Equal Opportunity programs. 

0 Investment opportunities for the community. 

l Business incubator and entrepreneur opportunities. 

l Local ownership opportunities. 

Response to Comment PH2-11 (Alex Lantsberg, Southeast Alliance for Environmental 
Justice): 
The Redevelopment Agency Commissioners and the Planning Department 
Commissioners extended the public comment period on the EIR to January 19,1999, at 
the December 17,1998 public meeting on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment PH2-l.2 (Alex Lantsberg, Southeast Alliance for Environmental 
Justice): 
The Transportation Management Association (TMA), through the Transportation System 
Management Plan (TSMP), would work to improve traffic conditions by encouraging 
alternate forms of transportation. The TSMP includes specific, feasible measures for 
reducing automobile trips and encouraging transit use. Implementation of the TSMP is 
expected to reduce traffic and air quality impacts. The proposed TMA is the best form of 
mitigation that can be required at this early stage of the planning process. The ISMP is 
required in EIS Section 4.1.2 as mitigation for Significant and Mitigable Impacts 1,2, and 3. 
The TSMP is described in Section 4.1.2, subheading “Significant Unmitigable Impact.” 
Please also refer to the response to Comment PH2-32. 

While road widening (proposed as mitigation for Significant and Mitigable Impact 2) can 
encourage automobile use, this tendency must be balanced against the need for lessening 
congestion and reducing air quality impacts. The Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (BAAQMD) recognizes that measures to improve traffic flow and reduce 
congestion can lessen air quality impacts, but cautions against traffic-inducing effects of 
increased roadway capacity (BAAQMD impact assessment guidelines, p. 59). The 
proposed mitigation measures would affect single intersections in a congested urban area 
where the transportation network has many other capacity constraints. Within this 
context, the suggested measures would not be expected to induce substantial additional 
traffic, and the benefit of reduced congestion and air quality impacts in the vicinity would 
appear to outweigh the incremental increases in capacity. 

Response to Comment PH2-13 (Alex Lantsberg, Southeast Alliance for Environmental 
Justice): 
The CERCLA Record of Decision (ROD) will address remediation of the existing 
contamination to the required cleanup levels and monitoring activities associated with 
remediation (groundwater monitoring, for example). The CERCLA process also requires 
enforceable controls to be in place to regulate future uses, if the remedial action approved 
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by U.S. EPA allows residual chemical constituents to remain at HPS. Such enforceable 
controls are expected to take the form of environmental covenants recorded against the 
conveyance documents for the property, which would restrict future uses and provide for 
regulatory agency enforcement. Compliance with institutional controls contained in the 
conveyance document would be the responsibility of future property owners. In addition 
to the CERCLA process, institutional controls required by existing regulations would 
protect against exposure to residual chemical constituents during redevelopment and 
reuse. 

Response to Comment PH2-14 (Alex Lantsberg, Southeast Alliance for Environmental 
Justice): 
Please refer to response to Comment PI-L&10. 

Response to Comment PH2-15 (Alex Lantsberg, Southeast Alliance for Environmental 
Justice): 
As stated in EIS Section 4.9.2 under “Less Than Significant Impacts”, wastewater flows 
generated by the Proposed Reuse Plan would be well within the capacity of the City’s 
wastewater treatment system. A one percent increase in total raw wastewater 
contribution to the treatment plant is a less than significant impact, because it would not 
adversely affect operation of the plant or quality of treated effluent. Compliance with the 
RWQCB Bay water quality objectives and U.S. EPA National Ambient Water Quality 
Criteria would assure that increased discharge of treated effluent would not have 
significant deleterious effects on receiving waters. Also, please see responses to written 
comments submitted by the Southeast Alliance for Environmental Justice (Comment 
Letter P5). 

Response to Comment PH2-16 (Alex Lantsberg, Southeast Aliiance for Environmental 
Justice): 
Sections 3.14 and 4.14, Energy, have been deleted from this document, as consideration of 
this issue is outside the scope of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 

Response to Comment PH2-17 (Ruth Gravanis, SF Baykeeper and Golden Gate 
Audubon Society): 
The quantity of storm water discharged at HPS is expected to decline or stay the same in 
the future due to increased open space and landscaping, ‘which will result in greater 
rainfall infiltration and less runoff. The quality of storm water discharged is expected to 
improve in the future, because of the remediation of site soils and conversion of HPS 
from vacant industrial land to a mixed-use community, as well as implementation of best 
management practices (BMPs) as required by the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) General Industrial Permit. For this reason, mitigation 
measures that provide for additional treatment of storm water discharges have not been 
identified. Nonetheless, as the EIS and the comment note, the design of proposed storm 
water system upgrades (Option 1) or replacement (Option 2) could include refinements 
such as additional storage, treatment, or alternative approaches to the handling of storm 
water, such as retention and reclamation. 
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The Proposed Reuse Plan includes about 124 acres (50 hectares [ha]) devoted to open 
space, 70 acres (28 ha) for research and development, 96 acres (39 ha) for industrial, and 
86 acres (34 ha) for maritime industrial uses. While specific users and programs for these 
areas have not been identified, these areas of HPS could accommodate sand filters, 
grassy swales, a treatment plant, etc., if such facilities are determined to be compatible 
with the type of open space use developed and any use restrictions established under the 
CERCLA program, as well as if such facilities can be funded. 

Response to Comment PH2-18 (Ruth Gravanis, SF Baykeeper and Golden Gate 
Audubon Society): 
The Redevelopment Agency Commissioners and the Planning Department 
Commissioners extended the public comment period on the EIR to January 19, 1999, at 
the December 17,1998 public meeting on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment PH2-19 (Ruth Gravanis, SF Baykeeper and Golden Gate 
Audubon Society): 
Dredging sediments and constructing a wetland with some of the material is one 
remediation alternative being considered for Parcel F. The planning and construction of a 
mitigated wetland is a complex process from a technical, environmental, and regulatory 
perspective. It often involves, among other things, a stringent soil testing program, 
suitability studies, specialized design, and permitting and regulatory oversight by 
multiple agencies. The final remedy for Parcel F will be determined in consultation with 
U.S. EPA and the RWQCB and will be documented in the CERCLA ROD for the parcel. 

Response to Comment PH2-20 (Ruth Gravanis, SF Baykeeper and Golden Gate 
Audubon Society): 
Wetlands are described in EI!S Section 3.13.5. EIS Section 4.13.2 states that “these 
wetlands, along with the mudflats and aquatic habitats at HPS, nearby Candlestick Point 
Recreation Area, and Pier 98, provide some of the most valuable habitat for waterfowl 
and shorebirds along the western shore of the Bay.” Please see response to Comment 
PH2-19. 

Response to Comment PH2-21 (Christine Shirley, Arc Ecology): 
It is beyond the scope of the EIS to provide extensive details of the human health risk 
assessments conducted as part of the JRP pursuant to CERCLA regulations. The details of 
the human health risk assessments for each parcel are available for review at the San 
Francisco Public Library, Anna E. Waden Branch, 5075 Third Street and at the Main 
Library at Larkin and Grove Streets. 

While residual chemical constituents could remain after the cleanup to risk-based 
standards is complete, their concentrations would be within levels that are protective of 
human health and the environment, considering planned reuse. 

Response to Comment PH2-22 (Christine Shirley, Arc Ecology): 
Please see response to Comment PH2-21 above. The current analysis cannot speculate on 
the nature of risks in other areas of San Francisco, such as the Bayview-Hunters Point 
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193 area. Please refer to EIS Section 5.1.3, subheading “Concurrent Reuse and Remediation,” 
19.5 fourth paragraph, for further discussion of this issue. 

216 Navy acknowledges that property disposal does not terminate Federal Government 
217 responsibility for contamination caused by its activities on the property. Section 120(h)(3) 
21s of CERCLA places certain restrictions on the conveyance of Federally owned property on 
219 which hazardous substances have been stored, released, or disposed of. Generally, Navy 
220 must take all remedial action necessary to protect human health and the environment 
221 with respect to any hazardous substances on a property before it can convey the property 
222 by deed. Under certain circumstances, however, contaminated property can be conveyed 
223 by deed before all remedial action has been taken. Section 120(h)(3)(C) of CERCLA sets 
224 forth the conditions under which the U.S. EPA Administrator, with the concurrence of the 
225 Governor, can defer the requirement of providing a covenant that all necessary remedial 
226 action has been taken before the date of conveyance. In such cases, once Navy has 
227 completed all necessary remedial action, it must issue a warranty that satisfies the 
22s covenant requirement. In any case, when property is conveyed, the grantee receives 
229 covenants and indemnifications regarding environmental liability from the Government 
230 of the United States or the Department of Defense. These covenants and indemnifications 
231 provide for continuing Federal responsibility for contamination resulting from Federal 
232 Government activities. The covenant and indemnification requirements that provide for 
.A& 3-1 continuing Federal Government responsibility are considered by Navy to be regulatory 
234 requirements and therefore not mitigation. 

Response to Comment PH2-23 (Christine Shirley, Arc Ecology): 
The measures referred to by the comment require the San Francisco Redevelopment 
Agency to ensure that future reuse activities, including construction activities undertaken 
to further reuse objectives, would either avoid residual contamination or be conducted in 
a manner to prevent impacts from exposure. When construction is proposed, these 
measures require that all available information sources be reviewed to determine what is 
known about residual contaminants (i.e., their location, character, concentration, etc.) and 
that soil and groundwater testing be done to further characterize the contamination if 
necessary. The measures then require preparation of a site mitigation plan meeting all 
requirements of Article 20 of the Public Works Code, as well as a Health and Safety Plan 
in compliance with Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 
requirements. 

The review of available information sources regarding potential contamination is a 
standard pm-development procedure, and developers and their consultants routinely 
review multiple data bases and reports in the course of site investigations. At HPS, the 
review of available information would be easier to do if Navy’s inforrnation were 
provided in one location and/or made available via a GIS mapping system. While the 
City could request such a system from Navy in the course of negotiations regarding 
conveyance of HPS, provision of information in one specific form or another need not be 
required as mitigation. 
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b 271 Response to Comment PH2-31 (Eve Bach, Arc Ecology): 
272 Refer to response to Comment PH2-10. 

Response to Comment PH2-24 (Christine Shirley, Arc Ecology): 
Proposition 65 notification requirements related to residual contamination would be 
complied with to the extent required by law. 

California employers whose employees could have potential exposures to hazardous 
substances are required to develop a Hazard Communication Program as required by the 
General Industry Safety Orders, California Administrative Code, Title 8 Q 5194. 

Response to Comment PH2-25 (Steve Nakatani, Save the Bay): 
The Redevelopment Agency Commissioners and the Planning Department 
Commissioners extended the public comment period on the EIR to January 19,1999, at 
the December 17,1998 public meeting on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment PH2-26 (Steve Nakatani, Save the Bay): 
Remediation is being conducted under the IRP pursuant to CERCLA regulations and 
under other Navy compliance programs. Navy’s goal is to remediate HPS to a level 
protective of human health and the environment consistent with the intended reuse. 

Response to Comment PH2-27 (Steve Nakatani, Save the Bay): 
Text in the discussion of Parcel F has been revised to acknowledge that there is a potential 
pathway for human exposure to contaminated sediments in Parcel F through ingestion of 
contaminated fish. Navy is addressing this issue in consultation with the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

Response to Comment PH2-28 (Steve Nakatani, Save the Bay): 
The alternatives presented in the October 1998 Revised Draft EIS/EIR were summarized 
from the Parcel F feasibility study (U.S. Navy, 1998d), prepared under the IRP pursuant 
to CERCLA. The EIS is not a decision-making document for environmental cleanup at 
HPS. The final remedy for Parcel F will be developed in consultation with U.S. EPA and 
will be documented in the CERCLA ROD. The comments by Mr. Nakatani (Save the Bay) 
have been forwarded to the remedial project manager handling the CERCLA actions at 
HPS. 

Response to Comment PH2-29 (Steve Nakatani, Save the Bay): 
The commentor’s preference for on-site treatment of storm water is noted. Please see the 
response to Comment P12-5 regarding storm water quality. Refer to EI!3 Section 4.9 
(Water Resources), Proposed Reuse Plan, Mitigation 1 for measures that would eliminate 
potential increases in C!30 volumes. 

Response to Comment PH2-30 (Eve Bach, Arc Ecology): 
The Redevelopment Agency Commissioners and the Planning Department 
Commissioners extended the public comment period on the EIR to January 19,1999, at 
the December 17,1998 public meeting on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. 
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272 Response to Comment PH2-32 (Jennifer Clay, San Francisco Tomorrow): 
273 The TSMP includes specific, feasible measures for reducing automobile trips and 
274 encouraging transit use. Implementation of the TSMP is expected to reduce traffic and air 
275 quality impacts. The proposed TMA is the best form of mitigation that can be required at 
276 this early stage of the planning process. 

277 The elements of the T!SMP have been expanded to include the optional elements listed in 
27s the October 1998 Revised Draft EIS/EIR. See Section 4.12, subheading “Significant 
279 Unmitigable Impact” for a full description of the TMA. 

2%) Response to Comment PH2-33 (Jennifer Clay, San Francisco Tomorrow): 
2S1 The elements of the TSMP have been expanded to include the optional elements listed in 
282 the October 1998 Revised Draft EIS/EIR, including local hiring preferences. Refer to 
2S3 responses to Comments PI-Q-32 and PI-D-lo. 

284 

285 
286 
287 
2SS 
289 
290 
291 
292 
293 

294 Note that the Proposed Reuse Plan would not displace any existing housing units and is 
293 therefore not required to construct new units as mitigation. Nonetheless, objectives of the 
296 Proposed Reuse Plan include the creation of new housing and the provision of affordable 
297 housing. The issue of home ownership achievement goals will be considered by the San 
29s Francisco Redevelopment Agency during the next stages of the redevelopment process. 

299 
300 
301 
302 
303 
304 
305 

306 
307 

308 
309 
310 

Response to Comment PH2-34 (Jennifer Clay, San Francisco Tomorrow): 
The EIS recognizes that housing affordability is a pervasive problem, not onIy in the 
South Bayshore and Bayview-Hunters Point communities, but throughout San Francisco 
and the entire Bay Area. The data cited in Section 4.6 of the EIS show that 60 percent of 
the area population live in census tracts where the median household income is less than 
the City-wide median. Persons eligible for affordable units are those earning 60 percent 
to 100 percent of the City-wide median. Since the census data show a majority of 
households earning less than the median, it is reasonable to anticipate that many local 
residents will qualify to purchase or rent affordable units. Please also see the response to 
Comment P9-12. 

As permitted under the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Plan (San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency, 1997) and as is customary for the San Francisco Redevelopment 
Agency as the City’s affordable housing development agency, the San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency would enter into a development agreement with a primary 
developer, selected by the Redevelopment Agency Commission, to ensure that a range of 
housing opportunities is provided at the Shipyard. This goal is further articulated by the 
following objectives: 

l Develop well-designed new residential areas that assist in meeting a range of housing 
needs of the greater Bayview-Hunters Point community and the City. 

- 
l Develop and implement a permanent affordable housing program that makes 

available at least 20 percent of all new and rehabilitated housing types to low- and 
moderate-income households, maximizes the number and level of affordable housing, ‘1 
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L 343 Response to Comment PH2-39 (Mike Thomas, Communities for a Better Environment): 
3-M Please refer to the response to Comment PI%!-34. 

and is consistent with the housing needs identified by the Mayor’s Office of Housing 
in cooperation with the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. 

l Provide an appropriate mix of ownership and rental housing with the maximum 
number of units at the lowest possible price. 

Any development proposals submitted to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency by 
the primary developer would be reviewed by the HPS CAC. Along with preparing and 
implementing development proposals that are consistent with San Francisco 
Redevelopment Agency goals and objectives, including the ones listed above, the primary 
developer would be required to prepare and implement a Community Benefit Program 
that relates to affordable housing, including a description of the number and size of units, 
phasing and linkage principles, anticipated timing of availability, price range, and levels 
of affordability. 

Response to Comment PH2-35 (Charlie Swanson, Golden West Studios): 
Motion picture production is listed in Section 2.2 of the EIS as a component of the 
“industrial” potential land use category. 

Response to Comment PH2-36 (Mike Thomas, Communities for a Better Environment): 
Please refer to responses to Comments PI-Q-10 and PH2-34. 

Response to Comment PH237 (Mike Thomas, Communities for a Better Environment): 
CSOs consist of partially treated storm water and sewage that are discharged to the Bay 
in rainy weather on average one to ten times per year, depending on location. With 
implementation of Mitigation 1 in EIS Section 4.9, Water Quality, the number of annual 
C!SO discharges would not change as a result of development at HPS, and the increased 
volume of the discharges would be negligible (0.6 million gallons per year, or a 0.07 
percent increase from existing volumes). CSO discharges are one disadvantage of the 
City’s combined sewer system, which also has its advantages, since the combined system 
allows the City to treat most storm water discharges far in excess of other jurisdictions 
around the Bay. While the City continues to study ways to reduce CSO discharges, they 
are an accepted feature of the City’s combined sewer system, which operates under valid 
permits from the RWQCB. Please also see the response to Comment P13-3. 

Response to Comment PH2-38 (Mike Thomas, Communities for a Better Environment): 
Apportionment of responsibility for costs of infrastructure improvements is outside of the 
scope of the EIS. 

Response to Comment PH2-40 (Mike Thomas, Communities for a Better Environment): 
The Redevelopment Agency Commissioners and the Planning Department 
Commissioners extended the public Comment period on the EIR to January 19,1999, at 
the December 17,1998 public meeting on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. 
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349 Response to Comment PH2-41 (Isaac Smith, Communities for a Better Environment): 
350 HI’S was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) in 1989. Evaluation of site 
351 contamination and remedial alternatives began shortly thereafter. Cleanup has not been 
352 deferred as suggested by the commentor. 

353 Response to Comment PH2-42 (Isaac Smith, Communities for a Better Environment): 
354 Please refer to the response to Comment PH2-10 and PH2-34. 

35s Response to Comment PH2-43 (Reverend Arelious Walker, True Hope Church): 
356 Navy’s goal is to remediate HPS to a level that is protective of human health and the 
357 environment, considering planned reuse. 

35s Response to Comment PH2-44 (Reverend Arelious Walker, True Hope Church): 
359 Please refer to responses to Comments PH2-10 and PH2-34. 

360 Response to Comment PH2-45 (Barbara Banks, B&C Painting): 
361 Please refer to responses to Comments PH2-10 and PH2-34. 

362 
363 

364 
365 
366 
367 
368 
369 
370 

371 
372 

373 
374 
375 
376 
377 

378 HPS is within the east side reclaimed water use area designated by Section 1209 of the 
379 Reclaimed Water Use Ordinance (approved November 7,1991), which added Article 22 
380 to Part II, Chapter X of the San Francisco Municipal Code (Public Works Code). The 
381 ordinance requires non-residential projects over 40,000 square feet that require a site 
3% permit, building permit, or other authorization, and are located within this area, to 
383 provide for the construction and operation of a reclaimed water system for the 
384 transmission of reclaimed water within buildings and structures. That is, the building 
385 would need to be designed with separate plumbing to service uses that could employ 
386 reclaimed water (e.g., toilets). The ordinance also requires that owners, operators, or 
387 managers of all such development projects register their project with the Water 

Response to Comments 

Response to Comment PH2-46 (Jeff Marmer, Coalition for Better Wastewater Solutions 
and Alliance for a Clean Waterfront): 
Options for upgrading the HPS sewer system and potential impacts on the Southeast 
Water Pollution Control Plant (SEWPCP) are addressed in EL!3 Section 4.9.2. On-site 
treatment of storm water and sanitary sewage, while not precluded under the Proposed 
Reuse Plan, have not been proposed as mitigation. This is because the quality of storm 
water discharges is expected to improve over time, and the incremental flows of 
increased sanitary sewage from new employees and residents at HPS would not be 
considered a significant impact. 

Response to Comment PH2-47 (Jeff Marmer, Coalition for Better Wastewater Solutions 
and Alliance for a Clean Waterfront): 
When water demand exceeds the Firm Delivery Yield, the demand could still be met, but 
the demand would exceed the sustainable yield over the long term. Therefore, the City 
would ration water during critically dry periods (Carlin, 1999). Projections indicate that 
potable water supply would meet the City’s needs until 2020, and that water needs for 
the Proposed Reuse Plan would represent a small percentage of the City’s water demand. 
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399 Response to Comment PH2-49: 
- 400 Please refer to the response to Comment PH2-17. 

306 
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- 410 
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417 
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-120 

- 
421 Response to Comment PH2-53 (Ray Thompkins, Bayview-Hunters Point Task Force): 
422 Please refer to response to Comment PH2-51 and Pll-9. 

- 
423 
424 

Department, which would then issue a certificate of intention to use reclaimed water. 
Reclaimed water would have to be used unless the Water Department issued a certificate 
exempting compliance because reclaimed water was not available, an alternative water 
supply was to be used, or the sponsor had shown that the use of reclaimed water was not 
appropriate. Additional requirements of the ordinance affect projects incorporating 
landscaped areas greater than 10,000 square feet. The appropriate use of reclaimed water, 
when it becomes available, would reduce potable water consumption in the area. Please 
also see the response to Comment P16-7. 

Response to Comment PH2-48 (Jeff Manner, Coalition for Better Wastewater Solutions 
and Alliance for a Clean Waterfront): 
Please refer to the response to Comment PH2-37. 

Response to Comment PH2-50 (Karen Pierce, Bayview-Hunters Point Health and 
Environmental Assessment Task Force): 
The Redevelopment Agency Commissioners and the Planning Department 
Commissioners extended the public comment period on the EIR to January 19,1999, at 
the December 17,1998 public meeting on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. 

Response to Comment PH2-51 (Karen Pierce, Bayview-Hunters Point Health and 
Environmental Assessment Task Force): 
Remediation is being conducted under the JRP pursuant to CERCLA and under other 
Navy compliance programs. As stated in EIS Section 3.7, Navy‘s goal is remediate HPS to 
a level protective of human health and the environment, consistent with the intended 
reuse. EIS Section 3.7 describes existing contamination, references source documents and 
applicable laws governing the remediation process, and documents potential risk based 
on present (unremediated) conditions. The remediation program is a separate action 
from property disposal and implementation of the Proposed Reuse Plan. Questions and 
comments on the remediation should be directed to the IRP. 

Response to Comment PH2-52 (Brad Benson, on behalf of Supervisor Tom Ammiano): 
The Redevelopment Agency Commissioners and the Planning Department 
Commissioners extended the public comment period on the EIR to January 19,1999, at 
the December 17,1998 public meeting on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. The Redevelopment 
Agency and Planning Commissioners did not schedule a third public hearing. 

Response to Comment PH2-54 (Ray Thompkins, Bayview-Hunters Point Task Force): 
The report mentioned by the commentor has not been received. 
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425 Response to Comment PH2-55 (Ray Thompkins, Bayview-Hunters Point Task Force): 
426 The Redevelopment Agency Commissioners and the Planning Department 
127 Commissioners extended the public comment period on the EIR to January 19, 1999, at 
42s the December 17,1998 public meeting on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. 

435 

439 ’ 

449 As explained in EIS Section 3.9, Water Quality, existing CSO discharges can affect 
450 beneficial uses of the Bay in the project area, most notably by forcing the closure of 
451 beaches where water-contact recreation is permitted (at Candlestick Point). There is no 
452 evidence that the incremental increase in CSO volumes projected as a result of reuse at 
1s3 HPS would have a material effect on this existing situation. 

4s-l Response to Comment PH2-59 (Sophie Maxwell, Bayview-Hunters Point PA0 
455 The appearance of Third Street in the vicinity of HPS is expected to improve in the future 
156 due to implementation of the Third Street Light Rail Project and to revitalization efforts 
457 being considered by the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency and the Bayview-Hunters 
45s Point Project Area Committee as part of ongoing planning for the greater Bayview- 
459 Hunters Point neighborhood. At the present time, reuse of HPS is not expected to affect 
160 the appearance of surrounding areas, except to the extent that mitigation provided in 
461 Section 4.1 (Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation) results in improvements to area 
162 streets and intersections. 

Response to Comments 

Response to Comment PH2-56 (Elizabeth Sullivan, Neighborhood Parks Council): 
The Redevelopment Agency Commissioners and the Planning Department 
Commissioners extended the public comment period on the EIR to January 19, 1999, at 
the December 17,1998 public meeting on the Revised Draft EIS/EIR. 

The Reuse Plan includes about 124 acres (50 ha) devoted to open space use. 
Progra mming of these areas has not yet been done, so specific opportunities for recreation 
have not yet been identified. Please see mitigations in Section 4.7, along with 
descriptions of institutional controls contained in existing regulations, which protect 
against unacceptable risk from contamination during reuse. 

Response to Comment PH2-57 (Sophie Maxwell, Bayview-Hunters Point PA0 
Please refer to response to Comment PH2-34. 

Response to Comment PH2-58 (Sophie Maxwell, Bayview-Hunters Point PA0 
Reuse of HPS is expected to result in an incremental increase in sanitary sewage that is 
directly related to new employees and residents. The increase in sanitary sewage would 
result in an incremental increase in CSO volumes and would not change the average 
annual number of CSO events along the southern waterfront. This average, as 
established by the City’s permit from the RWQCB, is one per year in the HPS area, and 10 
per year elsewhere on the southern waterfront. Averaging is done over an extended 
period (about 80 years of rainfall data), and in some years the number of overflows is 
more or less than the average. 
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470 
- 

Response to Comment PH2-63 (Millard Larkin, National Association for the 
471 Advancement of Colored People): 

472 Comment noted. 

474 
- 

475 

Response to Comment PH2-60 (Sophie Maxwell, Bayview-Hunters Point PAC): 

Comment noted. 

Response to Comment PH2-61 (Dwayne Robinson, Community Member): 

Please refer to Comment PH2-10. 

Response to Comment PH2-62 (Millard Larkin, National Association for the 
Advancement of Colored People): 

Comment noted. 

Responses to comments by the Commissioners are not included. 
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