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NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Southwest Region

777 Sonoma Ave., Room 325

Santa Rosa, CA 95404-6528

Tel (707) 575-6050 Fax (707) 578-3435

rargs o

December 10, 1998 F/SW0O22:MH

Mr. Douglas R. Pomeroy

Leader, Base Conversion/Biology Group
Naval Facilities Engineering command
900 Commodore Drive

San Bruno, California 94066

Decar Mr. Pomeroy:

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).

NMEFS 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 incorrect. On March 9, 1998, the southern Oregon and
California Coastal evolutionarily,significant unit (ESU) of chinaok 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.

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 for chinook and ste‘elhe_éd_- to routinely fransit the waters off the HPS
shoreline is high, your analysis rcgarding potentially significant impacts to threatened and
endangered species in Section 4.13.2 may be in error. Specifically, potential impacts to water
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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
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

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.

There are two reasons for this position. First, as mentioned earlier, there is good reason to
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
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
forage on these very same benthic invertebrates considered exposed to the contaminated

sediments in parcel F.

With regard to the development of four small wetland areas under the Proposed Reuse Plan,
NMES 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
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/EIR. To set the record straight, the January 23 letter was not a
concurrence letter but rather a comment and response letter.

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
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contaminated sediments has not been adequately resolved, NMFS is unable to concur. That is,
NMEFS 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.

specifically to chinook salmon and steelhead trout in the south Bay and that the condition of @

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,

S

James Bybee
Northern California
Program Manager
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Response to Comments

Letter F1: National Marine Fisheries Service

Response to Comment F1-1:

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 F1-2:

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 HPS 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 F1-3:

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 F1-5:

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 F1-1). The ultimate condition of the
offshore sediments will be protective of these species as discussed in the response to
Comment F1-3. Consequently, Navy believes that NMFS can now concur with Navy’s no
adverse effect determination.

F1-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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2" e 3 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
i‘ W< REGION IX
%, mﬂf 75 Hawthomne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

Mr. Gary J. Munekawa, Code 7032, Bldg.209/1
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 (DEIS/R) for the Disposal and Reuse of Hunters 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 CFR 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 cultural/educational 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 E0-2, 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 project 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 altematives
have not altered significantly since the November 1997 version of the DEIS/R, 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 objections 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 gur 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,

s =

Deanna Wieman, Deputy Director
Cross-Media Division

cc: Tom Huetteman SFD-8
Karen Henry CMD-6
Roy Ford AIR-8
Ken Israels AIR-8
Attachments (3): Summary of EPA ratings
Detailed Comments

Pollution Prevention/Environmental Impact Reduction Checklist for
Military Base Closure and Reutilization

¢:/myf/letters/dei/hunters.dei.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" (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the
oroposal. 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 altemative or application of mitigation
measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce
these impacts.

“EQ" (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.

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category 1'' (Adequate)
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) 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" (Insufficient 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
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 lmpacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum
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 Coumncnts on the Draft Environmental Imipact Statement

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 DEIS/R. However, because there are more impacts and the
severity of most of those impacts has increased, we have rated the proposed action Environmental
Objections- Insufficient 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
1/19/98 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
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EPA Comments on the Draflt Environmental Impact Statement
for the Disposal and Reuse of Ilunters Point Shipvard, 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
Justice). This apparent oversight can be remedied by analyzing additional reuse scenarios in the the
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 altematives as required by NEPA. NEPA
guidelines specifically require that the analysis “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all
reasonable altematives and for altenatives 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.

In its description of the proposed reuse action and alternative, the DEIS/R provides only general
descriptions of the types of uses that “could” occur under either scenario; specific details are limited to
potentia] areas in square feet for each major use category. While this might be appropriate for a
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
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EPA Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Disposal and Reuse of [lunters Point Shipyard, San Francisco, California

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
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 FEIS/R. Also, in further describing the
existing alternatives it seems that dredging of channels to allow modern vessels access to the shipyard
area could be necessary, impacts and mitigations for dredging should be addressed in the FEIS/R.

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
foreseecable 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 18032] 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 internet at www.hanford.gov/polprev/nepa/appendix.htm or

through EPA.
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EPA Conunents on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Disposal 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 f
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
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

FEIS/R.

Section 4.2 (page 4-27) indicates that cumulative toxic air contaminant emissions from multiple |
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,,
(particulates smaller than 10 microns in diameter), which may assist with this portion of the analysis.

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
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

traffic.

ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

We disagree with some of the assertions in the DEIS/R that the Hunter's Point community (a
minority and low income population) would not be disproportionately impacted by the disposal and reuse
of HPS. 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
minority and low-income residents of the HPS area, especially for toxic air contaminants from stationary
sources, and PM,, emissions. This should be clarified by including 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
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
the objectives of reuse.” It appears, considering the lack of data on the proposed reuse plans, that it may
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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 1995 period was not meaningfully higher among the neighborhood population than among their
counterparts in the rest of the Bay 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 suggestion 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 FEIS/R, length permitting.

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.

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,
or maritime industrial activities with a small portion of the area (Figure 2.2-1) proposed for research and
development, mixed use (work and residential space), or education reuse activities. Section 3.7, the
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
been finalized. We encourage the Navy and the City and County of San Francisco to consider that
portions of these parcels could be remediated to a level that would minimize possibilities for future toxic
contamination and community exposure to environmental health risks. Reuse proposals should be
included in this process that would not potentiaiiy 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
proposals into the existing plans or into new alternatives in the EIS/R process would be consistent with
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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 HHRA [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 FEIS/R

(if the timing of the study permits).

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 FEIS/R should reflect this information.

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 FEIS/R should reflect this information.

Page 3-106. Paragraph 2. Second “trichloroethylene”? 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 3-110). Please elaborate or correct this in the FEIS/R.

Page 3-112. First full paragraph, last sentence. ROD for Parcel D expected to be signed in 1999.

Page 3-112. Second to last paragraph. Please confirm whether cesium and other radioactive
contamination noted in the DEIS/R was found at bldg 707 and provide supporting documentation.

HOROOOOO ©®



CHECKLIST FOR MILITARY BASE CLOSURE AND REUTILIZATION
How Can Military Base Closure and Reutilization Affect the Environment?

Military base closure and reutilization projects can have a variety of effects on the environment. These
impacts may 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, lead-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 Quality 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).

* 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?

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

Hazardous Material/Waste Management 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

paint, and underground storage tanks.

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

* 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?

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

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

* 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?

* 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?

* 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.

* Does the project require the collection of inert demolition/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?

Biological 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 demolition/construction activities.

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

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

* 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?

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

Geology/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?

* Does the project call for preparation of soil erosion and sediment control plans? Are specific control
proj prep. P p

o

measures suggested, such as seeding exposed soil, watering to prevent fugitive dust, and using
sediment basins and fences?

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.
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Response to Comments

Letter F2: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Response to Commenti F2-1:

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 (HPS) 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 community. 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.

F2-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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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
HPS 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 Land Use Alternatives and
Proposed Draft Plan are the following:

Objective 13: Ensure that Hunters Point Shipyard is developed according to
established environmental quality standards.

Policy 1: Prior to completion of any new construction or occupancy, ensure
hazardous materials remediation by the Navy to levels appropriate for
the planned uses.

Policy2:  Ensure that all new development and uses do not increase health risks
to current of future residents of Hunters Point Shipyard and its
environs.

Policy 3:  Encourage the development and use of innovative environmental
technology.

Objective 14: Achieve a balance between conservation, use and development of

Hunters Point Shipyard’s natural resources.
Policy 1: = Protect and enhance the Shipyard’s remaining natural resources.

Policy2:  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.

F2-2 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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Response to Comments

US. 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).

Response to Comment F2-3:

* 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]).
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 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, as described
in EIS Chapter 1. The City has been jointly working with the community on a focused
effort to develop and evaluate land use alternatives for the reuse of HPS since early 1994.
Through this planning process, a wide range of land use alternatives was identified and
evaluated. The result of the multi-year planning process was the Proposed Reuse Plan
evaluated in the EIS.

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

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

F2-3 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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Response to Comments

The EIS describes the contamination at HPS. The remediation process is being conducted
under the Installation Restoration Program (IRP) in compliance with the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). Prior to or during
reuse, substantial remediation activities will be conducted by Navy, under U.S. EPA
oversight, to remediate contamination at HPS. Institutional controls will eliminate
significant impacts during or/and after completion of CERCLA cleanup activities. In
addition, while specific future industrial users of HPS are unknown, the EIS analyses the
potential for use and generation of hazardous materials by those future users. Potential
impacts would be addressed through application of existing regulatory programs, such as
the City’s Hazardous Materials Ordinance, described in Section 4.7.2; the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act and the California Hazardous Waste Control Act,
enforced by the City’s Department of Public Health through the certified unified
program; BAAQMD'’s permit program; and permit programs under the Clean Water Act
and the City’s Industrial Waste Ordinance.

As stated in the response to Comment F2-2, the Proposed Reuse Plan would result in
environmental benefits, inciuding 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 considerabie 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.

President Clinton, in announcing his Five-Part Plan for Revitalizing Base Closure
Communities, emphasized local economic redevelopment of the closing military facilities
and creation of new jobs as the means to revitalize these communities. 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’s analysis, this alternative would contribute to
significant traffic congestion, 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 Develocpment Alternative
that could both eliminate these unavoidable significant environmental effects and achieve
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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 programmatic in nature and that the local redevelopment authority
could be required to undertake additional environmental analysis under state law (CEQA
Guidelines § 15162 and 15163). See Section ES.1, 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 F2-6:

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;:

e Hazardous Materials Ordinance: Businesses must report the quantity of hazardous
materials they store and prepare waste reduction strategies and waste minimization
plans.

e Industrial Waste Ordinance: Dischargers to the City’s sanitary sewer must pre-treat
discharges and implement pollution prevention, reclamation, and waste minimization
measures as required by the Public Utilities Commission (PUC).
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Response to Comments

e Reclaimed Water Ordinance: Developments over 40,000 square feet must implement
reclaimed water measures (e.g., install dual piping) during development.

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

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

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

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. OQil 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.

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

exposure to TAC emissions from stationary, mobile, and cumulative sources would be
considered less than significant.

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.

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

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

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

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

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

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

e 1.5 - 2.8 micrograms per cubic meter (1.0 to 1.9 percent of the Federal standard)
around the intersection of Palau and Third Streets.

e 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.

e 13 - 5.7 micrograms per cubic meter (0.9 to 3.8 percent of the Federal standard)
around the intersection of H Street and Spear.

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

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

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

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.

F2-9 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000



SN
NI RN IS NESY IS,

Py
-

[SSIRSS ISV IS LSS UG RO IR CF LSS IO

QOO0 00 NI N NN

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.

The level of contaminants in fish reflect the overall water quality of the areas in which
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
bioaccumulated contaminants within that species.

The submerged contaminated sediments offshore of Hunters Point in Parcel F are being
addressed under the Navy’s IRP program. The final remedy for these sediments will be
determined by the Navy in conjunction with U.S. EPA and the San Francisco RWQCB.
The selected remedy will be protective of human health and the environment and will be
consistent with land 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.”
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
at HPS (see Section 4.7). Thus, no expanded range of alternatives 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
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
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Response to Comments

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 rev1sed to
“asphalt adjacent to the secondary contaminant vault.”

Response to Comment F2-21:

The sentence about the 51gmng 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 BAYVIEW-HUNTERS POINT
NEIGHBORHOOD, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA
1993-1995

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:

e 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 1988-1992 could be explained by increased breast cancer screening starting

in the late 1980s.

o 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.

o 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 all 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.



Introduction

In August of 1995, in response to residents’ concems 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:

o 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.

o 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.

o 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

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.



In 1990, approximately 22 percent of the African American population of San Francisco lived in
Bayview-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. n 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 (DOF) 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



based on various data sources to project census tract populations through 2005 for five broad age
groups, 0-4, 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 19931595 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 race/ethnicity 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
inforrnation 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 beyond the breast or cervix 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



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
shows-invasive 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 (0-49 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 21 per year, the higher numbers occurring during the years,
1988 to 1992; the average number per year was |5. Also shown is the percentage of cancers that



were diagnosed at an early stage, that is, cancers that were classified as either in situ 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 1985-1987 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
cervical 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 health care, 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
1988-1992 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 1985-1987 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 1993-1995S 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.

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.

Cancer
Category
BladderS
Brain
Colon
Leukemia
Lung
NHL
Prostate
Rectum
Child & adol.”

All cancers
combined

Expected

number

1993-95!
8.0
<56
17.7
45
38.1
9.0
73.0
6.3
<56

221.2

THE INCIDENCE OF INVASIVE CANCER IN BAYVIEW-HUNTERS POINT

Observed Standardized
number incidence

1993-19952  Ratio3

10

<56

21

76
<56
<53

248

13
1.7
12
13
09
09
10
<t
17

11

99%
Confidence
Interval4

04-2.1
02-3.1
05-1.7
03-26
06-15
03-23
07-13
0.1-37
0.1-3.7

08-12

Expected
number
1993-95!

<56
<56
17.5
<56
247
52
n.a.
5.3
<56

178.7

Observed

number

1993-19952

<56

<56
10

<56
19
7

n.a.
<58
<56

- 162

Standardized
incidence
Ratio3

0.6
0.6
0.6
1.1
08

13

n.a.

<1
0.6

0.9

99%
Confidence
Interval4

0.1-456
0.0-7.4
0.4-2.1
02-31
05-18
0.3-24
n.a.
0.2-3.1
0.0-7.4

08-1.2

1 Expected numbers are based on: A) 1994 population estimates derived from 1990 population data from the California Department of Finance together with 1990

population data and 1895 projections from the Association of Bay Area Govemments; and B) 1993-1995 average annual cancer rates for the five-county Bay Area.
2 Cancers reported to GBACR as of October 1997.

3 The standardized incidence ratio equals the observed number of cases divided by ihe expected number.

4 Approximate 98% confidence interval around the standardized incidence ratio based on the Poisson distribution.

5 Bladder cancer cases and expected numbers include both invasive and in sifu cases.

8 Data not shown for fewer than 5 cases.
7 Cases in children and adolescents aged 0-19.



Table 2,

BAYVIEW-HUNTERS POINT
INVASIVE BREAST AND CERVICAL CANCER INCIDENCE AMONG WOMEN
1993-1995
Cancer Racel/ethnicity Age Group Expected Observed Standardized 99%
number number Incldence Confidence
1993-19951 1993-19952 Ratio3 Interval4
Breast All races
combined
00-49 122 8 0.7 02-15
50 - 85+ 40.2 37 0.9 06-14
All ages 524 45 09 06-1.2
African American
00-49 8.2 6 0.7 0.2-19
50 - 85+ 26.8 27 1.0 06-16
All ages 35.0 33 0.9 06-15
Cervix All races
combined
00-49 <55 <55 1.3 0.1-4.8
50 - 85+ <55 <55 1.0 0.1-38
All ages 52 6 12 03-30
African
American
00 - 49 <55 <55 1.3 0.1-6.1
50 - 85+ <55 <55 0.5 0.0-3.9
Allages - <55 <55 0.9 0.1-32

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 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 99 % confidence interval around the standardized incidence ratio based on the Poisson distribution.

5 Data not shown for fewer than 5 cases.



Table 3.

Cancer

Breast: invasive
and in situ

Cervix: invasive
and in situ

INVASIVE PLUS IN SITU BREAST CANCER INCIDENCE AMONG WOMEN

Racelethnicity

All races

African American

All races

African American

BAYVIEW-HUNTERS POINT
1993-1995
Age Group Expected
. number
1993-19951
00-49 139
50 - 85+ 48.6
All ages 62.5
00-49 9.0
50 - 85+ 325
All ages 41.5
00-49 18.8
50 - 85+ 6.2
All ages 25.0
00-49 13.0
50 - 85+ <56
All ages 17.1

Observed
number
1993-19952

<13.95
47
57

<9.05
32
39

18
5
23

1
<58
13

Standardized
incidence
Ratio3

<1
1.0
0.9

<1
1.0
0.9

0.8
0.5
0.8

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 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 99% 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 small number of in situ cases.

6 Data not shown for fewer than 5 cases.

99%
Confidence
Interval4

03-15
06-14
06-13

02-1.9
068-15
06-14

05-17
0.2-23
05-15

03-18
0.0-23
03-15

10



Table 4.

BAYVIEW-HUNTERS POINT
BREAST CANCER INCIDENCE AMONG WOMEN
ANNUAL NUMBER OF INVASIVE PLUS IN SITU CASES AND PERCENTAGE OF EARLY STAGE DIAGNOSES

1985-1995
Women of all races combined African American women

Year Total number of Percentage early Total number of Percentage early

breast cancers stage c.liagnoses2 breast cancers1 stage diagnoses?
1985 17 53 13 54
1986 17 53 9 56
1987 19 47 1 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, muiltiplied by 100.

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
1985-1987, 1988-1992, 1993-1995

Women of all races combined African American women
Time period Annual average of Average Annual average of Average
invasive plus in percentage early invasive plus in percentage early
situ cancers! stage cllalgm.'o.'.es2 situ cancers? stage dlagnoses2
1985-1987 16 51 10 55
1988-1992 22 61 16 63
1993-1995 15 72 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 100.



Table 6.

BAYVIEW-HUNTERS POINT
CERVICAL CANCER INCIDENCE AMONG WOMEN

THE ANNUAL AVERAGE NUMBER OF CASES AND AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF EARLY STAGE DIAGNOSES

DURING THREE TIME PERIODS
1985-1987, 1988-1992, 1993-1995

Women of all races combined African American women
Time period Annual average of Average Annual average of Average
invasive plus in percentage early invasive plus in percentage early
situ cancers! stage diagnoses2  situ cancers! stage diagnoses?
1985-1987 23 85.2 14 77.8
1988-1992 47 82.5 27 77.1
1993-1995 21 91.3 11 - 846

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, muitiplied by 100.

12



: RECEIVED
JUN 2 4 1998
s coNTIOtSh,

Community Health Profile

Bayview Hunters Point Health & Environmental Assessment Project

Summary of Prelimary Results from
Community Health Profiles Research

Tomds Aragén, MD, MPH Kevin Grumbach, MD

Community Health Epidemiology Section Primary Care Research Center

Public Health Division Division of Family & Community Medicine -

S.F. Department of Public Hzalth University of California, San Francisco
DRAFT

July 19, 1997
Contact Dr. Aragén with comments:
+15-554-9494, 431-7029 (fax)

The Bayview Hunt:es Yoint Healim & Environmental Assessment Task Force is a collaborative effort
between Basview Hunt:-. Pain: ne.chborhood residents and the following organizations: Golden Gate
University Environmen::” Law & Justice Clinic; Southeast Alliance for Environmental Justice; Northern
California Cancer Center  Lead Punoning Prevention Project:  University of Calitornia, San Francisco;
Southeast Hzulth Center  sun Franzieo Department of Public Health: Calitornia Department of Health
Services, and morc.




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
following organizations: Golden Gate University Environmental Law & Justice Clinic;
Southeast Alliance 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 concemns; (2) developing
ongoing communication with the community and eaming 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 Subcommittee (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, community-
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 Community Health Profiles

l. to assess community health needs;

2. 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.




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. BVYHP 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 1991-1992, 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) [1]. 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 1), hypertension (Figure 2.), congestive heart failure (Fxgure 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 race/ethnicity and by neighborhood (as defined by City
Planning District boundaries - see Appendix B) were evaluated (Figures 5-8) {2]. 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 5B). 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
5B). 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, B VHP has among the highest age-adjusted breast cancer rates (Figure



7B). Latino 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 & 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 ethnicity 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 (Table 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 males had 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 2 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 BVHP females, ischemic heart disease is the leading cause of death
followed by breast cancer, stroke, AIDS, and lung cancer. For comparison of ranking,
San Francisco SEYLLs are shown in Figure 13.

The poor health status of residents in BVHP reflects, in large part, the racial 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 maies. 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.

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 S.F.
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 cnly zipcode second to BVHP is the San Francisco
International Airport [6].
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San Francisco Female Breast & Cervical Cancer Rates

Fiﬂure SA . Female Breast Cancer Rates 1987-1993
By Race/Ethnicity and Age-adjusted

F'fﬁure &M . Female Cervical Cancer Rates 1987-1993

By Race/Ethnicity and Age-adjusted
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F\‘j urt 53 Female Breast Cancer Rates 1987-1993
By Planning District and Age-adjusted
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F.‘Oqﬂ. 6B. Female Cervical Cancer Rates 1987-1993
By Planning District and Age-adjusted
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San Francisco Male Lung & Prostate Cancer Rates

F igure +A . Male Lung Cancer Rates 1987-1993
By Race/Ethnicity and Age-adjusted
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Fiﬂure }%. Male Lung Cancer Rates 1987-1993
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1% gure A . Male Prostate Cancer Rates 1987-1993
By Race/Ethnicity and Age-adjusted
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Alameda
Contra Costa
Fresno
Kern
Los Angeles
Marin
Orange
Riverside
Sacramento
San Bernadino
San Diego
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San Joaquin
San Mateo
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Santa Clara
Sonoma
Stanislaus
Ventura

Fgure .,

\;ﬂu—ﬂ‘ N * Adjusted Rate Ratios from Mullivariable Cox Model: Variables Associated with
Survival After Diagnosis with Breast Cancer in San Francisco 1973-93 (N = 9414)

Bresst Cancer
Deaths All Deaths
Variable Hazard ¢ Namrd
No. Rate Ratlo L Rate Ratlo
Racc/etbaiciky
White 6154 1.00 (Refcrence) 1.00 (Reference)
Alfrican American 860 1.43 125 - 182) 1.25 (1.13.-13%)
Latino 586 054 0.79-112) 084 (0.74 - 0.96)
Chinese - 682 120 (1.02- 1.41) 1.00 0.38-1.14)
Filipino 291 0.80 (0.60 - 1,06) 094 0.77- 113
Other Aslan/other 24 089 (0.65 - 1.20) (17 1] (0.64 - 1.01)
Age caxcgory
20.49 1916 1.00 (Reference) 1.00 (Reference)
50-64 2883 1.06 (0.9¢ - 1.19) 1.4 (121 - 1.4
65-1 3339 1.24 (1.10- 1.39) 232 (2.12-233)
80+ 124 1.4 (1.49-2.03) 5.6 (4.64-5.73)
Summary Sge
Local 58 1.00 (Reference) 1.00 (Refevence)
Regional ts6 366 (3.29 - 4.06) 1.90 (1.73-200)
Distam a3 a2 (18.6 - 24.0) 8.57 (.80 -9.42)
Uastaged 426 4.06 (3.40-4283) 115 (2.00-233)
tlisiological grade
Well differentiaied 41 1.00 (Reference) 1.00 (Relerence)
Modersicly different. 1359 1 (1.34-338) L19 (0.97 - 1.46)
Poorly differeniiacd 159 4.09 (2.61-6.42) 1.86 (1.52-227)
Undiffercnt/anaplastic 140 M .37 - 6.56) [ R} €1.29-226)
Usksown 5893 3.02 (1.94-471) 144 (1.19-1.749)
" Eraof diagnosis
Years 1973-79 3006 1.00 (Reference) 1.00 (Reference)
Years 1980-36 3108 0.33 (0.76 - 092) 090 {0.34 - 0.96)
Years 198793 3303 0.6 {0.60 - 0.77) 0.80 (0.73-083)




Toble 3 . Adjusted Rate Ratios for Race/Ethnicity from Multivariable Cox Models*
Stratified by Era of Diagnosis, Breast Cancer in San Francisco 1973-93 (N = 9414)

Breast Cancer

Deaths All Deaths
Variable Hazard Hazard
No. Rate Ratio (95% C.I.) Rate Ratio (95% C.1.)
Model 1: Years 1973.79
Race/ethnicity .
White 2346 1.00 (Reference) ' 1.00 (Reference)
African American 235 1.33 (1.08-1.63) 1.18 (1.00- 1.38)
Latino 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)
African American 294 1.46 (1.18-1.81) - 129 (1.10- 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
Race/ethnicity
White 2156 1.00 (Reference) 1.00 (Reference)
African American 331 1.54 (1.16-2.04) 1.32 (1.06 - 1.64)
Latino 246 0.80 (0.54-1.18) 0.71 (0.53-0.95)
Asian/other 570 1.12 (0.85-1.47) 1.10 (0.90-1.33)

* All models adjusted for age, summary stage, and histological grade

Tablt, W ad justed Rate Ratios for Race/Ethnicity from Multivariable Cox Models*
Stratified by Stage at Diagnosis, Breast Cancer in San Francisco 1973-93 (N = 8988)

Breast Cancer
Deaths All Deaths
Variable Hazard Hazard
No. Rate Ratio (95% C.1.) Rate Ratio (95% C.1.)
Model 1: Local Stage
Race/ethnicity
White 3764 1.00 (Reference) 1.00 (Reference)
African American 415 1.77 (1.35-232) 1.26 (1.06 - 1.49)
Latino 302 1.11 (0.76 - 1.62) 0.99 (0.80-1.23)
Asian/other 700 1.28 (0.98 - 1.65) 091 (0.77 - 1.07)
Model 2: Regional Stage
Race/ethnicity
White 2229 1.00 (Reference) 1.00 (Reference)
African American 310 1.43 (1.19-1.73) 1.25 (i.07 - 1.46)
Latino 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 1.00 (Reference) 1.00 (Reference)
African American 92 1.15 (0.88 - 1.50) 1.17 (0.92-1.48)
Latino 35 0.62 (0.40-0.94) 0.66 (0.45 - 0.96)
Asian/other 73 0.82 (0.60-1.11) 0.94 {0.70 - 1.15)

* All models adjusted for age, era of diagnosis, and histological grade
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BVHP-HEAP Community Health Mini-Profiles
P —
Section Subseetl Source Authors
“Demographks Population Census Bermddez
Gender Census
Age Census
Newcomers Census
Race/ethnicity Census
Primary language Census
Households Census
Gay/Lesbians thd
Soclocconomic Income Census Rermidez
indicators Housing Census
Eaployment Census
tiducation Census
Poveny Census
Social Service Programs (]
: Homelessness DPH
Health & Weliness Wirths ~ DM -
Indicators Teen pregnancy DPH -
Low-Dirth Weigh  DPtl .
P'remature births  DPH .
Monality .
Cause-specific  State Reiter, Aragdn
Infam  State .
Selected health indicataes
AIDSAIlY  DPH .
Cancer NCCC Cabral Cvins, Arsgdn
Cardiovascular  CORE, UCSF . :
Cunmunicable diseases DPH
Sesuably tranwmitted diseases DRI .
Diabetes  tbd .
Disabilities ? .
Asttuna  OSIIPD .
Mental llealth  1bd .
Birth Pefects  CROMP, CDIIS cnpmp
Vehaviorn! sk Tolkwen P, DM .
factors Alcolud CSAS, brll -
Other drugs CSAS, DPH Carol Scout
Health Care Access Health insurance MERC, UCSF .
Provider Distribution MERC, UCSF .
Ambulutary Care Sensitive Comditions  1110P, MERC, UCSF -
Childhuxnl invnunizations Dril .
Cemmunity & Unintentional injuries Trauma Foundation, SFGII -
Personal Safety Violent crime DPH -
Ficcarans DPH -
Domestic vinlence wd .
Child abuse tbd -
Flder abuse wd .
Environmental lealth  Water quality thy -
Alr Qualiny
Toniv Air Contaminants  DPY Fairley
Plarardonns suatecinds & wases ot Cuone (1996)
Leading poisoming pri -

APPmo\iqc D

Bayview-Hunters Point Health and Environmental Assessment Task Force
Research Committee Subcommittecs as of June 30, 1997*

Community Health Community lealth Environinental Technic:
: Survey ___Minl-Profiles Advisory (ETAS)
Community Francine Caner Francine Caster Zakiya Somnbury, MPH
& CBOs (Comvaunity Resident) (Communlty Resident) (Project Coordinator)
Zskiya Sombuns, MPI1 Zakiya Sombury, M1
(Project Coordinator) (Project Coordinator)
Rsy Tompkins, MA Ray Tompkins, MA
(Educator) (Educator)
SFOP'I Tomis Angén, MD, MPII Tomis Aragda, MD, MPIIT Tomis Amagén, MD, MPIL
{(Medical Epidemiologist) (Medical Epidemiologist) (Medical Epidecniologiun)
Jennifer Mann, MPH Ricardo Bamddez, MS Jennifer Mana, MPt|
(Environmental Epidemiologist) | (Epidemlologist) (Eavi tal Epldemiolog
Daramtta Cabral Evins, DiPH
(Cancer Epldemiologist)
Randy Relter, PuaD
(Plannes/Social Epidemiologist)
Carol Seott
(CSAS Epidemiologist)
ucsF Kevin Grumbech, MD' Kevin Grumbach, MD
(Primary Case Research Center) | (Primary Care Research Center)
Suan Waison, MPH
{Mcdical Effccliveness Research Cur)
SKSU Icter Patmer, AL
(Enviroamental Chemisuy)
BAAQMD David Fairley, 10D’
(Stausiician)
ucCB sri Melissa Gonzales, MPHL
Eavironmental Health (Environ. Exposwre Assessment
Cutherine Wright, MPII'
(Env Healh Risk Assessment)
CDIIS-EILD Debea Gillls, MD, MIYH
{Public Heals Medical Ofticen)

jocs\profile2.doc

. R b

luee

product (¢.g.. Community Health Mini-Profile)
t Subcommiitee chair or co-chair

BAAQMD = Day Area Alr Quality Management District, CBO = Community-Dased Organizaton, CDIHS-E1ID = Califomia
Departiment of Health Services Environmental 1icalth levestigations Branch, SFDPII » Saa Francisco Department of Ihublic 1lcaith,
SFSU = Suhﬁucheo Suse Univensity, UCD SPH = UC Berkeley School of Public Health, UCSF » UC San Francisco,

participate by eitber anending subcommitice meetings or working on a specilic objective anlor
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Bayview-Hunters Point (94124) Leading Specific Causes of Death 1990-1995

Proportionate SEYLL for Males ( SEYLL = 28754 )
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HIV inleclion/AIDS

Ischemic heant disease

Lung cancer

Cetebrovascular (Stroke)
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Proportionate SEYLL for Females ( SEYLL = 17071)
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'F:{juure 3.

San Francisco Leading Specific Causes of Death 1990-1995

Proportionate SEYLL for Males ( SEYLL = 776759 )
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Proportionate SEYLL for Females ( SEYLL = 291450



. F.’ 3\,{(@ lO . Leading Male Mortality Rates by Spacific Causes for Bayview-Hunter's Point Compared to
San Franclsco (1990-95)
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100
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Cause of Death

Leading Female Mortality Rates by Specific Cause for Bayview-Hunter's Point Compared to

r—\bure, i\
San Francisco {1990-95)
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T“b‘ 9. Life Expectancy at Birth based on San Francisco Mortality Data 1987 - 1995

Population and years Males Females
White  African  Latino  Asian Whitt  Afican  Lafino Asian
American / other American / other
San Francisco 1987-1995 |  64.9 59.9 739 76.5 79.2 72.5 6.5 83.7
" United States 1993* 73.1 64.6 na na 79.5 737 | na na
United States 1970* 68.0 60.0 na na 75.6 68.3 na na
United States 1940* 62.1 n; na na 66.6 na na na

*Gardner P, Hudson BL. Advance report of final mortality statistics, 1993. Monthly vital statistics report; vol 44 no 7, supp

il



Appendix A .

Medical Service Study Area Appznol«% & .
San Francisco by Zip Code Cluster, 1990

San Francisco Planning Districts
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United States Department of the Interjor

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

- l Smsl_?° "‘_""”gjum. Suite 515
rancisco, California 94107. :
fornia 1876 ~
- ' January 4, 1999
l ER 98/703
‘ Gary J. Munekawa
Engineering Field Activity, West
- l 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 Draft Environmental Impact Statement e31
(RDEIS) for the Disposal and Resuse of Hunters Point Shipyard, City and County of San o
- ' Francisco, and has no comments to offer. Lo
' Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document.
Sincerely, %
- ' J’L%I.(c«'//v' 4?3/ - /2/
S, 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: Response to Comments March 2000
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CALIFORNIA MARIN Northwest Information Center
HiSTORICAL MENDOCINO SAN MATEO Sonoma State University
SAN BENITO SOLANO ohnert Park, Callfomia 94928-3609
INFORMATION SAN FRANCISCO  SONOMA Tol: 707.664.2404 ¢ Fax: 707.664.3947
SYSTEM YoLo E-mail: nwic@ sonoma.edu
December 15, 1998 File Number: 98-SF-81E

Engineering Field Activitity West
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Attn.: Mr. Gary Munekawa, Code 7032, Bldg. 209/1

900 Commodore Drive
San Bruno, CA 94066-5066

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

Dear Mr. Munckawa:

Our office has no additional comments on the above referenced document. Thank you for
your continued concern for protecting our historical heritage.

)

Record Search Coordinator for

Leigh Jordan, M.A.
Coordinator



Response to Comments

Letter S1: California Historical Resources Information System

Response to Comment S1-1:
No response required.

S1-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA PETE WILSON, Governor

SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
THIRTY VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 2011

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 841026080

PHONE: (415) 557-3686

December 30, 1998

Commanding Officer

Engineering Field Activity, West

Attn: Mr. Gary Munekawa, Code 7032, Bldg 209/1
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 94103-6426

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.7126.1.

Dear Mr. Munekawa and Ms. Gitelman;

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Revised Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Environmental Impact Report (Revised DEIS/EIR) 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 foliowing are staff
comments based on our review of the Revised DEIS/EIR 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
shoreline 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 Plan (Seaport Plan) and the San
Francisco Bay Plan (Bay Plan) as port priority use areas. These areas 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 DEIS/EIR 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
retlects 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 DEIS/EIR 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,

2 oo St

LINDA SCOURTIS
Coastal Program Analyst

LS/bb

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

BCDC File: Base Closure - Hunters Point



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 1-99. 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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SENETL o CNTETORNTA

Governor's Ottice ot Planning and Researc

4o TENTHENSTREET SNCRANENTOCCATHORNIY 93N 2-3049

January 6, 1999

Hillary E. Gitelman

San Francisco Planning Dept and Redevelopment Agency
1660 Mission Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD REUSE PLAN
SCH#: 95072085

Dear Hillary E. Gitelman:

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
environmental documents, pursuant io 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



Response to Comments

Letter S3: Governor’s Office of Planning and Research

Response to Comment S3-1:
No response required.

$3-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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MICHAEL YAKI
MEMBER
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

CHAIR,
COMMITTEE 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
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 office 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

401 Van Ness Avenue ® Room 308 e San Francisco, California 94102-4543 e (415) 554-7901 e FAX (415)554-7904 ¢ TDD(415)554-5227
T N B I L IR~ §



Response to Comments

Letter L1: Michael Yaki, San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Response to Comment L1-1:

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.

L1-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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Member
TOM AMMIANO

Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco

December 17, 1998

President Hector Chinchilla and Commissionn Members
San Francisco Planning Commission

1660 Mission Street, 5* Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

President Lynette Sweet and Commission Members

San Francisco Redevelopment Agency

770 Golden Gate Avenue, 3™ Floor

San Francisco, CA 94102 -

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
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.

Sincerely,
/ ~
i
(

Supervisor Tom Ammiano

401 Van Ness Avenue ¢ San Francisco, California 94102-4535
Reception: (415) 554-5144 « TDD (415) 554-5227 * supammiano@aol.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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ALLIANCE FOR A CLEAN WATERFRONT

A Network of San Francisco Envirunmental Organizations
|
1

November 9, 1998

City and County pf San Francisco
San Francisco Plgnnung Department
1660 Mission Street, Fifih Floor
San Fraucisco, CA 94103

Atlen; M, Hillery Gitelinan

Enginecnng Fiel Activity West

Naval Pecilities Bngineering Command

530 Commodore Dnive

wan Srunn, CA 24066-5006

Aaten: Mir. Gasy Mmeknwa. Code 7032, Bldg 209/1

We the undersigded orgaiLations and individuals request a thirty day cxtension to the deadlinc for pubiic comaent for G
Environmental Ixnpact Statement/Repon for the Disposal and Proposed Reuse of Huniers Pomnl Shipyard froin Jenuary &,

1999 to Fcb"u.m' S, 1999. We further request that a third public hearing be held in Ianuary preferably in Hunters Poit @
T pesiod of tm- proposed for public comment is simply inadequate for the commmut} to producuvel; 1eview § dsawnc

cf ihus m'pomnq: Although the comment period runs sixty calendar days, it is important to recogmze that it 8.0 ruin

througn the Thanksgiving, Christmas and New Years Holiday scason. As a result, what was a suxty day corament penodt ons

for uli practical purposes been reduced to slightly more (hinty days when onc takes into account the three weeks usualiy

associaled with Iliday vacations during this penod of the year,

As the Planning Department and the Navy will remember, we lodged a similar concern last year when the previous veraior. of
this document wgs reizased during the Thanksgiving, Christmas, New Years holiday scason. Our concerng adouf runn:ng &
public comment penod dunng the holiday season have not changed in the ensuing months and both the Navy azic the b
Francisce Plannisip Depantment have been reminded of our scheduling concemn repeatedly over the year. 1 onc a¢ic ¢ 2
i:.2lined, one coulid easily concluce that the Agencies had intend Lo bo confrontasional with tas public, kisowisg as they ..

. ..c dic tning of the release flies in the face of repeated requcsts and inpul. Dcspite appcarances NOWEVEr. We 1r¢ Leaaliiic -
pead Saiin oo ha pan of tae Piacning Depanment and 1t is our hope that the extengmion we haive requested will he grasnic

The thurty<ay extension wali caable San Franciscans to review the documenl, discuss its CONLCALS AMOIE OUS BLMLTLLS
envirguieniai, neigtborhood and conununity deveiopment organizations, and devesop commenis that both ymprove L
' qual;'ty oi" the sepett o5 well as expedite the redevelopment the EIS/R was produced to suppont. The extensicn woaig
demonstrats thatitic public is truly a partner in the process of redeveloping the Hunters Point Shipyard, a condition history
a3 1epeaicdiy domonsirated to be essential to the rupid completion of projects undertaken in San Francisce.

Thaak you for yﬁur kind alienuon.
Contact: Ew Buck, Arc Ecology B33 Market Stroct, Suito 1107, San Francisco, CA 94103 Phone 415-495-1786

Weckat Thosmgs Corumunizs for 2 Bater Environment/ Safer Projoct @ Eepansia dmcason. Distita Soven Degiocnni S
Conms Gmens, Misar0n Bay Conscrvancy @ Wk Lepasa, San Francisco BayKeeper

K rssas, Sun Francisc Teniormow @ Raaf Hasasea, Save 3an Franc.sco Bajy st

Covmin Hilawn, Spulhesst Alllaace For nvaonmeiial L USHE @ /Awy Juohd, SUHNE * Lal L ISHY LMo Jut &L

e ok, Sus“,amnbie Sin Frasome 0 Dasy Xenw, Lirhan Witersned Projec
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Response to Comments

Letter P1: Alliance for a Clean Waterfront

Response to Comment P1-1:

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.

P1-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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N FRANCISCO

San Francisco CA 94103
B|CYCLE 415,431 BIKE ;

= N \7) 415.431.2468 fax é:
N : cﬂALlTlﬂN . stbcoige.org g

November 16, 1998 s

- N . &
City and County of San Francisco ‘ _ " F

San Francisco Plannmg Department ' k-3

- 1660 Mission St., 5™ Floor -
San Francisco, CA 94103 »

Attn: Ms. Hillary Gittleman t

Lo ! -
- Engineering Field Activity West :

Naval Facilities Engineering Command 8

- 900 Commodore Dr. g

San Bruno, CA 94066-5006
Attn: Mr. Gary Munekawa Code 7032, Bldg. "09/1

We submit this letter to formally request a thirty-day extension 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

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

community. - _ ‘ '
Although the current public comment period is sixty calendar days, the fact that it runs through
the Thanksglvmg 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 oiganizations, and develop comments that will both address our concemns, lmprove
. the report, and expedite its approval.

Thank you for your attention to this important request.

- Regards
\/{/\ , |

Alex Lantsberg .
- . SFBC HPS EIR extensions request.doc
Page 1 of |
L]

STAFF* Dave Snyder EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR « Leah Shahum PROGRAM DIRECTOR + Mary Brown MEMBERSHIP DIRECTOR
OARD OF DIRECTORS ° Stephanie Alting-Mees - Kate Bickert » Stacey Camillo « Joe Carvoll « Robert Collins » Stuart Coulthard « Paul Born « John Fall - Kathieen Haviland « Dave Snyder

_...ko Letunic PRESIDENT + Marianne SkocZek SECRETARY o Ted Strawser TREASURER

’



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 Planning 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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SAN FRAH(‘IS(‘(

@BAY TRAIL

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 (HPS), 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 400-mile
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.

The project’s design objectives, standards and guidelines, reproduced in Appendix D of the EIS/EIR,
specifically mention a “system of shoreline trails” and state that “[r]ecreational walkers and bicyclists
will be accommodated on an extension of the Bay Trail located in an open space corridor along much

Administered by the Association of Bay Area Governments
P.O Box 2050 « Oakland Cahfornia 94604-2050
Joseph P Bort MetroCenter - 101 Eighth Street - Oakland California 94607-4756
Phone: 510+464-7935
Fax: 510:464+797Q



Ms. Hillary Gitelman December 16, 1998 / p. 2

of the Shipyard’s shoreline.” Specific design guidelines include providing “opportunities for
maximum public access and use of the waterfront” as well as “a corridor for the Bay Trail ... cloeto
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 “would open areas of HPS 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 HPS 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 HPS.” However, the City’s bike plan does not cover pedestrian
facilities and, regarding HPS, only states that the “specific 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 “[fJuture 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.

* 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 2 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 510/464-
7915 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.

Sincerely,

e

Niko Letunic
Bay Trail Planner

Enclosures




FANCIES O
SAN,';‘" (‘_

BAY TRAIL

A FEW FACTS ABOUT
THE SAN FRANCISCO BAY TRAIL

B 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.

W 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.

B 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.

B 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.

B 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 (ABAG) 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 more about the Bay Trail, contact Niko Letunic of the Bay Trail Project at
$10/464.7915 (NikoL@abag.ca.gov), or visit www.abag.ca.gov/bayarea/baytrail.
(November 1998)

Administered by the Association of Bay Area Governments
P.O Box 2050 * Oakland Calitornia 94604-2050
Joseph P. Bort MetroCenter * 101 Eighth Street - Oakland California 94607-4756
Phone: 510+464+7935
Fax: 5104464:7970
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Response to Comments

Letter P3: San Francisco Bay Trail

Response to Commeni P3-1:

Figure 4.1.2 has been revised to include proposed bicycle routes within HPS. The
implementing document for reuse, Design for Development (City and County of San
Francisco, Planning 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 Plan (City of San Francisco,
Department of Parking and Traffic, 1997) has been added to Section 4.1, subsection
“Bicycle and Pedestrian Circulation.”

P3-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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RSCEIVED AT CPC h&ARiNGJ_fM
liw' P
SAN FRANCISCO BRANCH N A /3

- December 17, 1998
- Honorable Hector J. Chinchilla
President
—_ San Francisco Planning Commission
1660 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414
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.
O G
- ) A ACA,
Alex Pitcher
President

1290 Fillmore Street * San Francisco, CA 94115  Suite 109 * (415) 922-0650 * Fax: (415) 922-0856



Response to Comments

Letter P4: National Association for the Advancement of Colored People

Response to Comment P4-1:
Comment noted.

P4-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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Revised Draft EIS/EIR for the
Disposal and Reuse of Hunters Point Shipyard
Public Hearing, December 9,1998

[SPEAKER REGISTRATION / COMMENT.CARD . |

PLEASE CHECK YOUR AFFILIATION BELOW:

Individual ( no affiliation) |_—Citizen’s Group .
Private Organization Elected Representatlve

Federal, State or Regulatory Agency
Local Government.

Name:
Orgamzatlon (if apphcable):
Your Community:

-Street Address (pptional):
Cit)lState/Zip (optional):
Phone # (optlonal)

Do vou w1sh to speak thls evenmg" D Yes EI No

If you wish to provide written comments only, please write youi- -
comments below and turn them in at this meetiag. Thank you.

Commentsg - S 1 .
. — ‘ L. AP darn X X0/ ol

7

ALhlowc s Aon Bresriramcmerdp) Snlis %

| . . (v \
W s AW A VA% 4 VW AAAN v ArAN VA et 2
t { i

0 ’ " l.
Dl [ Al A DOAMRP ;;.J AY, /A PN B \T

()

.

., Y, 3 ¥ . .
. P . N : (V‘ )
Turn in tonight or mail by January 5, 1999 to: Engmeenns Fleld Activity West,

Naval Facilities Engineering Command, 900 Commodore Drive, San ano CA
94066 5006, Attn: Mr. Gary Munekawa (Cade 7032GM), Building 209/1.

- XINAAKA A.ELAAM— AN LOALZNMANALIY] 1“ Z¥)

v Q

(continue on reverse.if necessary)



Response to Comments

Letter P5: Southeast Alliance for Environmental Justice

Response to Comment P5-1:

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.

P5-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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San Francisco Planning and
Urban Research Association

Citizans Panning for San Francisco's Foture

Peter Mezry
Chair .
e January S, 1999
Vick CRaIRs
William Basncs Ms. Hillary Gitelman
’if.'f‘:u.': San Francisco Planning Department
»th- Lee
Linds Cryion RE; 5090.1B
Aovisony 703/EP-1600

Coutncu. Cuam
Michacl Wilmar Revised Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report for the Disposal and Proposed Reuse of Hunters

Point Shipyard, San Francisco, California

RoaRbD Mruazas
Lasawa Abvans
Parkash Ahnjs
Michac] Alexander
Ronald Blazman
Angela Bradureet

Andrew Brother Elk Dear :

Ao v SPUR has reviewed the subject document and belicves that it meets the

Douglas Chan

Rob:“mng requirements of a program-level EIR under CEQA. SPUR recommends that
the EIS/EIR be certified While somc may feel that consideration of all @
factors, such as clean-up and remediation, may not be optimally covered in

the document, there will be other future venues to consider those issuzs as

development proceeds.

sm,m We believe that the reuse of Hunters Point Shipyard is of such impartance to
Andrea Jooes the social and economic health of San Francisco that the certification,
issuance of the Final EIR/EIS, and ROD proceed with all deliberate speed.

Mark Klain Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document.

Sincerely,
Kersdn Magary
Pater Magnam

Toye Moses
. James Cha
m.::;m President ppel

cc: Thomas Conrad, SFRA 749-2526

Cheryl Towns o
Mauricio Vela 312 Sutter Sireet, Suite 500
San Francisco. CA 24108-430%

JC Corr Hunters Point EIR

(tur) £15.781.6726
{vax) 415.78).7291
spur@wellorg
hitp//www.spur.org



Response to Comments

Letter P6: San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association

Response to Comment P6-1:
Comment noted.

P6-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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FROM : COR Expert Network SF,CAR MD-L  PHONE N3. @ 415 346 068Q

B Date: 0S January 1889
N To: Ms. Hillary Gitlerman
B AL San Francisco Planning Department

The CANTEC CorporationLid.

MarCiA DALL-LEWINTER
DIRECTOR, SPECIAL

PROJECTS B N2 Pages: -1-

(including s page)

FA C S I M I I_ E B Reference: Rewvised Draft EIS/EIR for the Disposal and
Reuse of the Hunters Point Shipyard

B FAX N2  [415) 558-6426

Dear Madam:

| urge the City accept the referenced document as fulfilling the requirements and
intent of the regulations to which it is addressod, and to keep the process of redeveloping
the Hunters Point Shipyard moving forward. In well over 30 years spent in urban and project
planning, | have yet to see a perfect environmental impact report, EIR or EIS, and perfection
is not the point—moving the process forward in an environmentally sound manner is. In a
summary review of the revised document, It is my observation that it is, at the vary least,
adequate. To keaep rohashing this document is not likely to further improve the product or
the process.

Furthermore, the four master developers 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 technologies 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 concem or oversight.

It is in the interests of the community and the City of San Francisco to proceed with
the redevelopment of the Shipyard as expeditiously as possible. Any development-related
problems of the City's Southeast waterfront [the ball park to ball park side of the City] such
as traffic and other infrastructure [water, sewage treatment, etc.] and their environmental
and quality~of-iifeo impacts need to bo 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 healthful and attractive City on target.

Therefore, | urge you to move the process forward with the acceptance of this
document.

Very truiy yours,
Manrcat &h&jv@—)

Marcia Dale~-LeWinter
Member, The Mayor’s Hunters Point Citizens Advisory Committee
Member, SPUR's Base Marketing Committee [for the Hunters Point Shipyard]

2205 Sacramento St * Sulte 301
San Frencisco, CA 04115-2316

i deermininet  W_X_Noma m Urgent B ____ Confidential




Response to Comments

Letter P7: CANTECCorporation Ltd.

Response to Comment P7-1:
Comment noted.

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

1736 Franklin Street, Fourth Floor » Oakland, California 94512
phone (510) 452-9261  fax (510) 452-8266

website: www.saveshay arg

email: savebay@savestbay crg

-~ January 7, 1999

San Francisco Planning Department Engineering Field Activity West
= City and County of San Francisco Naval Facilities Engineering

Attn: Hillary Gitelman Command

1660 Mission St. 5th Fl. Attn: Gary Munekawa, Code

= San Francisco, CA 94103 7032, Bldg. 209/1
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
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
~ 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. P84

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.”

Recycles T:0a



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,

, y;
/// (\/9\% /xg;c.--m —

David Lewis
Executive Director

P8-4
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Response to Comments

Letter P8: Save San Francisco Bay Association

Response to Comment P8-1:

Please see responses to specific comments, below.

Response to Comment P8-2:

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 P8-3:

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 P8-4:

As discussed in the response to Comment P8-3, 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 P8-5:

The alternatives presented in the Revised Draft EIS/EIR were summarized 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 P8-6:

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.

P8-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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San Franczsco Tomorrow

Siuce 1970, Working to Frovect the Urban Enviranmerit
January 19, 1999

Mr. Gary J. Munckawa
Enginecring Field Activity, West
Naval Facilities Enpineering Command
900 Commodore Dr.

San Bruno, CA 94066-5006

RE: Revised Dralt, Hunters Point EIR/E!

Dear Mr. Munekawa:

San Francisco Tomorrow would like to offcr the following commoents on the
EIR/EIS for the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard Recuse Plan. Wc also strongly
endorse the comments submitied by ARC Ecology which were prepared in
cooperation with San Francisco Tomorrow and the other members of the

Alliance for a Clean Waterfront.

San Francisco Tomorrow is concerned with the short shrift given to
transportation and specifically 10 public transit, in this document. Because air
pollution rcmains the most significant unmitigable impact of this project, it is
irresponsible not {0 address transit more thoroughly as a mitigation.

Transportation, Traffic, and Circulation

Tabhle 2 6-1, page 2-)3  Mitigauon:  To reduce vehicle miles traveled, trafTic congestion, and acr
quality impacis and (o casurc that rideeship is encouraged ad transit services mcel or exceed demand
for those services. the Agency and its designees would adopt a transportation sysiem managenient
approach. This would congist of the formation of an HPS Transportalion Management Associati'm
(TMA), whicl: would develop and implement a Transportation System Management Plun(TSMP).
The TSMP would include transit pass sales: transit. pedestrian, and bicvele informaton, smployce
transit subsidics. monitwring of wansit demand ad cxpansion of transil services as hocessary, sccure
bicyzle parking: and parking managemeat guideifncs.

If deemed appropriaic by the TMA | the TSMP could also contain the following additional clements:
flexible work ume/tciccommuating. shutde service, monitoring of physical trangportation
nnprovemeits, ferry sorvice studics, and encouraging local huring prucuces.

Impagr 3: Upmet demand for Public Tragsporiation  Mitigation 3. Eusurc that adequate transit
scrvice 1s provided (o moct or exceed demaind. as required by Lhe tranaportalion sysiem ridnagemaen

Wil you want to live in San Francisco — tomorrow?

4) Sutter Sireet. Switc 1579 . San Francisco CA 94104-4903 , (315) 565-7050
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Since [970, Working 1o Protect the Urbhan [mviromnent
approach described under siguificant Impact 1.

These mitigation measures are vague and unenforccable. The decision on what
elemoents 1o include in the TSMP should be bascd on specitic goals, such as
reaching 50% of employees using altcrnative transportation by the time buildout
is complcte. Also, how can adcquate transit scrvice be cnsurcd without
funding? Specific funding requiresnents should be part of the TSMP, and could
include a transit assessment on new busincsses as part of the sale or lease of the

property.

Also, why is "encouraging local hiring practices” listcd only as a possible
element of the TSMP, when it is one of the comerstones of the project? It also
secms inappropridate to include the shutile only as a possiblc elcment. A shuttle
systetn linking key transit systems, such as Cal-Train, Bart, SamTrans, and the
Third Street light rail line, should be studied as possible mitigation of traffic

impacts for the project.

Pagc 4-7. Form an HPS Tronsportation Management Association (TMA) of HPS property owncers
and (caants to implement a Transportation System Management Plan (TSMP). Establish a
coordinaling commitice with representatives of the Citizen’s Advisory Commitice (CAC). Agency,
and appropriste City stafT, including represcntatives from the Department of Parking and Traflic, San
Francisco Municipal Railway (MUNI), and the Depariment of Public Works.

Since the decisions made by the TMA will impact the neighborhood at large, it
seems only rcasonable that the ncighborhood be represented on the TMA. 1t s
also not clear from this EIR what the chain of command will be; will the

-
=

Coordinating Committce make decisions based on the recommendations of the
CAC and TMA? Will the CAC have a greater say than the TMA? Please

clanfy this.
The TSMP should include additional clements to encourage transjt use:

subsidized Transit passes for HPS cmployees. and a provision that fces will be
charged for commutcr parking thar will make it more expensive than the

subsidized transit fares.

In addition to monitonng transit demand. the TSMP should set annual and
progressively higher goals for non-auto travel to HPS, and implement strategies

designed to mcet those goals.

Will you want to live in San Francisco — tomorrow?
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San Franczsco Tomorrow

Swce 1970, Warking to Protect the Urban linvironment
Pupc 4-8 It decmed approprisie by the TMA, the TSMP could contain the follewng additional

elecments;

Should the TMA have the final responsibility for determining the elements of
the TSMDP? This seems like a clear conflict; of course they’ll want free parking
for their tenants, and mass transit finded by MUNI rather than by a transit
assessment. The CAC should have equal input into the creation of the TSMP.
Again, pleasc clarity the process for approving and implementing the TSMP.

Page 4-13 Impact 3' Unmict demand for Public Transportation.... The Proposed Rcuse Plan includes a
transit implementation plan to accommodate public trankportation demand associate with anticipated

fand uscs.

There are no tables showing current or anticipatcd MUNI ridership. In fact, this
is the only paragraph concerning public transit in the entirc section of
Transportation Impacts! Why has mass transit been left oul of this document?
Transit 1s onc of the few mitigations available to allcviate the impacts of air
pollution on the neighborhood's population. The lack of transit information
makes it impossible to properly assess the Transportation or Air Quality
umpacts cited in this document.

Why isn't the transit implcmentation plan that is cited herc included in this
document, at least as part of the Reuse Plan in Appendix D? I can’t find it
anywhere in this document. - If this 1s a component of the Reuse Plan, a
description of it and an analysis of its impacts must be included in this
document.

Air Quality

Iable 2.6-) page 2-16,2-16 _Impaet 1; Ozong Precursor Enyissions, from Ingreased Trallic.  Impact
2. PM 10 Emissions from Ingreased Traffic. The vehicle emissions analyvsic alrcady assumes a

substantial amount ol iderhanng, ransit use, and nonvehicular wave] modes  Because the
cflectivencss of these measurcs 18 not known, Whe impact still would be considered significant and
uninitigabie

The transit mitigation mcasures should be tied to specific goals for QOzone and

PM10 Emussions from the project. Also, how can the vehicle cmissions
analysis assume transit usc and nonvchicular travel modes, when imformation on

~ . JAN 19 93 81 :59rM

Bory

them is not provided in this document?

Will you want to live in San Francisco — tomarrow?
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Since 1970, Wearking 10 Protect the (/rhan Lonvironment
Environment ‘ :

Poge S-]0. ...the Agency s considering constructing 3 bridge across Yoscmite Slough, slong with
exteading Carrofl Avenuc between Third Strect and Bayshere Boulcvard

This is mentioned in the context on ils unpact on traffic-and congestion, but not

in terms of its negative impact on the proposed open space and wetlands. Could

you please include a drawing of the proposed bridge, showing its location in

conjunction with the proposed land uses, and its land use and open spacc
impacts?

Also, im connection with traffic impacts, you state that 75% of the project

employees will be City residents. That number seems high compared to other
studies I've scen, which would put the proportion of city residents working at
the site at below 60%. Can you please explain wherc this figure came from?

Sociocconomics

4-60 Housing Affordability

The rationalization for asserting that local residents will quality to purchase the
alfordable or market rate units is not clear. Could you prescnt this in table form,
quantify the number of local residents who will qualify for market-rate housing, .
and, separately, the number who will qualify for the affordable units? Also. @ |
what provisions are included in the Reuse Plan for giving preference to Jocz!
residents? This should be a nccessary mitigation for the Social Justice.

Transportation, and Air Quality impacts.

Sincerely,

1cisco Tomorrow
Jerfitfer Clary(668-8393)
Jane Mommson(564-1482)

Will you want to live in San Francisco — tomorrow?

41 Sutter Strect. Suite 1579 . San Francisco CA 941043903 . (315) $66-7050
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Response to Comments

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 San Francisco Bay Area (RTP)
(MTC, 1994), were considered when developing modal split data for future conditions.

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

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

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.

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

P9-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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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 P11-12 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.

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

The TMA would have no funding authority, but would prioritize investments, monitor
compliance with the TSMP, and make recommendations to the Redevelopment Agency
Commission. The TMA would represent diverse perspectives, and conflicts of interest
are not anticipated. See also response to Comment P9-3.

Response to Comment P9-6:

See the elements of the TSMP 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.

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

Response to Comment P9-7:
Please see the response to Comment P9-5.

Response to Comment P9-8:

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 Design for Development (City and County of San Francisco,
Planning Department and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1997c) and the
Hunters Point Shipyard Transportation Plan (San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 1996),
both available for review at the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency.

P9-2 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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Response to Comments

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 P9-10:

The proposed alignment of Yosemite Bridge has not been determined. The bridge is a
possible future project, totally separate and distinct from the disposal and reuse
alternatives analyzed in the EIS. Yosemite Slough is currently surrounded by open space
(see revised EIS Figure 3.4-1). Land to the north and west of the slough is zoned “P” for
use as some form of public use, including open space, public structures, and use of
government agencies, including accessory nonpublic uses in conformity with the General
Plan and other applicable codes. Land to the south is zoned for “Restricted Light
Industry Special Use District.” Environmental review of Yosemite Bridge is outside the
scope of this document and will occur when a project has been defined.

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 Citywide Travel
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 3.6-1.

P9-3 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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Response to Comments

Census Tract Median Household Income
609 $70,543
230 $33,498
231 $15,089
232 $26,152
233 $26,364
234 $22,708
606 $27,083
610 $36,583

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

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

P9-4
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GOLDEN CATE UNIVERSITY

ENVIRONMENTAL Law aND JusTICE CUNIC ® SCHOOL OF Law’

January 19, 1999

Via Hand-Delivery

Ms. Hillary Gitelman

Environmental Review Officer

San Francisco Planning Department

1660 Mission Street, Fifth Floor RECEIVED
San Francisco, CA 94103-6426

Via Facsimile and First-Class Mail JAN 131999

Mr. Gary J. Munekawa,

Code 7032, Bldg. 209/1 T Ty O g,
ABMINISTRATION

Engineering Field Activity, West
Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Environmental Planning Branch

900 Commodore Drive

San Bruno, CA 94066-5006

Re: Comments on the foint Revised Draft EIS/EIR 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. §§ 4321 et seq.,
NEPA'’s implementing regulations, 40 C.F.R. §§ 1500 er seg., California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA™), Public Resources Code §§ 21000 ef seq., and CEQA’s
regulations, known as “CEQA Guidelines,” 14 C.C.R. §§ 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 ADDRESS: ‘536 MissioON STREET ¢ SaN Fraxcisco, CA » 94105-2968
OFFICES AT: 62 FIRST STREET, SUITE 240 ¢ Sax Fraxncisco, CA » PHONE: (415) 442-6647 » Fax: (415) 896-2450



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.

A. The Revised Draft EIS/EIR 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
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

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,
under CEQA Guidelines § 15180. Even on this programmatic level, lead agencies are
required to identify feasible alternatives and mitigation measures to avoid or reduce the

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




§ 21002.1; CEQA Guidelines § 15092; NEPA, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14, § 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

SAE) for the first draft EIS/EIR:

“SAE] 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 selection 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 EIS/EIR Fails to Seriously Consider the Project’s
Traffic-Related Air Quality Impacts and Their Public Health Effects

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

Ozone Violations




The San Francisco Bay Area ("Bay Area") during the winter months is routinely
in violation of the state's particulate matter (PM,() standard, meaning that thousands
already are suffering early deaths or asthma and emphysema exacerbations as a result of
PM)o 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 PM, 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, 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 (O;) 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.




When U.S. EPA adopted the new standards for O; and PM,, 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 health
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 1-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.
“[M]orning emissions from the San Francisco-Oakland area contributed significantly to
the production of high afternoon ozone in Livermore and other downwind areas” (quote
from BAAQMD’s web page at www.baagmd.gov). The HPS Project’s ozone 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 EIS/EIR, 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




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 EIS/EIR does not contain facts and analysis to
show how the various PM,¢ 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 EIS/EIR calculates PM,o 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. County of Orange, 118 Cal.
App. 3d 818, 831 (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 Heights Improvement

Association v. Regents of the University of California, 47 Cal. 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 §15063. CEQA Guidelines define the "environment” as the "physical
conditions which exist within the area”" including "both natural and man-made
conditions." CEQA Guidelines §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 §15125. 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,




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 ' miles
northwest of the Hunters Point Shipyard and Hunters Point neighborhoods, such as the
Mission District and US 101 Freeway. The Revised Draft EIS/EIR 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 ffom 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 crroneous 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 sufficient details of the modeling
analysis of PM;y 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 PM, 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 EIS/EIR 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



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. 11/27/95 DEP letter to the California Energy Commission
(CEC), attached hereto as Exhibit A. This is particularly true in this case, where the state
PM ¢ 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 PM,
pollution.” Exhibit A at 2.

An additional study by G.D. Thurston, summarized in the documents attached
hereto as Exhibit B, suggests that PM,o 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 PM,, 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 (PM,,) 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-




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 PM;q 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 unmitigable. 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.




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, CO?.

2. Seriously evaluate mitigation measures for the proposed project, including,
but not limited to:

a. Retrofitting of transit buses with compressed natural gas engines;

b. Implementing pollution-based fee systems for HPS commercial tenants;

c. Including emission limits for support equipment in all lease agreements

with tenants;

d. Providing matching funds for emission reduction projects implemented by

HPS tenants, haulers, railroads, and other parties;

e. Provide infrastructure to support alternative fueled vehicles, including

electric charging stations and CNG and LNG fueling stations;

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

! 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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Require low-emission engines on all vehicles;

o

h. Provide HPS employees and residents with commute alternative-fueled
vehicles choice parking and free on-site fuel and power;

work collaboratively with equipment vendors, engine vendors, and research

-

organizations to develop demonstration programs and adopt
successful technologies.
C. The Revised Draft EIS/EIR 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 3-21, 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 funded or programmed at this time. See Revised Draft
EIS/EIR p. 3-23. This information about the Port’s proposal should be updated. Based
on a December 1o, 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 traffic-
related air quality impacts in light of these Port operations should be examined in more
detail.

The Revised Draft EIS/EIR describes the cumulative traffic volumes at the Third
Street/Cesar Chavez Street intersection and on U.S. 101 and 1-280 Freeway segments as
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significant and unmitigable impacts. See Draft EIS/EIR, pp. 4-6 and 4-7; B-28. Itis
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
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 PM,, and ozone for the foreseeable future. The Revised Draft
EIS/EIR properly notes that the PM,o standards is now being violated, and should also
note that no plan for attainment of the state PM,, 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 Plan 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
evaluatg alternative mitigation measures. CEQA Section 21002 states that “it is the
policy of the state that public agencies should not approve projects as proposed if there .
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 EIS/EIR acknowledges on Page 5-18 that air pollutants
will disproportionally impact minority and low income populations and then on Page 5-
19 the Revised Draft EIS/EIR says that PM,o will not have a high disproportionate effect
on the HPS neighborhood. These seemingly contradictory statements must be explained.
Either the Revised Draft EIS/EIR 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 EIS/EIR does not explain how a
"regional commute pattern" somehow offsets or mitigates PM;o in the HPS
neighborhoods. Page 5-19. PM;, generated, by increased vehicular traffic, will have an
effect on the HPS neighborhood, and is acknowledged in the Revised Draft EIS/EIR as
up to 451 pounds per day in 2025. Page 4-25. Therefore, the Revised Draft EIS/EIR

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

and not just assume it is a nonissue.

13




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, Staff A

p- [

JOI:_C/)mo, Certified Student Clinician*

* A certified student under the State Bar Rules governing the Practical Training of Law Students (PTLS), working
under the supervision of Alan Ramo and Anne Eng pursuant to the PTLS rules.
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Sandra R. Hemandez, M.D.
Director of Health

November 27. 1995

California Eaergy Commissicn
Docke: Unit

1316 Ninth Saresz, MS=
Sacramento. CA 95814

RE: Docket No. 94-AFC-1
Ladies and Gentiemen:

The staff of the San Franciscc Departrent of Public Eeaith (DPE) has reviewed the
Presiding Members Proposed Decision on the San Francisco Energy Company's
Cogeneration Projecr dated Ocober 1995. The fcllowing ars our comuments. These are
being subminted in our role as intervenor for the siting certific2tion procsss.

While the Draft Proposed Decision answers many of our eariier concsrns regarding
conszucdon and operztion of the project, DPH believes the most imporzant hexith issue
reiated to the siting of the San Francisco Energy Company is the air contaminancs
produced by this project. We cannot concur with the California Energy Commission's
(CEC) proposed findings that project emissions will definitively not result in adverse
health effects to the people of San Francisco and particularly to the Bayview Hunters
Point neighborhood.

Tne Final Staff Assessment states that approximately 50 tons per vear of PM;o will be
generated by this projest. C=C staff has stated that PN g emissions will have a
significznt hezalth impact and that they should be mitgated. DPH agress with C=C staff
that absent appropriate mitigation, these emissions can have a negatve health impace.

Air quality czn have an impac: on respiratory illnesses. morpidity and mortality. . There
are multiple scientific studies which show that PM o pollution is associated with
numerous adverse health effesss including towal mortality, cardiovascular and/or
respiratory morzality. hospital admissions {or asthmas and respiratory diagnoses.
emergency visits for asthmas and respirztory diagnoses, diary eawies of asthma attacks
and bronchodilator use. and desreased puimonary funcdon. These findings can be
detected well below current EPA standards for PM 0. (Ses artached Health E5ects of
Particulate Air Polilution.)

5542600 101 Grove Street San Francisco, CA 94102



DPH is not convincsd that C=C staff’s proposed PM,o mitdgation measure to sod two
playgrounds in the neighborhood adegquately addresses health immpacts in this area.
Miaganng the larg= pardculates found in the playground does not address the mitigation
of combusdon produc:s whica are released into the air by a variety of differ=nt sourcss.

DPH is exa=mely concemed about any net increases in sourcss of air pollution which
may affect the heaith of this communiry and the rest of San Francisco. If the CEC allows
the siting at the Porx site, DPH would sesk mitigadon for the Bayview Hunters Point
neighborhoods of both large particles and the more clinically relevant PM¢;. This
mitgadon can be accomplished through either the binding commitment of PG&E ‘not to
operate Hunters Point Unit's 2 & 3 after this project comes on line — or implementation
of other sourcs-recucton programs. (Ses attached Possible PM o Mitigation Measurss.)

Sincerely,
Al DR wa

Sandra R. Berndndez. M.D.
Director of Health

" eg:  President Arthur Jackson

Health Commission



KEALTH 772075 OF PARTICULATE AIR PCLLUTION

Air poiiution was identiivied as a cause ¢¥ incra22sed morzality in the first
part of tis cantury with spiscdes cescrited in the Meusa Valley. 2eigium in
1630.% Ocnera. Pennsyivania in 1S43.% ang several enisodes in Loncon.’-*
Poilutants in the gir ara varied 2oty by chemical ccmrositicn and by size. It
i nct entirely clear wnich comoenents are resonsiple for health effec=s
total suscended parwicles. parsicuiate matzar less than 10 um in dismetar
(PMwo) 7ine particles (<2.5 um) uitrafine particles (<200 nm) sulfatss. acidic
aerasals. sulfur dioxice. czone or other pollutants.

. PMio is a measure emoloyed by air quality control efvorts end. as such, is a
commonly used measure in studies of the health.effects of air pollution. Mors
racent work sucgests that this manner of measuresment is $30 ¢ruce 00
accurataly pinpoint the czusa of health effects. [t appezrs that particles
22.5 ym may have a divserant efvect than those <2.5 um. Furthermorz, there
are sucgestions that uitrafine particles may be the most imporzant
poilutznts®® (Lipset:. oral communication). This comolicatas the measuring
problam sinca weignt is the way PMw is measured per a of air. Particles of
this size weich very litsle and. as such. make no signitTicant contribution
the weignt of PMw. Besidas parcicie siza. therz are diffarencas in chemical
composition of these particles Trom écidic to0 neutral. Tne r~ole that the

" chemical makeup of particles nlays in creating health efvacts is also not
clear. It is possible that any particles small ancugh to r23ch the alveoli of
the lungs can creata sarious intTiammation. regardless of chemical

raacTivity. ¥4

Given this understanding o7 the hetarogenous natuure of PMis as a ool w0
measurs pollution. it becames claar that the measurad weight of PMu/m' may
include a large amount of matarial which actually has little or no effect on
health. Nevertheless thers ars multiple studies wnich show that PMw pallution
is associated with numerous adversa health effects.’™® Indices which have been
measurad with regard to PMa include total mortality. cardiovascular and/or
respiratory mortality. nospital a¢missions for asthma and respiratery
diagnosas. emergency visits for asthma and respiratory diagnosas. diary:
ent~ies of asthma atzacks 2nd bronchcdilater use. and decraasad pulmonary
funczion. Mora recsntly there have been two metaanaiyses which nave made the
c2sz that PMm ars not just associatad with health propiems. but that they

actually cause them.*-=

Ostro® usas proposed critaria for infarring causality to 2xamine Six Time
saries studies. including one in Santa Ciara County. and a numger OV Cross-



section studies. Thes2 criteria ars: (1) consistency of the association. (2)
specificity oF the asseciation. (C) existancz of a dosa-resgense curve, (4)
sTrengtt of the asscciation (S) conerencs of the association with gther known
Tacts. and (8) biolegic pieusibility of the asscciation. He cancluded there”
was strong supccrt Tor 3 c2usal raiationsnip beTween PMio and adversas health
etvacss. althcugn the sollutants and the biclogic mechanism ramained unknown.

Occkery dnc Pape? reviewed the histary of work on the heaith effecss of air

pelluticn as well é&s morz recant studies on mordidity and mortality. They

examined recant stuciss for consistancy (all studies reach simiiar

conclusions) and ccherency (8 range of health efvects measursd by different

methods al! occur as g result o7 increases in PMwe). They found both to be

present. Both Ostro end Dockery found a daose rasponse relaticnship. An

increase of 10 pg/m rasuitad in :

e 3 12 increase in overall mortality

e 3 3.43 increase in respiratory mortality.

e a 1.43 increase in cardiovascular mortality (3 significant mumer of deaths
because oF the absoiuta numper oF cardiovascular deaths)

e 3 1-1.8% incrsase in hospital admissions for asthma and other respiratory

illnesses !
o 2 2.9-32 increasa in bronchodilator use and asthma attacks in asthmatics -

' Thase erTfacts cccur at levels well below the current federal standards tor PMs:
pollution. Mest imporzznt. studies indicatz that thers is no lcwer thrzshold
teiow which these preblems 4o not occur.

8oth authors descr-ite consistency. specificity. dose-responsa. strangth and
coherancs as being prasent in the analyzed studies. Therefore. what remains
to prove causality is primarily a bettar understanding of the hiolegic
response to PMw and further study to look at qualitative divierancas between
sourcas of contant M in order to improve specificity.

Seaton” et al proposa a hypothesis to raspond to the need for biologic
plausibility in orcer to prove cause. One of the factors to be accountad for
in causality is the failure to obsarve increasas in mortality in workers
excosed to dust. This papsr suggests two reascns why this mignt be so.
First. the warking pcoulation is in bettar health, with less chronic airway
disease and arcarigscierosis. and therefors is lass likely to respond ©O
exposura by dying. Seconc. the urban pollution cloud is predominantly small
acidic particles while 'industrial dust clouds consist mainly of much larger
parwicles usually formed by the abrasion of rocks. .

PMia is a mixzurs of parvicles of diffarsnt size and chemical compositiaon.
Several studies have etiamtad to detarmine which components dre respansible
for the noxious affacss cf PMs. Thera have been animal studies which ralata
particle size to toxic aifects. Rats exposed 0 titanium oxide in 0.25 um and
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0.02 pm retain more of the ultra-vine particles. deveicping a marked airspace
inTlammatsory rasgense. 3 2 Teflon fume particles at 30 rm in diamezzr have
been shown tO cause acut2 puimonary taxicity in rats.® The hypothesis statas
that very small but chemicaliy reactive narticles in urdan air pollution
oroducz a similar reacticn in humans. Further, that alveolar inflammation
induced Dy thesa small particles creatas a rise in plasma viscasity.
Tibrinogen. facIor VII and plasmincgen activator innibitsr which ars
predictive oF carciovascuiar disease.® Seatzn st alZ suggest that thers are
giftierancas in the healzh afiects producad by dust and by ursan air poilution
and that thesa differancas are primarily due to particle size. Qykaynak and
Thurstan™ examined the association between particle size. composition and
source. and mort2lity. They ¢sncluced that fine particles (< 2.5 unland
sulfatas wers more consistantly and significantiy relatad to morzaiity ratas.
Total particle mass. which included caarse particles. was oftsn not
significant. Particles 7rom incdustrial sources and codl cembusticn wera
apparently mors signiTicant contributors to mortality than were soil derived
particles.

Ostro™ axamined the r2lationships between sulfatas. total suspended
particulatas (75P). and ine (FP) and innalable (IP) particulatas and
mordidity. TSP includes particles up to 30 pm in diametar, IP arz
predominataly unger 15 pm. wnhile FP and sulfatas include particles less than
2.5 pm. The results of the analysis indicatz that sulfatas have the greatast
association with resciratory mordidity end the ctner particulats messurss may
be associated with morbidity. The differant results may be a result of
different lag times to respiratory effect. Suifates may be a surrogats
measure for sulfuric acid aerosols which produc2 a response within gne week.
Other particulatas nave a 2-4 week lag time. These time diffarencas may be
due to differsnt biologic responsas to exposure. .

Schwartz et al * found a PMis dose dependent increase in asthma reiatad
emergency rcom visits. with no evidenca of a thresnold in Seattle. a community
whera 24 hour FMa concantrations never excsaded 705 of the currant faderal
amoient air quality standard.

Pone® said in a taleschone intarview with the Desartrent about his lecturs that
“we'ra not cartain i the hezlth effects are due to particle size or chemical
composition but the affects are different.” (of exposurs td combustion relatad
particles compared to perticulata matzar from soil).

There is Tittle question that thers is an association between PMus air
polluticn and respiratary morsidity. including asthma. and mortality. Tne
availabla data also suggest a causal rzlationship. AsTima is the most common
caronic illness in childhocd.® Frem 11-123 of Africgn American and 3-52 of
white chilcren ars reoortsd ©o have asthma 3t some point in cnildhocd.™
African American children ars also mors sariously arfiectad by asthma: the U.S.

we
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astima death rate2 or his ¢rouo was nearly six times that of whitss for 1S&0-
82: 6.38 per milijon caildran 1-19 years old versus 1.37 per miilign. V-3
Asthma has also been icdentified as being a greatar prctlem for inner city
chilgran. propably morz asscciatsd with poverty than with racs.”

The San Franciscs Desar—ment of Heaith does not have gcod specific data with
wnich T2 measure the level oF asthma and. other respiratory pradiems in the
ity as a whgie or in 2ayview Huntars Point specificaliy. Hcwever San
Franciscd has signiticantiy higner ratas for astmd Torzality in white males
than that 7or the Stztz for the periocd 1S83-1687. For the period i688-1662.
based on pra2liminary aatz. the rat2 for Latino males in Sén Francisca is
significantly higher than for the Stat2.®

Besicdes the génera] information frcm other populations described above we have
the Tollowing limitaa infcrmation wnica suggests that there may de a problem
with respiratory ilinesses in 3ayview Hunters Point. The most common reason
for a clinic visit to Scutheast Health Center. located in Sayview Hunters
Point. is respiratcry symproms. Inhalers are also a larger propertion of
prescripticns issued than at any other OPH health cantars.

Tne California Energy Commission Public Health Aopendix locked at 1562
hospital discharge data for Saen Francisco. Their charactarization of Sayview
* Huntars Point is consideradly larger than that usual'ly uncarstoed by the
community: zip codes S4110 (Mission). 24112 (Excelsicr. Inglaside and Ocean
View) 24124 (Bayview Huntars Point).and 94134 (Visitaticn Valley). Trey found
that ratas of hospitalization for bronchitis and asthma Jor childen less thanm
18 years of ace in Tis aresa wers significantly higher comparsd i3 the rest cf
San Francisca: 1,505/1000 comparad to .738/1000.
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Measure | Amounr PMyp Mitigated - - | Approximate CosT -
A. Permanent Closure of Uninown (will aiso improve | Minimal

PG&ZE Hunters Point Power other air quality parameters)

Plants 72473

B. Utlizs dry cooiing tower 32 wans per year 34 million

for SF=C Power Plant

C. Instrute wood bumning in | Unknown To be determined

fireplace control program in .

San Franciseo

D. [nstwte motor venicle - | Unknown To be determined

operation reswriction program
in San Francisco

E. Rezrofit MiIUNI buses

13.1 tons per vear (limited
benefir)

S9.1 miiiion

F. Reofit NORCAL refuse | 30.3 tons per year (limited $8.3 million
trucks benefir)
1.4 tons per vear (limited S4.6 million

G. Remonit Laidlaw school
buses

benefir)
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Smog threatens S.F. .esidents, study finds

s/s)ss

San Franciscans are at high risk
of dying from air pollution-related
health problems, according to two
new sludies released yesterday.

Associated Press

About 3 percent of deaths in the
United Stales ench year are associ-
nted with acute episodes of air pollu-
tion, meaning thousands of lives
could be at risk if efforts to roll back
clenn-air laws succeed, researchers
said in presenting the two stidies o
the lnlernnlimmtCunference of the
American ‘I'horacic Sociely and
/}mcricnn Lung Association in Seat-
tle.

In one of the new studies, George
D. Thurston and others at the Insti-
tute of Environmental Medicine at
New York University Medical Cen-
ter compared mortalily figures in
nine U.S. cilies during the 1980s
with levels of five different air pol-
lutants.

‘The analysis found that Houston
residents had the lowest risk of ex-
periencing increased mortality as
pollution rose, while Saun Francisco
residents — slthongh they enjoyed
the cleanest air overall — had e
highest.

“There was no city that we saw
where there was no effect from air
pollution,” ‘Fhurston said. Particu-

\ s g
—-‘-‘L_~x.\.|m.~.~:-.; U At o ew 2t

late matter and ozone “appeared (o
have the most consistent associa-
tion with mortality.”

‘I'he resenrchers also said that liv-
ing in a cily with o mild climate and
refalively clean air doesn’t necessar-
ily mean your chances of getting pol-
lution-related health problems are
less than in a dirtier city with ex-
treme wealher.

‘I'he two studies considered statis-
tical links between pollution levels
oud either hospital admissions or
mortaiily in several American cities.
Both supported earlier studies
showing increased respiratory and
cardiovascular problemns when the
levels of certnin pollutants rise, snid

O i AW awst e T -

Dr. Alfred Munzer, iminediate past
president of the ALA.

“Over the years we have learned
that the problems caused by air pol-
lution are far worse than we had ini-
tially anticipated,” Munzer said. “A
recent study by the ALA showed
that approximately 100 million
Americnns live in areas that are not
fit to breathe in terina of one air pol-
Iutant alone — ozone.”

I'he studies looked at stalistics in

. New York, Atlanta, lHouston, St
louis, Chicago, Detroil, Minneapo-
lis, San Francisco and Los Angeles.

One reason for louston's lower
and San Francisco's higher morlal-
ity rates, ‘I'hurston speculated, was

that 90 percent of Houston residents
had air comll.tioning. enconraging
v them to stay indoors and filtering

sible link between risk and climate. »
Tacoma has a milder climate than :

i out sonie contaminants on hig| ew Haven, meaning “you’ "
. gh-pol- . . g “you're more

l‘;“b“m d{gya, Ouly about 10 percent |I!|':e||y to be ontdoors, you're more :

0" San KFrancisco residents had air |'*Y¥ o have windows open, you're i

conditioning, he sai.

" H
ﬂnslcullr, the people in San
en pollution levels ar
. H e
high, have no place to hide,” he said.
He noted that 1.0s Angeles resi-
‘Ils""“ also had a high rate of air con-
d 'llmnlng, and although 1.0s Angeles
'had far and away the higliest pollu.
lion levels, its overall air |mlh|liun

1er than

~ Francisco, w

mortality risk was no hj
San Francisco's.” s

'l‘he. second study — comparing
ppllul_mn rates with hospital admis.
sions in New llaven, Conn., and Ta-
coma, Wash. — found a sin;ilnr pos.

on,” sai

conducted the atarly.

h
he said.

the
with air pollution

. Given the samie fevel of roll :
in each city, “your exposurcl: is Il:ll(:'ll; :
to be higher™ in ‘l'acoma — a hy-:
pothesis borne out by more steeply .
ncreasing hospital admissions for )
respiratory liseases in ‘I'acoma than |
New Haven when pollution worsens, !

less Iikelr to hm‘/e the air conditioner ¢
Joel Schwartz of the llar- :
vard School of *ublic leslth, who -

. The new studies ack| weight o ev- .
idence that many health problems in ©
United States are associated .



VARIATIONS IN AIR  POLLUTION-MORTALIT
ASSOCIATIONS ACROSS 9 \/I.AJOR U.S. C'll.’:.: Ceo ge D.
"bus;o.., Charon Cwymnn, and Xazuhiko Ito. Des rment of

cnvironmenszl Medicne, \ew York University Mediczi Schecel,
Long Meacdow Rd. Luxe"’o, NY 10687

A numrer of recent analyses have indiczied an associazon

between slevzied con t" tions of air pollutants, inclucding
‘*ar-c late matter less than 10 um in ae.oc:V‘.:_rmc ciameter ’P~vt’.0)
and increased human :'nor:al.‘y Irdeed, recsnt reviews have

suoceste'*'» that PM10 mor;a_ty eflects are similar fom place ¢
Dlac-, despite variadons in PM10 and populaton composition
riowever, few of these PMi0 studies have fully comsicered “‘e
r*c:te_... ly or.:oum:::g .:1:.1.e*1c=s ci other ; o]..utants nd c.::e::n5
alv;-c..- methods among the parers make disect quandiadive
comparisons and croad conclusions ciffcuit.
In this work, we nhave devsiored ancd anazlv:

(B

)]
.

n

cocmprenensive anc o sistent datzbase of daily air gpellution,
westher, and morsalisy datz .or the pericd 1981-1590 ir muitole
Tajor ctes soread throughout the 43 condguous U.S. states. These

Sdes, eacn .".“V’"‘V diering weather, ooﬂt.t:on, and/or popuiaZcn
characrerisdcs, incluce: New York C-t-v', Atlanta, Zouston, St. Louls,
Chicago, Dezoit, Minnezpolis, San Frarcisco, and Los Angeles.
The pollutznts considered in each city include PMLI0, carden
mornoxcde (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nicogen dioxide (NCz2) and
ozcne {O3). The datz were znalyzed in a consistent manner, giving

UG

<l ECTLV ccZ *=91e sime-series 1'39.’:'955501‘; resulis for ezcn
;:ollur:.nt. L."é e ana.lyses Acicate vanmg pollutant efects acrCss

these cides. Cross-secdcnal differencss are considersd as Zciors n
inter-city differences in pollutant-mortality assocartions.



INTROPDUCTION

o Recenl lime-series studies have associaled higher Relative Risks of daily
morlality with exposures to particulate matter less than 10 pm in diamelter
- (PM10).

e Fowever, these lime-series sludies have usually not fully considered the
polenlial effects of known co-pollutants (e.g. O3) on the model eslimates.

* Moreover, different models have been employed in the various analyses,
complicaling the process of making inlercomparisons across cilies.

e In this presenlation, these issues are addressed as part of an NIEHS funded
multi-city investigation of daily human mortalily associalions wilh acute
exposures lo ambient air pollution in the U.S.



KEY ISSULES
e Isair pollution associated with human mortality across these U.S. cilies?
e Is the previously reported PM10 "effectl” foumnmd?

* Do other pollutants contribute to the air pollution-mortalily association?



DATA COLLECTION

e Daily records of daily human morlality and environmental measurements
were procured for 9 U.S. major metropolitan arcas in the U.S. for the period 1981-
1990.

e These cilies were selected (o include a variely of climates throughoul the U.S.
The melropolitan arcas chosen were: Allanta, GA; Chicago, IL; Detroit, MI;
Houslon, TX, Los Angeles, CA; Minnea'polis— St. Paul, MN; New York City, NY,;
SL. Louis, MO, and; San lirancisco, CA (See Figure T1).

o All individual mortalily records in the U.S. (roughly 2 million per year) were
obtained from the National Center for Flealth Statistics. These allowed the
compilation of daily morlality counts, by cause and subject calegory (e.g. race)
for cach metropolitan area ol inlerest.



* All hourly weather records were oblained for this period for each city from the
U.5. Weather Bureau's (NOAA's) records collected al major airports in cach cily
of inlerest.

e All air pollutant measuremenlis made in each of these cilies during decade
1981-1990 were obtained from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
allowing the compulation of spatially-averaged daily ambient concentrations of:

’M10, O3, CO, SO?2, and NO2.

o All sites were regressed on all other sites, by pollutant. These regression fils
were used to "fill" in missing sile values (when other siles were available) before

compuling spalial averages.



BASE MODEL DEVELOPMENT

* The slalislical analysis was inilialed by an 'expl()ralnry investigation of the
weather-morlality relationship for inclusion in bnbacqucnl pollution-mortalily
Lime-series analyses.

e ‘T'wo quadratic temperature lerms were employed: one for "TTeat” effects (the
square of the same-day lemperature excess above a city-specific temperalure
threshold); and one for "Cold" effects (the square of the two day lagged
temperature deficit below the city-specific lemperature threshold).

* Inleraction lerms for extreme heat/humidily and for cold/dry were also
included in the model.

¢ Other variables included in the Basic model were:
-five sine and cosine waves of various periodicities (ranging from 1 month Lo
2 years), lo address long-wave variations in the dala;
-day-ol-week and year duminy variables, and;
- a lime-lrend variable.



REGRESSION APPROACH

* To address possible small coimt effects , Poisson regression models were
cmployed.

* To the Basic Poisson model, each air pollutant was added individually, by cily,
Lo assess their respeclive associations with total daily mortality.

* To allow intercomparisons across pollulants, all analyses were limited to
sampling days when dala for the most limited pollutant (i.e. PM10) were
available in each city.

* Inorder lo invesligale the robusiness of the relationships, co-pollutant models
were also investigated (in cach city having more than 1000 observalions).
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1981-1990 Mean /Maximum Summary Statislics for KKey Environmental Variables
in Nine U.S. Cities

Allanla Chicago Delrsoit HHouston los Minneapolis New Salnl San
Augeles York Louis Fgucisco
.
I'MI0 43 /101 407128 37 /107 40 /267 (59 /177 31/ 121 32/86 41 /141 30/139
(1vs /1Y) 483y’ (1587) (1348) (1223) (364) (1777) (329) (1569) (291)
O3 §7/172  8/152 397139 54/270 72/280 AL/115  41/200 463/ m@ 131
(Pph) (2736) (3652) (1288)  (3652) (3652) ~ (1636) (3652) (3644) (3652)
502 31 /7331 257109 297143 20/140 13 / 64 127152 30/165 35/ 226 @.\ / 80
(Pp») (3523) (3635) (3649) (3540) (3652) (3189) (3652) (3644) (3117)
NO2 3 /7124 4V /1340 A0 /179 397137 85/287  36/474 S8/373 417129 39/ 124
(pph) (3108) (1555) (2931) (3613) (3652) (2632) (3205) (3652) (3652)
CO W/ 22/ 264108, 24/, 4B/19 36 f/“"m 23715 24710  30/.11
(ppm) (1426) (3631) (3650) (11652) (3652) (3385) (3627) (3652) (3652)
Daily Mean 4 /89 -18/89 -8/87 16 /89 42/ 86 22 / 89 3/89 10792 32/ 7
Temperaie  (3652) (3652) (3652) (13652) (3652) (3652) (3652) (3652) (16452)

1y

* No. of Sample Days durving 1981 1990 in meIﬁT«Tsu:s.
“* Min/Max of Daily Mean Temperature



sSocio-Demographic Characleristics of Study Cilies

ATLANTA CHICAGOD DETILOIY HOUSTON 108 MINN.- N YOUK STA0ULS *SAN
ANGRELES SUPFAVL Qavy FHANCISCO
Study Asca MSA Cook Wayne I'MS5A LA I*'MS5A I'MS5A MSA I'MSA
Counly County Ciumly
1990 .
Populalion 2.9 5.1 2. 33 8.9 2.5 7.3 2.5 1.6
(Milliona) :
Tolal Daily 40 117 49 42 149 39 181 56 KR
Maostality
Resplatory 33 - g4 35 3.1 12.6 35 135 16 32
Daily Madl.
Clurululury
Daily Mo, 19 59 25 19 77 18 94 28 15
PPercent
Alilcan- 25 26 40 18 1n 3 29 17 8
Awmcsivan
Pescend 10 14 20 15 15 i 19 Il 9
l'ovaily
Perceny [} 12 12 7 10 10 13 13 13
> 65 Ys.
1980 71 61 1 ‘91 91 61 16 g1 @
%A/
. K77
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DISCUSSION

* All the air pollutants considered showed tolal daily mortality Relative Risks
which were nearly always grealer than 1, and usually significantly so, when
considered individually. This indicales that here is an adverse effect by present
clay ambient air pollution on human mortality in cities throughout the U.S.

e [lowever, when considered individupally, cach pollulanl is clearly acling to
some exlent as an index of an overall air pollution- mortality associalion.

e Thus, it is nol clear from such individual pollutant analyses how much of this
lotal "effect” can be ascribed to the particular pollutant considered in the model.

e ‘The two-pollutant models indicatled that the PM10 Relative Risk estimale was
reduced somewhal by the inclusion of other pollutants. O3 had the most
consistent effect on the PM10 RR estimate, lowering it aboul one-third, from a 5-
~city single pollutant model 100 pg/m3 PM10 mean RR=1.053 1o a two pollulant
model PMT0 mean RR=1.036.

e Of the pollutants considered, PM10 and O3 appeared 1o have the most
consistent associations wilth mortalily.



¢ Of the by-cause mortality associations, respiratory deaths usually yielded (he
largest Relative Risks, which is consislent wilh the biological plausibility of an air
pollution effect.

e Of the cities considered, Ilouston generally had (he lowest environmental-
morlality associations. This may be because of the high percentage of air
conditioned homes (reducing infiltration of outdoor air pollulion), or perhaps in
parl 1o the lower percentage of persons older than 65 in Flouston.
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TESTIMONY OF DR. DAVID FAIRLEY

L. INTRODUCTION

Q. Dr. Fairisy. pieas2 state your name. empiovment and guzlifications.
A. My name is David Fairiey. Tam currantly the statistician for the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District. which has responsibility for the regulation of stationary

sources of air polluticn in the San Francisco Bay Area. T have been emploved by the
District since 1987. Prier 10 that tim2 I was an assistant profassor of statistics at Ohio
State Uriversity from 1982 through 1987, T graduated from Stanford Universin: with a
Ph.D. in 1982. and previously received 2 BA in philosophy and an MA in mathematics
from San Francisco Stazte University. A full curriculum vitae listing my qualification

is attached as Appancix [.

Q. Dr. Fairley. ars vou tes:iiving today as a representative of the Bay Area Air

Quality Management District

A. No. [ am testifving as 2 concerned citizen.

. Dr. Fairley. wouid vou brielly descripe v cground and experience with the
Q. Dr. Fairlev. wouid vou briefly describe vour background and experience with the

pollutant. Paruiculatz Maner less than 10 microns. alse knowa as PM;,

A. My work for the Bav Area Air Qualiny Management District has focuszd upon
PM.q since 1991. I nave conducted stucdies analyzing the corncentrations and
composition of Bav Arsa PM,,. including a review of dawa from all Bay Area
monitoring siatons. and studies analyvzing the sources of PM g based on special stucies
of winterzime PMig. My studies have included a review of the relaticnsiip betwazs
PM,. concentrations znd health impacts in the Bay Area. and a study esiimating the

2conomic benefits e heaith of reducing PM g concentratiens 1o the Califernia

(e ]



standard. My paper. "The Relationship of Daily Morality and Suspended Particulates
in Santa Clara County. 1980-1686." Environmenial Fealth Persgectives 1990. is one of
the papers being usec to re-evaluate the federal PMy( standard. and is among those
used by the CEC inits Air Quality Valuation Modsl. T have reviewed papers and
consuitad on PM:q issues including with CEC staff. | have presanted papers on PM.,
anzlysis and health effzcis ar various technical conferences. inclucing ~Morality and

particuiare exposurs in Sania Clara Counry. California. CA 1980-867. presantes at the
EPA PM., Workshoep. at Raleigh. North Carolina in November. 1994

Q. As pant of vour swudies. did vou review the available mecical and szieatific
literarur2 on PM.; emissions.

A As par: of my azaivsis and my work. I have had 10 review and analyze the leading
medical. scienudic. technica] and governmental agency published literatura regaréing

PM.. in order o davelop my swudies concernung the health impacts from PM.; and the

economic health benefits of contrdlling PM.q emissions.

Protection Agency. the Stz Air Resources Board and the Bay Area Air Qua‘m
Managzment Disirict for control of PM; emissions.
A. Inthe course of my work I have become knowledgeable about siate and federa] air

qualiry siandards. I have some knowledge of the District's regulatory programs.

II. PM;o MITIGATION STRATEGIES FOR THE SAN FRANCISCO
ENERGY COMPANY

Q. Havz vou reviewsd the Comumitzes’s Order of 87 95 regarding in part its furzher

[ mobile sources to mitiga2 the San Francisco Energy

w
o

guestons regarding tha u

Compary.
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A. Yeas. ] have revieweZ the order.

Q Are vou alsc familiar with the park resodding mitigation approach proposed by the

Company to mitigats projec: PM;, emissions.

A. Yes. Ihavereviewsd Garv Rubenstein’s preparad direct tesiimony and his

document 2ntitied "PMyg Emission Reductions Shoreview Plavground ™

Q. Do vou believe reducing emissions of geclegical material would be an appropriaie

equivalent mitigation for power plant emissions. provided that the tonnagas matched.
A. There is majority agreemen:. though not unanimity. that fine PM (often defined as
paruculaie maiter less than 2.5 micrens in diameter), has a greater health impact than
coarse PM. Based on this majority view. EPA swaff plans t0 recommend that the EPA
promulgate 2 PM- < siandard:. Power piant PM ). lik2 other combustion-based PM. is
thought o be almost entirely fine PM. whareas geolegical PM g is mostly coarse.
Measurements made a: the District San Jose-4th St. site indicate that more than 90% of
the gzological PMyq is in the coarse fraction. This suggesis that combustion-based PM

13 mor2 of a health hazard than geclegical dust.

Q. Do vcu believe mebile source PM emissions would be an appropriate 2guivalent

miiigation for power plant PM emissions.

A. If the same people were expesed te beth. I would say the answar is ves. as both
consist mainly of fine PM. In fact. diese! exhaust appears to be highly carcinegenic.
verv pessibly more so than power plant PM1g. The only difficulry is that the residents

with the highest power plant exposure ars not necessarily the sa.ne ones who would

have their exposures reduced by switching buses from diesz! 1o a clzaner fuel. On the

othar hand. it is likely that ali residents would receive some benefit from raduction of
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diesa! exhaust. and 2 prime group of beneficiaries mav be childran. who tend to be

outdoors more and who ride the bus more.
Q. Hew would you assess the appropriate mobile source mitigation for the project.

A. First. it is imporiant tc undersiand th2 potsntial health impacts from the project.
Attached as Appendix Il 1s my summary of studies on heal:n effects from PM,q
emissions. These stucdiss show sirong. consistent associations at levels below the
current federa] PM,q siandard. No other criteria pollutant measured by the Bav Area
Air Qualinv Management District (BAAQMD). including ozone. carbon monoxide.

nitregen dicxide. sulfur dioxide. and airborne lead. shows the rangs and severiny of

health effezrs ar concantrations found in the Bay Area.
Q. How significant is the PM;; that the SF Energy power piant would gansrate.

A Mar':} people in th2 air pollution field consider natural gas a "clean” fuel-. Bu the
guantity of natural gas combust2d by a large power plant is enormous. For example. in
1993, an average San Francisco househeld using natural gas used 6& miilion BTUs
annually. This power plant would burn 1.790 million BTUs per hour. Thus.-the
power piani would use as much natural gas in less than 3 minutes as typical househeld

uses in a2 vear. It would use aimost 2s much as all San Francisco rasideats put

together.

This much combustion produces substantial quantities of air pollution. inciuding
particulates. Evervone knows how fireplaces generate lots of smoke. A typical
evening fire produces about !+ pound of PM.,. assuming about 20 pounds of wood
burned (Larson and Koenig 1993). Thus. every day the power plant would emit as
much PM.¢ as 300 nvpical firsplazes. Conventional wood stoves produce PM:yata

rate of 15-20 gm'hour (Burnet ez al. 1990). Burning continuously. this wouid produce

= OF courss. this rafers 1o the local ffects of combusiiag natural gas. not to carbon dioxide. tie mzror
sreenhouse zas.



about ! pound a dav. Thus. the pewer plant would emit as much PM. as 230 wood
stoves burning continuously. Based on the EMFACTF mode!. in the Bay Arza on a
tvpical summer day thers arz 1.838 urban diesel buses averaging 106 miles per day and
producing 1.180 pounds of PM,,. Thus. the power piaa: would emit as muzh PM ., a:
389 urban buses. This modei also predicts that the 47.532 diesel cars in the Bav Arsz

would produce 960 pounds per day. Thus. the power plant would emit morz PM,,

than 12.000 diese! cars. ¢riven an average of 22 miles each.
Q. How much would this affect Bay Area PM (g concenirations.

A. Unforrunately. it is impoésibie to provide a direct esitrnaie because the emissions
{rom several major PM g sources ar2 poorly estimated. In pariicular. the 2missions
inventory lists dust Kicked up by ures as the major source of Bav Arza PM.,. Recen
analvsis based on anaivzing particulates sampled directly from the air suggas: that onlv
10% to 13% of Bayv Arez PM;, comes from any geological source. not jusi moter
vzhicies. but construcuon. fzrming. dust from open fields. etc. Thersfore. it is very

likelyv that the emissions inventory drastically overestimates this sou

On the cther hand. emissions from combustion of fossil fuels are likely to be better
2siimared. enough to provide a rough estimate of the marginal contributior from this

power plant. Based on the BAAQMD emissions inventory. fossil fuel combustion
accounts for about 26 tens per day of PMjg. This includes contributions from motor
vehicles. off-road vehizles. and residsntial and power plant natural gas combustion.
The proposec pewer plant procuces a bit more than 18 of a2 ton of PMq per cay. or
gbout 1 200th of total fossii fuel emissions. Fossil fuel emissions constirute 10% (0
15% of Bay Area PMiq concentrations. based on recent sourse apportionmeant
anzlysis. Therefore. the power plant would increase Bay Arsa PMjg concentrations oy

batwazn 2 in 3000 1o 3 1n 2000.
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This is not meant to imply that the emissions from this power plant wouid be svenjv
disiributed. Modeling results show that the increase in PM g ai some locations near

the power plani cotld be 10% or more under cemain conditions.
Q. Whar would be the healih impac:s from the plant.

A. The most sericus PM g health impact is increased mornaiiny. Two rezent swudies

found that communities with higher average PM g concentrations hacd higher moralin
rat2s. afier adjusting for othar factors like smoking. age. occupation. and so on. The
wo studies estimatad that moraliry would incr2ase .3% and .7 %. respectiveiv. for an

increment to average PM; g of 1 pg'm?®.  The average annual PM g concentration in

the Bay Area is about 50 ug m7. so the power plant wouid incraase thar average by

about 302000 = 0.013 ug m¥ 1o 3001.5)°2000 = 0.0225 ug me,

This suggasts an
increase in the morality rate betwesn 0.0045% 10 0.0158% . Berween 1993 and 1992,
an average of 42.000 Bay Arza resicéants died annually. Thus. the two recenr studiss of
paruiculates and mortaiity would predict that the power plant would result in an
increase of 2 to 6 dzaths per vear. It should be pointed out that these studies do not
prove a causal relationship b2tween PM o and morality. only an association.
Nevertheless. they fit inte 2 large body of evidence that suggesis PM | is responsidle
for a variers of serious heaith effects at leveis below the current faderal standzrd.
Critics of this causal hypothesis have been unable to find a fatal flaw and they have

failed to come up with an 2!t2rnative hypothesis to explain the results of these studies.

PM is associated with mazny other serious health effects. including increased asinma
ariacks. emergency room visits. hospizal stavs. and respiratory disease. That the powar
plant might increase morzaiity signals thar it could adversely affect the health of Bay
Ar=a residents in these othar wavs also.

Q. What are the health impacts of the total PMjq leveis with this project include< in

the San Francisco Bav Arza.



A. The current California sandard is 50 ug'm®. To reach this stancard. Bav Area
PM:q would have to be reduced by 10 ug'm’ on the averags. Based on the morzality
studies menticned above. this would imply a drop in moralitv rates from 3% 10 7% or
a drop in the number of dezths per vear berwezn 1.260 and 2.940 d=aths per vear Bav
Arsa-wide.

Q. Based upor these healih impacis what does that suggasi as a mobiie sourze

mitigation strategy for this faciliny

A. Any mobile source mitigation siratzgy should assurs thar at least an egual amount

of compusiion emis

n

ions arz removed as are emitted from the power piant. Assuming
{he same generzi Jocalion as the powsr plant. that means that an equivalent of 389
diese! buses would have 10 be converted to another sourse with zero 2missicns.
Depencing upon the g2nerai lecation of the mobile sources. additionai mobiie sourze
emissions may have to be eliminated. It should be emphasized that any such tradecfi
may not totally mitigate the power plant’s impacts since the average PMyg

concenirations of rasidents downwind of the power plant may still experienc2 an

increase in their PM ;g exposurs.

Q. How would this kind of mitigarion compar2 10 the proposad mitigaiiorn & resddding

plavground dust?

A. To answer this question. one first has t¢ have an appropriate measurs of the
amount of PM,q emitzed {rom the selected plavgrounds in San Francisco. San
Francisco Energy has made a number of guestionable assump:ions about the overall
benefits from resodcing in two parks. with the bias consisteatiy favoradie t¢
themse!ves. What follows are alternative cajculations based in part on a discussion

an
-

with Dr. Dalz Giilernt2. one cf the scieniisis upon whos2 work the AP-22

cujdaiines ar2



Assumonon SF Energy 1 Altemnznne
Wincdspesd at 10 m 2bove pask as % of Hunter's Powrnt mer. 10C% | 5%
tower? 5
Roughness he:gatt ; Tm dm
Tharsshoic fricuon veiooin® i 3&cmosaz | 50 om osext
Percant of area-Zavs piavgrounds Sisturdect ' 10C% 20%
Correciion icr exisiing cover at Shorsview Piavgrounds i 0% ! 10%

Zsumaied annual amussiens - ) . 1022240 3G i

Esumaied winter Jan. Nov & Dezi emissions ; 12,6201 ! 3

2 The piavgrounds are surrounded Dy obsirecuons 1o the wind: buiidings. din emzankmenis anc rees

Thes Younghiood Coieman pizyground hies immediately next 1o a 30 or 40 meter hill. I zonisasi. the

Hunte:'s Pownt me"orolw'ca. tower is virtually unobstructed.

® The suriace roughness height tha: SF Energy assumes corresponds to 2-story obsiructions or all sides of

both paris. ln fact, the obsiructicns on several sides, including dirt 2mb>ankmesnts and trees are ons sicny

or l2ss. The .1 facior is for obsiructions between | and 2 stonies.  Dr. Gillene suggesied fa: ne

rcug‘”‘ s height was at mos: . 1.

e or :.':s.'..c tha: ST Energy assumes is Dasec on powdersd Jase soii Taedinmal
: :.-r'x threshoic. Based on a photogranh of tie scil. Dr Gill

s __:st:.’ H \alu- of 30 cm sec. for e Younghiood Coleman Playground.

¢ SF Enerzv assumes tha: sveny squate inch of both plavgrounds wili de disturbes sver dav. excapt

182 r.»‘ crezning
\ -t “oeas :

rainy ca}s Sven on davs of mamimum vse. 10C% disturbanze is uniikeiv. and there are many davs. lixe
schoo! Szvs and Gave whan the fieid is wer from watering Or previous rain whers iz disturdance wouic
'J: ]esg o’ avean 2a°n. .

* Dr. Giliszte said whzt the grassy part of the Shoreview Playzround wouid generate essantiaiiv oo dust.

oniv the baid spots. which maks up about 10% of the total.
Q. As a resuit of this calcuiation. how many piavgrounds would have to pe resoddad

1o achieve a 50 ton per vear reduction in PM;,.

A. If one used what I consider the more reasonable assumpiions descrided above. that
suggests at least 170 such piaygrounds would have to be resodded. That compares with
the 389 diese! buses I estimated produce an equivalent amount of PM.. as does the
power plant. To put it another way. the proposed mitigation by the applicant is
equivalent in amount of toual PM;, 10 2 10 3 diesel buses. Moreover. thers is
essentiallv no benefit from resodding during the winter when PM g is the graat

problem. On high PMjq days. the winds are calm and insuiTicient 1o ovarcome the
thresheic friction velociny.

Q. Is there addiziona! evidance that resodding plavgrounds would not providz adequa:2

mitigation.



A. Basad on careful analysis of the sources of ambient PM.,. it appears that for the
Bav Arza. geological dusi makas up 10% 1o 20% of PM ,on high PM,; davs. One
site. Bethel Island. has the Jowest geological levels even though it has a gravel parking
lot nex: to it. There is a correlation between geological dust and motor exhaust across
the four sites studizd. For exampie. San Francisco's PM.; consisted of 16% geological

and 16% fossi! fuel. wherzas Bethe! Island’s PM;, consist2d of 9% geological and 6%

=
-

fossil fuel. Geological dust and fessil fuel track during the day also. higher during
commute periods. In other words. not only does geojogical dust constitute at mest
about 20% of winterzime PM,,. but much of that is probably dus to dust entrained by
motor vaiiclas. Indeed on the wint2r cool. still days when PM, viclations oczur. on2
might not find any emissions of fugitive dust from these piavgrounds. Artached is a
plot of PMip versus windspeed for San Jose during the high PM g months (November.
December and January). There is a clear. strong negative correlation between PM g
‘and wind speed. All days with PMq over 80 ug‘m- have winds below 4 milss per
hour: with rare excepions. davs with winds above 4 miles per hour mest the state
PM;p standard of 50 ug 'md.
Q. Are there any advantages to resodding the playgrounds
A. The onlv advantage of this mitigation strategy may be the reduced cost to the city.
c¢epencing upen how many parks have to be resodded and maintained.
Q. Doss it mzke any diffsrence in vour opinion regarding the alternative mitigation
propeosals that thev are supplementary to existing air quaiify raquirements implemented
by the Bay Area Air Qualiny Management District and the State Air Resources Board.
A. No. The District has some of the sirictest stationary sourcs requirements of any
areas tha: do not viclate the faderal PM;q standard. but it does not have in place a
sirategy for amaining the swate PM . standard. Indesd. unlike ozone and carbon
monoxidz2. local air districts are not required to deveiop plans (0 meat the California

PM,, stendard. The faderz! government does require ragions o me=: its PM;,



standard. bur the Bav Area currentiyv has not bean declared a non-atiainment area for
this standard. The Bav Arz2a has regisiered no violations of the federal standard for

several vears. although violations could ocsur under the appropriate weather

dew

conditions.

For the past two dazades. air guality reguiators have focused atiention orn raducing

ozone. and 10 a lesser extent. carbon monoxide. lead and sulfur dioxide. Particulates
have besn somsthing of a stepchild. The state does not require compliance with its
standard and the EPA is just reviewing their standard and only after being suczessiully
su2d by tha American Lung Association te do 1ts job. As it is. they are scheduled
promulgat2 2 new standard in January of 1997, and the BAAQMD will not be raguirad
10 have a PM,, reduction plan in place for several vears thersafier

Thus. regulatier lags behind widespread concarns about PM;p health effects. Hereis a

Juote from a California Alr R2sources Board suaftf report prepared for the jegislanure:

Perhaps the most imperant gap [in swate regulations] is that current
control efforts do not provide appropriate emphasis on the public health
probiems caused by PM.q. The national PM,; standards are not se: at
levels thar fully protes: the public from serious adverse health effacis.
Current controls give no priority to reducing public exposure to the mest
damaging components of PM.,. particularly the small particles less than
2.5 microns in diameter and these particles whose chemical narure
makes them particularly dangerous. ARB Technical SuppO’t Division -
(1991). Prospezrs inine <rate i ir inv ¢ rag
Wﬂm:manmzw\ visibiljry £1ng icles
sulfates, lead. and hvdrogen supifide. Report to the California siate
legislarure. April 11. 1991. pg 5.

iz my opinion. the current regulatory policy provides no basis for reducing the PM:,

mitigation reguirements for this facility.
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DAVID FAIRLEY
(413) 749-2636
3ay Arzz Air Quality Management Distric:
939 Eilis St.. San Francisco. CA 9106

Background Information
:d‘l““iﬁ"

Swarthmere College. Swarthmere. Pennsiivania
San Francisce State Universin, B.AL 1672 M AL 1976 (Mathematics)
nfor

S:a & Universin, PR.D.. 1982 (Stanstics)

Disse=asion

Airbome Qak Pollen Lev2ls in the Bay Area.” A statistical study of environmenta! influsnces cn the procustien
i oan polien. (See Pukiicasiorc below )

Professional Experience

Einjovoient

S:atistician, Bay Arsa Air Quaiin Managzment District 198'-prcsenz

Assistant Professor. Depamment of Staustics. Ohie State Universin. 1982 - 108~
scturer. Depanmant of Statistics. Stanford Univers n. 98.-,98‘

2achiny Assisiant. Depamment of Statistics. Stanford Universin. i677-1081.
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Evidence of healih effecis from airborne particulates.” Santa Clara Counny Medizal Association 921792
"PNI0 source appertionment in the San Francisco Bay Area.” Sarn Jose State Urniversin. 1272765
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Xireme persantiles o
“How close is the Bay Arza 1o meeting swat2 and federal air peiiviion siandards?™ Sianford Universisy. 2= €2

"P.-cg.-ess '0\\'a"‘ amaining the czone siandard: trends In Deak concenir2anons versus rrends in potufaton

exposure.’ :n\lrcnﬂet'-:s Conrarenze. 11 § 01
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Publications

"Photochemical Mode! Bias' Is It Real or Is It a Statistical Armifact?.” Journal of the Air and Waste Managzmen:
Associciion. Vol. 43,53 (1963 :

"Rethinking the Ozone Standaré.” with Charies Blanchard. Journal of the 4ir and Wasie Managemen:
Associcrion. Vol 47 =7 (1991

“The Relauonship of Daily Meraliny 1o Suspended Particuiates in San:a Clara Counn. (980-1585."
Environmentai Keaitn Perspeziives Vol 89 136-168 (1990)

"Some Ramification cf a Bound on the MSE of a Prediction.” with Denris K. Pear! anc Joseph S \erduczi,
Sankmve: The Incian Journa: o7 Statistics Volume 6. Series B. Pt. 1 (1990)

Comment to "Extreme Value Analyvsis of Environmental Time Series: An Appiization to Trend Detection in
Ground-Leve!l Ozone.” by Richard L. Smith. Staristical Science. Vol < No. 4 (1989

“The Cardor Diexide Rate of Rise in Awake Apneic Humans” with M. Ciristine Stock. MD. et 2! Jowrne! of
Cimical dnesinzsioiogy Vol 1. Ne. 211988

"Estimarecd Public Weliare Quaiin Control Error Rates and Penalties.” with V J n 3. Fairley. Ecves:an
Stznsiics 3. 63 -60~. DeGroot. Lindies and A.F.M. Smith Eds. Oxforz U. P—e §5 88

“The Penaln for Assuming a Monotone Regression is Linear.” with Joe \'erducs: 2nd Dennis K. Paarl. 4nnzic -

Sitarisnes Marzh 198°.

“Rank Tests for Ordered Alternatives.” with Michae! Fligner. Communications i Siar:siizs. Siaisiical

—we W

Tneor Methogs. Vol 16. =3 (1987

.

"T-:sting © the Potentiai for Nonresponse Bias.” with Dennis K. Peari. Public Grmivinr Duarrer’s. Voi. 26,
3-360. Winter {986.

“A Study of Oak Polien Production and Phenoiogy in Northern California: A Statistizai Anaivsis with

Immunological Implications.” with George L. Batchelder. Journai of dliergy & Cimicz! Immunoiogy. Aug. 1986

"Cherny Tress with Cones?” Teacher's Comer of the .dmericar: Stanisiician, May 1986,

u
™
(10}
]

"

"Siochastic Ecuivalence of Ranking Methods™ with Michae! Fiigner.  Commun:caiiors in Stacisiics Siziisiizal

Tineory. Methods. Vol. 13.=6. 1833-1866 (1986)

"The Bahadur Efficiensy of Paired Versus Joint Ranking Procedures for Pairwise Muliipie Comparisons.” with
Dennis K. Pearl. Communicarions in Stansucs: Statisticai Theory Methods. 13223 1<71-1281. 1982

‘sing Strength of Opx..non to Tes: for Nonresponse Bias in Sample Sumveys™. with Dennis K. Peari. Accesied
for pubiication &y Pafirjcal Mathodelogy

porionment f\k'imcr‘.ime PM,g 2t San Jose. CAL" with Judy Chow. 222l 10 be pudiished in 0
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Fairley. D. 1993 "PM;q source ao:cr‘ion'n-'" for the San Francisco Bay Area.” Dra Techniza! Report. Bay
Arez Arr Quaiin Management District. San Francisce. CA. )

Fairlex. D. 1992 "Ambieni air qualiny status anc trends.” Draft Technical Repors. B2y Area Air Quaiin
Management District, San Francisce. CA.

Fairiev. D. 1962, "Rezresentativeness of SARMAP episoce davs.” Drz Bay Area
Bay Are2 Air Qualin Management District. San Francisza. CA.

Fairlzy. D. (Projec: Manager). J. Hali. V. Brajer. M. Kieinman. 1992, "The sconomic vaiue of cuantifiatle
czone anc PM related health effects in the San Francisco Bay Area.” Bay Area Air Quaiin Managemen:
District. San Francisco. CA.

J.C. Chow. eral. 1993, "Measurements anc modeling of PM ¢ in the San Francisco Bay Area. Volume I

Program Plan: Desert Research Institute Document 5632.2F." Deser: Rasearch instituzs. Rene. N\

Fairley. D.anc R. DeMancdel. 1992, "PM:q particulate Jevels in the San Franziscs Bay Area.” 3AAQND
Tezhnizal Repor: €2003. Bay Area .-\'r Qn.av'r. \1anag ment District. Sen rrancisco. CA.

Fairiev. D.. R. DeMandsi. M. Rothenberg. anc T. Perardi. 1992, "Results from the 1900.92 pifei study of
wintezime PM ;g in the San Francisco Bay Ar2z2." BAAQMD Technical Reporz 92002,

Fairier. D.. and R. DeMangal. 1992, "Status and trends in ambient 0zone and zarbon monexice in the San
Francisco Bay Area 1978-1989." Bay Area Air Quaiin Management District. San Francisca, CA.

Fairiev. D. 1962, "Estimating B2y Area background ozone from OCS cata.” BAAQMD Technizal
Memorandum. Bay Arez Air Quaiin Management District. San Francisco. CA.

rairler. D. 199, "Curren: and projecied popuiation exposure t¢ 0zonz2 in the San Fransisce Bay Arez: A
preiiminar assessment.” Bay Area Air Qualin Management District. San Franzisca, CA.

Duker. D.arnd D. Fairlex. 1988 "Grant Park czone stucy: summer 1986 and 1987." Bay Area Air Qualin
Managemeni District. San Francisco. CA.
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PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO

Ferry Builaing
San Francisco. CA 94111
Teleph

December 10, 1998 F::l:x:nz':cssi? 0400

wwwsipori.com

Ms. Maria Lombardo, Senior Transportation Analyst
San Francisco County Transportation Authority

100 Van Ness Avenue, 25" Floor

San Francisco, CA. 94102

Subfect: Request for $4 Million of 1998 STIP Augmentation Funds to Construct
the Illinois Street Intermodal Bridge Over Islais 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 23, 1998.

Project Description

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 Terminal at
Piers 94-96. The Project Location and Project Site Plan are shown on Figures 1.and 2.

The bridge will reduce the rail distance to Pier 80. Presently, the rail distance from the main rail
line near Rankin Street to Pier 80 is approximately 3.3 miles. Trains must travel north-bound on
the main rail line, east-bound near 16" Street and finally south-bound along 1llinois Street to Pier
80. After construction of the bridge, the same trip will be approximately .66 miles, since the
Quint Street Rail Link will be used. (See Figure 3.) The shorter rail route will take far less time.
since there will be fewer street grade crossings and less reliance on the street right of way.
Traffic hazards and conflicts between railcars, automobiles, bicycles and pedestrians will also be
greatly reduced.

The 1llinois Street Intenimodal Bridge will improve the efficiency of rail and truck travel benween
the North and South Cargo Terminals. The 540" long bridge across Islais Creek will reduce the
rail distance between the Terminals from approximately 4 miles to approximately .2 miles. The
bridge will provide direct rail link between Pier 80 and the Intermodal Container Transfer Facility
(1.C.T.F.) near Cargo Way. The I.C.T.F. allows a direct transfer of cargo between ship and rail
without an intermediate truck transfer. ‘

Short-haul truck travel! between the North and South Cargo Terminals will also be improved.
since drivers will not have to utilize the heavily traveled and congested Third Street corridor.
Reducing diesel truck trips will also improve air quality. Congestion on Third Street will be
impacted even more in the near future after MUN!'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™ 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 would 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 efficiencies from the Illinois Street
Intermodal Bridge. Nippon Shario 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.

Project 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 lllinois 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, since the Illinois Street Intermodal Bridge was
previously analyzed as a component of a 1986 EIR for the modernization of the Port's 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 [Hinois 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. 1 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

Douglasf. Wong, Executive Director
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PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO

Fer~ Buicirg

San Srancises SA 94t
Te:ecrone 2°5 272 $40C
Fax 215272 €528

‘wvra 89T 0™

November 25, 1998

TO: Members Southern Waterfront Advisory Committee
FROM: Larry Florin
SUBIJ: Leases at Pier 80/90/92/94/96

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 274-0416.



Current Major Leases and Uses

Pier 80
Marine Terminals Corporation. MTC is under a management agreement with the Port to operate
Pier 80 as the Port’s Container Cargo Terminal.

Breda Transportation. 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 Railway. MUNI currently leases on a month to month basis the mainteﬁance shed at
Pier 80 which consists of approximately 67,950 square feet for operation of its Cable Car
Maintenance Facility.

Pier 90/92
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 Department. 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, 2001.

Mission Valley Rock Companv. Mission Valley Rock has leased from the Port approximately
63,981 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 31,

2001.

Seawall Lot 341

Solid Waste Management. The City’s Solid Waste Management Program currently leases under
an MOU approximately 37,751 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 31, 2001.

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 21, 2015.




ECDC Environmental L.C. ECDC is the operator of the Port’s Inter-modal Container Transfar
Facility (ICTF).

Seawall 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.

Department of Public Works. DPW occupies approximately 87,120 square feet for use as a
toxic soils bioremediation site.

Specialtv 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 94/96

West Coast Recvcling. Inc. Tenant currently occupies appro:. ~ately 197,516 square feet of
shed space, 107,320 square feet of paved land and 3,713 square ieet of office space. for the
operation of recvcling, storage and transshipment facility. West Coast has a 5 vear lease with the
Port which expires on May 31, 2003. Tenant is currenly requesting a new lease with the Port for

a 30 year term.

GES Exposition Services. GES leases approximately 50,400 square feet at Pier 96 for the
staging and storage of truck trailers. Lease expires December 31, 1999.

G:\Word\Letters\Current Major Leases and Uses.doc



Proposed Major Leases

RMC 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 lease 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

Letter P10: Golden Gate University Environmental Law and Justice Clinic

Response to Comment P10-1:

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 P10-14). 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 EIS identifies mitigation measures that would reduce these impacts to a less than
significant level, except for one transportation impact (increased congestion at Third
Street/Cesar Chavez Street). Measures are identified that would reduce, but not
eliminate, this impact.

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
Redevelopment Plan, would be likely to result in significant traffic impacts. HPS is located
in a congested, urban region, and access must occur via roads and freeways that will
become increasingly congested as demand for certain services increases over time.
Because HPS is a large piece of property, with correspondingly large development
opportunities and expectations regarding job creation and other economic and social
objectives, traffic impacts are likely.

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 trips 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.

P10-1 ’ Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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Similarly, measures to provide services (e.g., additional transit service or on-site ATM,
markets, etc. to reduce non-work trips) would become feasible only as the number of
users of the shipyard increased, resulting in the ability to fund improvements and a
demand or “market” for the services. This concept of increasing demand for services
over time is reflected in the mitigation strategy included in the EIS, which provides for
continued monitoring and increases in services over time, as demand goes up, and as
specific users of HPS are identified.

The BAAQMD impact assessment 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). The mitigation measures
provided would ensure that these assumed levels are reached or exceeded, but the level
to which they would effectively reduce vehicle trips beyond the levels assumed in the
analysis cannot be quantified in the absence of more specific information about future
tenants of HPS, the manner in which development would proceed, and the pace of
development. For this reason, the EIS analysis conservatively concludes that one traffic
impact would remain significant, despite the implementation of the TMA and
Transportation Demand Management. Note that former Significant Unmitigable Impact
2, “Increased Cumulative Traffic on U.S. 101 and 1-280 Freeway Segments,” has been
removed from EIS Section 4.1, Since it is properly a cumulative impact and was already
included in Chapter 5 under the discussion of cumulative impacts (now in EIS
Section 5.1).

Response to Comment P10-2:

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.

Federal PM10 standards have not been exceeded since before 1991. Only the very
stringent state 24-hour PM10 standard is exceeded periodically in the San Francisco area.
The magnitude and frequency with which state PM10 standards are exceeded in the San
Francisco area are among the lowest of any urban area in California. To further assess the
potential for local, project-related impacts from PM10, supplemental dispersion modeling
was performed (EIS, Appendix B, page B-16 and following). The goal of the modeling
was to estimate the net increase in PM10 concentrations resulting from traffic-related
PM10 emissions for the Proposed Reuse Plan (year 2025) and the No Action Alternative.
The CALINE4 model was used as discussed in Appendix B, with the following
considerations:

P10-2 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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e Emission rates included exhaust PM,, tire wear PM,, and re-suspended roadway
dust.

e 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 1-hour average values.

e 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 24-hour average PM,,
concentrations as follows:

e 45 - 9.9 micrograms per cubic meter at the intersection of Third Street and Evans
Avenue.

e 1.5 - 2.8 micrograms per cubic meter at the intersection of Third Street and Palau
Avenue.

e 11.3 - 13.4 micrograms per cubic meter at the intersection of Innes Avenue and
Donahue Street.

e 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 ma]or 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
P10-3 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 [146 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
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would have no measurable. effect on ambient PM,; concentrations measured in the San
Francisco Bay Area. To reduce potential traffic impacts, specific, feasible mitigation
measures are proposed, as described in the response to Comment P10-1.

Response to Comment P10-3:

Additional technical data showing the PM, emissions analysis and procedures used for the
PM,, dispersion modeling (see response to Comment P10-2) 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 US. 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).

As suggested by the BAAQMD, the significance of air quality impacts is typically
evaluated by comparing projected emissions to established, numerical standards or
compliance with regional air quality plans, not an environmental “baseline.”
Comparisons between projected future emissions and current conditions would be of
little relevance, since emission factors, fuel efficiency, etc., are projected to improve over
time, whether or not the project is approved.

As explained in Section 3.2.4, the Arkansas Street Station is the major monitoring station
for San Francisco, and while winds do not typically blow from Arkansas Street to Hunters
Point, data from this station are used by the BAAQMD to characterize area-wide air
quality. While no specific data for HPS are available, the table below summarizes
ambient air quality data for 1992 collected at the Pacific Gas & Electric Company (PG&E)
Hunters Point Power Plant (located at 1000 Evans Avenue) and the Arkansas Street
monitoring station. The table shows that data from the Arkansas Street Station are
consistently higher than those monitored at the Hunters Point Power Plant, except for
SO,. The Arkansas Street monitoring station is likely to overestimate the PM,, exposure of
residents in the vicinity of Hunters Point Shipyard, because the station is much closer to an
active industrial area (China Basin) and near I-280.

P10-4 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000



154

o1 U1 Ul
NS W

158
159
160
161
162
163
164

165

166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175

176

177
178
179
180
181
182
183
184
185

186
187
188

Response to Comments

Comparison of Air Quality Data
PG&E Hunters Point Power Plant and Arkansas Street Monitoring Station
Highest Measured Levels in Micrograms per Cubic Meter

Pollutant | Averaging Time | Hunters Point | Arkansas Street | Most Restrictive Ambient Air
’ Quality Standard
Ozone 1 hour 113.7 157 1,800 (CAAQS)
PM,, 24 hours 68.1 81 50 (CAAQS)
Annual 22.7 27.6 30 (CAAQS)
NO, 1 hour 137.2 169 470 (CAAQS)
Annual 28.6 41.4 100 (NAAQS)
cOo 1 hour 4,600 9,200 23,000 (CAAQS)
8 hours 2,875 7,360 10,000 (CAAQS & NAAQS)
SO, 1 hour 107.4 105 655 (CAAQS)
24 hours 440 34 105 (CAAQS)
Annual 6.6 5 80 (CAAQS)
Sources:  CARB, 1989-1993; CEC, 1995.
CAAQS  California Ambient Air Quality Standard
NAAQS  National Ambient Air Quality Standard
NO, nitrogen dioxide
CO carbon monoxide
SO, 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 US. EPA) require
dispersion modeling of re-suspended 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 P10-2, above, for additional
information.

Response to Comment P10-5:

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 well
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 HPS 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 24-hour and annual average standards have not
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been exceeded. State annual average standards have not been exceeded since 1989. It is
true that the state 24-hour standard has been violated, although the frequency of violations
has declined noticeably since the early 1990s. There have been a total of 5 measured
exceedances of the state 24-hour standard at the Arkansas Street monitoring station over the
1995-1997 period. No year in that period had more than three exceedances (less than five
percent of valid samples). The data fail to show a pattern in which the state 24-hour
standards are “often” violated. The supplemental PM,; modeling results discussed above in
response to Comment P10-2 do not indicate any significant impact on background PM,,
concentrations.

'Applying the results of the risk assessment performed for the SFEC-proposed power plant

at Hunters Point to the PM, emissions projected under the Proposed Reuse Plan to estimate
potential fatalities is unfounded, because the power plant is a stationary source, whereas
PM, emissions under the Reuse Plan are primarily from mobile sources. It is acknowledged
that vehicles in and around HPS would cause exhaust and evaporative emissions
containing toxic air contaminants (mostly benzene). As discussed in EIS Section 4.2,
BAAQMD'’s impact assessment guidelines do not require that mobile sources of toxic air
contaminants be included when impacts are evaluated. However, the EIS does include
substantial, feasible measures to reduce traffic (and associated air quality impacts), as
described above in the response to Comment P10-1.

Note that toxic air contaminants, including toxic air contaminants from mobile sources,
are discussed separately from PM,; and other criteria pollutants in the EIS (Section 4.2.2).
The commentor should not assume that all particulate emissions quantified in the
analysis are from exhaust; rather, the majority are from entrained roadway dust. The
recent designation of particulates from diesel emissions as toxic air contaminants has
been added to EIS Section 3.2.3. The BAAQMD and CARB have not yet established
thresholds or standards for this source of toxic air contaminants.

Response to Comment P10-6:

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
P10-14 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 P10-7:

Based on a reassessment of appropriate factors for determining significance, the EIS does
not identify significant air quality impacts (see the response to Comment P10-14 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 P10-
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1, the BAAQMD impact assessment guidelines contain a similar variety of trip reduction
measures that together would reduce vehicle trips 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.

The BAAQMD impact assessment guidelines make it clear that the program’s focus on
vehicle trip reduction is the most effective way to reduce vehicle emissions that are
projected as a result of reuse of HPS. The guidelines section on “Mitigating Impacts of
Project Operations” (page 56) focus entirely on trip reduction measures and state: “In many
cases motor vehicles traveling to and from a facility represent the principal source of air
pollutants associated with the project. Therefore this section [of the guidelines] focuses
primarily on measures to reduce mobile source emissions by reducing motor vehicle trips
and vehicles miles traveled. “ Recommended trip-reduction measures specific to HPS can
reduce vehicle trips and therefore vehicle emissions associated with reuse. Regarding
potential projects on Port property, see Response P10-10. Suggested trip-reduction
measures at HPS are appropriate despite potential future development occurring on Port
property and elsewhere, since they would reduce vehicle emissions generated at HPS.

Response to Comment P10-8:

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.

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 P10-9:

The commentor is correct in noting that the Port is seeking funding for a new bridge over
Islais Creek (lIllinois 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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the Port, and the remaining $4 million from the Transportation Authority. An
environmental analysis of the proposed bridge is currently underway.

Response to Comment P10-10:

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.

The Port of San Francisco is considering proposals for development of industrial and
maritime-industrial uses in the southern waterfront area (Piers 90-92 and 80,
approximately). These proposals, including those listed in Exhibit D that are reasonably
foreseeable, will be subject to their own environmental analyses under state law. Those
analyses will determine whether the Port’s proposed projects would contribute
considerably to potentially significant impacts.

Potential cumulative effects of the Proposed Reuse Plan are analyzed using a projections-
based approach, rather than a list-based approach. The projections-based method is
generally used for evaluation of projects within City jurisdiction. Under the
projections-based approach, cumulative traffic is projected by applying a growth rate or
by using a regional travel demand model that incorporates projected increases in housing
and employment, as well as other factors, such as the availability of land, the location and
price of parking, etc. This approach is permissible under NEPA.

Response to Comment P10-11:
Please see responses to Comments P10-1 and P10-7.

Response to Comment P10-12:

Comment noted. Based on a reassessment of appropriate factors for determining
significance, the EIS does not identify significant air quality impacts. See the response to
Comment P10-14 and EIS Section 4.2.

Response to Comment P10-13:
Please see response to Comments P10-1 and P10-12.

Response to Comment P10-14:

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.

EIS Section 4.2 has been revised. 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 Impacts 1 and 2, “Ozone Precursor Emissions from Increased Traffic” and “PM,,

P10-8 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000



[O8]
(98]
N

|3
2

a

(81

U Q) W) LI W
N &R

Q2 W W W W

[o¢]

Response to Comments

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 for the following reasons:

¢ 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.

e 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.

e The BAAQMD'’s impact assessment guidelines do not require inclusion of mobile
sources of toxic air contaminants when evaluating impacts.

For these reasons, exposure to toxic air contaminant emissions from stationary, mobile,
and cumulative sources would be considered less than significant. Because no significant
air quality impacts are identified in the EIS, only significant unmitigable traffic impacts
are appropriate for environmental justice consideration. Please see responses to
Comments P10-2 and P10-3 for additional information.
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January 19, 1999

Ms. Hillary Gitelman

SF Planning Department

Office of Environmental Review
1660 Mission St., 5* Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103-6426

Mr. Gary Munekawa,

Code 7032, Bldg. 209/1

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

SAE] 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 crafted with extensive
community participation through the Citizens Advisory Committee. An
important blueprint, it will guide the reuse of the shipyard.

SAE] 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-
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

SAE] disagrees with the EIR’s conclusion that traffic impacts at 3'%/Chavez are
unmitigatable and feels that the proposed mitigation for Significant Impacts 1 and 2 is
insufficient. 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 & D. This will reduce congestion at 3"/Evans, 3"¥/Chavez, and
Evans/Chavez, as well as avoid the Innes Ave. gateway and commercial/residential corridor.
This is especially 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, US101, 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 confined 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.

Improvement of alternative transportation infrastructure will further reduce congestion and
will significantly alleviate unmet demand for services. DPT studies have shown that bicycle
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use increases once lanes are striped, consequently reducing automobile congestion at affected
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.

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 [oad. 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 EIR 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. Innes Avenue is a residential street along with the gateway and
transportation corridor for HPS. HPS will undoubtedly spur development along Innes.
Significant 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. 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 will promote a community character
along the Innes 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 EIR 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 often
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 after build-out.
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This poses serious questions that are left unexamined in the EIR. 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 HPS, as well as playing
fields and other educational and recreational facilities in areas adjoining badly polluted sites.
The EPA and other researchers have documented children’s increased susceptibility to
pollution levels that may be at acceptable limits for adults.

SAE]J 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 spriakler
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 HPS. A strong possibility exists that individuals working at HPS 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.

— 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
still has a significant amount of overflows annually.

— Air Emissions. Discussed above, these pose the same concemns 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 BVHP
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 21. 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.
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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.

Sincerely, %\

Alex Lantsberg
Project Coordinator
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Response to Comments

Letter P11: Southeast Alliance for Environmental Justice

Response to Comment P11-1:

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 P11-2:

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 (HPS) 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.

P11-1 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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Response to Comments

Response to Comment P11-3:

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 P11-4:

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 P11-5:

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 (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 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 P11-6:

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. . '

P11-2 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000



Response to Comments

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 HPS 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 P11-7:

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.

Response to Comment P11-8:

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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for enforcement of the U.S. EPA’s NESHAP regulations and welcomes information on
visible air emissions.

Response to Comment P11-9:

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 P11-10:

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 P11-11:

As described in the response to Comment P11-7 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.

Under Navy’s IRP, discharge of contaminated groundwater is strictly controlled, and
discharge to the City’s combined sewer system requires a City permit.

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.

P11-4 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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For a discussion of dust suppression measures to control air emissions during
remediation, see response to Comment P11-8.

Response to Comment P11-12:

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:

e 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.

e Maximize participation of area residents and businesses in the pre-development,
development, interim reuse, and environmental remediation of HPS.

e Create and expand economic opportunities for existing area businesses.
e Provide ownership and equity opportunities for area residents and businesses.

e 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 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:

e 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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Francisco Redevelopment Agency and City requirements, such as the First Source
Hiring and Equal Opportunity programs.

¢ Investment opportunities for the community.
¢ Business incubator and entrepreneur opportunities.
¢ Local ownership opportunities.

Response to Comment P11-13:

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:

e 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.

e 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.

* 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 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.

P11-6 Hunters Point Shipyard Final EIS: Response to Comments March 2000
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ALLIANCE FOR A CLEAN WATERFRONT
- A Neiwork of Diverse Community, Political and Environmental Justice Organizations
- January 19, 1999

Engineering Field Activity West

- Naval Facilities Engineering Command
Attn: Mr. Gary Munekawa, Code 7032, Bldg 209/1
900 Commodore Drive

- San Bruno, CA 94066-5006

City and County of San Francisco
- San Francisco Planning Department
~ Attn: Ms. Hilary GiteJman
1660 Mission Street, Sth Floor
= San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Draft EIS/EIR for Disposal and Reuse of Hunters Point Shipyard

Dear Mr. Munekawa and Ms, Gitelman;

- Thank you for providing the opportunity to comment on this second version of the Dratt
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR). We appreciate the
responsiveness of the City and the Navy to our requests last year to rewrite and recirculate this
document. We also appreciate the extension of the comment period provided by the
Redevelopment Agency and Planning Commission.

Our Alliance is drawn together by a vision of an environmentally and socially sustainable
community built on a foundation of clcan 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 Use. Our vision also extends to
the linked issues of Transportation, Air Quality, Public Services, and Biological Resources.
Ultimately it involves the question of the relationship between the Bayview-Hunters Point
community and the redeveloped Huaters Point Shipyard. Will jobs and business opportunities go
to the people living nearby who would travel the shortest distance? Or will they be by-passed by

- commuters from the far corners of the Bay Region?

In addition to our shared concerns that are linked to clean water, the Alliance is committed to
= expeditious redevelopment of the Shipyard according to the goals and objectives laid out in the
Reuse Plan. We are mindtul that the Bayview-Hunters Point communty actively participated in
shaping the Reuse Plan. We support their efforts to create a new Shipyard that will complement
=~ their neighborhood and address its most pressing needs by providing jobs, business opportunities,
affordable housing, and opcn space targeted to Bayview-Hunters Point residents.

- We are also sensitive to community concerns about existing environmental problems in Bayview-
Hunters Point. poor air quality, high rates of asthma, cancer and other diseases, hundreds of
contaminated brownfield sites, inadequate transportation links with the rest of the city and region



JAN. -20° 99 (WED) 08:29 NAVY EFA WEST ENMNVIRON PLNG FR S S VR
LI .":S-OGY, 415 495 1787; Jarn-19-99 4:51PMJQ\I 20 pg'é"g-?’;s"“’hm

currently limit opportunities and degradc the quality of lite. We sghare the view that redevelopment
of HPS needs to correct these problems, not make them worse.

The goal of the Alliance in commenting on this EIS/EIR is to strengthen the prospects thal reuse,
will achieve these ends. We look to the environmental review process to ensure that Shipyard
redevelopment will be supported with the infrastructure and public services needed to protect the
Project's neighbors and new residents from the burden of environmental impacts. The Bayview-
Hunters Point community must not be required to choose between economic opportunity and a

healthful environment.

Many of the 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 comments that follow.

We remain at your service to resolve the issues that concern us.

Contact; Eve Bach at Arc Ecology
833 Market Street, Suite 1107 San Francisco, California 94103 Phone 415 495 1786

Michael Thomas Communities for a Better Environment/Safer Project
Corinne Wouods Mission Bay Conservancy '

Mike Lozeau- San Francisco BayKeeper

Ruth Gravanis Golden Gate Audubon Society

June Morrison San Francisco Tomorrow

David Lewis Save San Francisco Bay Association

Claude Wilson Southeast Alliance for Environmental Justice
Amy Quirk Sunset Community Democratic Club

Beryl Magilavy Sustainable City

Doug Kern Urban Watershed Projoct

Jeff Marmer Wastewater Solfutions

John Rainwater Califomnia League of Conservation Voters
Aaron Peskin South End Rowers Club

Meg Reilly Dolphin Club

Peter Reich Sailboarders Environmental Alliance

Eve Bach Public Trust Group

Olin Webb Haz-Mst Connectlons, Bay View Advocates

Saul Bloom Arc Ecoloby



COMMENTS ON THE HPS EIS/EIR

. STORMWATER AND SEWAGE (WATER RESOURCES AND UTILITIES)

The way that that San Francisco disposes of its stormwatcr and sewage is not a matter of abstract or
academic interest to the Bayview-Hunters Point community. The City’s failure to providc water treatment
systems able to accommodate peak loads of waterbore wastes has required these residents to live next to
a malodorous sewage facility that overflows during stormy weather. This historical (but hardly benign)
neglect has surrounded this community living in & magnificent bayshore location with polluted bay waters

harboring inedible fish. ~

Planning for new development to send additional stormwater and sewage to the Bayview-Hunters 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 environmental burden. It is a sadly typical example of the
kind of government decision that gave birth to Environmental Justice programs and requirements.

The Alliance for a Clean Waterfront promotes on-site treatment and recycling of stormwater and sewage,
integrated into large development projects. It begins the process of lifting the unfair burden of treating the
whole city’s sewage that the Bayview-Hunters Point community has bome for many years,

HPS redevelopment is a project for which this solutlon is especially well-suited. The need for & new

system of stormwater treatment is pressing.
¢ current approaches are inadequate;
groundwater has the potential to be a long-term serious problem since redevelopment will

occur on land with residual contanunution due to anticipated “nsk based cleanup”;

there are many subsistence fishermen in the ares;
the Project will require complete replacement of the infrastructure (why not do it right?), and

at about 500 acres, the project includes enough land to accommodate the landscaping and
tacilities needed to carry out water treatment and recycling.

Concerns about the individual and cumulative stormwater and sewage impacts of this Project, including
their environmental justice implications, have shaped our comments on this EIS/EIR. We support the
goals and abjectives for reuse developed by the community; our comments speak 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 govern reuse.

A. Navy Disposal -
The EIS/EIR itself suggests that simple act of the Navy disposing of HPS will change the—

Problem:
status of the propeny’s stormwater systems from adequate (incets applicable standards) to
inadequato (does not comply with standards that subsequently apply). “The City's

preliminary assessment of the existing storm water system indicates that it does not operate
to City standards and will require substantial repairs or replacements.” (page 3-141) Virtually|
the same statement appears on page 3-151 describing the storm drain system
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Commuents on HPS EIS/EIR

This observation is Friticd because the EIS/EIR considers a “violation of Federal, state, or
local storm water discharge standards or wastewater standards” to be a threshold of

significance for environmental impacts. (page 4-96)
We question, therefore, the conclusions that there are no stormwater and scwage impacts
associated with the Navy's disposal of HPS, |

Remedy: In the Final EIS/EIR, include a thorough analysis of the legal and practica)
implications of Navy conveyance to the City of a sub-standard system, including

liability to the City. Consider as mitigation Navy upgrade of the systems.

B. More Stringent Threshold of Significant Needed

Problem, The EIS/EIR considers the threshold of significance for stormwater 10 be compliance with
existing regulations (page 4-96), This does not seem reasonable for a 30-year redevelopment|
plan sincc it i3 prodictable that standards will become more demanding during this Luue

period. It is also inconsistent with environmental justice concerns, since existing regulations
subject neighbors of the scwage treatment plant to overflows, odors, and possible health
hazards.

Change the threshold so that it considers gy discharge of untreated stormwater into
:he Bay that is caused by the Project (individually or cumulatively with other projects
in southeast San Francisco) to be s significant environmentsl impsct. Consider
stormwater on-site stormwater treatment and recycling as a mitigation.

enedye

C. Inadequate Attention to Relationship between Water and Land use

Given that storm water systems are inadequate and will have to be redesigned and rebuilt, the
discussion in the EIS/EIR is insufficient because it does not embed this requirement into the
land uses permitted by the Proposed Reuse Plan and Redevelopment Plan. The Revised
EIS/EIR docs not correlate 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 watcr - maintaining '
the existing separate system, replacing the existing system or replacing it with a combined

sewer 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 handling of storm water (e.g., retention, reclamation).” "Any one of these

[storm water system] options could incarporate a varicty of refinements, including additional
treatment, storage, or alternative technologtes for handling storm water". (page 4-100)

Problem:

However, the EIS/EIR fails to cansider that such options will require space (i.¢. land)
strategically located where the storm water is flowing. A main function of both the Reuse
Plan and the Redevelopment Plan is deciding where open space areas will be located. Yet,
nowhere in the EIS/EIR do the suthors make the connections between land use and
stormwater system needs. For example, see. Lund Use, Chapter 4 4 describing other open }
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Reuntedy:

Problem:

Remedy:

Alliance for Clesn Watertrcnt
January 19, 1636
Comments on HPS EIS/UIR

space goals; no mention is made of accommodating storm water pollution control systems,
such as large scale sand filters.

Many alternatives addressing poliution of municipal and industrial storm water pollution
include the use of large scale filters, grassy swales and other elements that can only be
accommodated within available open spaces. Similarly, there are technologies available to
prevent the Project from contributing additional sanitary waste to the City's combined sewer
system and, ultimately, to sewage overflows into Islais Creek. These include & local treatment
system that would treat sanitary waste to a high enough quality to efficiently reclaim it un-
site for irrigation, toilet flushing and other uses. This solution would need space within the
reuse plan.

Similarly, the EIS/EIR's discussion of increased sanitary waste flows resulting from the
Project makes no attempt to correlate the land uses and infrastructure needs of the Plan with
potential sanitary waste treatment and management alternatives that may require space

As part of preparation of the Fingl EIS/EIR, undertake a study of the spatial £nd
locational needs of on-site starmwater and sewage treatment. Through the mitigation
process, require mitigation of the Reuse Plan and the Redevelopment Plan to 2nsure
that the land use map is consistent with these land needs so that these treatma:nt

options are not pre-empted.

The EIS/CIR notes that "[t]he quality of future storm water discharges will depend on the
nature of future land uses and on the effectiveness of water quality control measures.” (page
4-93) This is true. Indeed, open space is one of the land uses which can incorporate a
number of available technologies which are capable of treating storm water. Un‘ortunately,
the mitigations described for storm water pollution do not explore the obvious structural
opportunities afforded by a large redevelopment proposal. (page 4 93) The two mitigations
only address construction "best management practices,” public education, and good
housekeeping. The issue does not conclude there.

As with the Mission Bay Project, the City should consider structural storm water @
pollution controls that will assurc comprehensive treatment of storm water flows

origination at HPS. The Mission Bay Project includes, among other things, advanced
street cleaning, treatment of all storm water flowa by Vortex-type treatment units
(installed at each of five outfalls, and Instly, an as yet to be finalized second tier of
treatment using sand fliters proposed to underiie open space areas at the edge of the

project.

Unfortunately, although Catellus Development has been very supportive of installing
such filters, the available space in the reuse plan for Mlssion Bay limited the areas tha
the filters could be installed to two segments of the project, restrictiny the potential of
filters, and the potential for siting storm water treatment facilitics in those arcas. The
HPS ELS/EIR should copsider adjustments to the reuse plan to maximize the
redevelopment project's ability to incorporate storm water control measures in open
space areas. :
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Both NEPA and CEQA purposes would be well served to the extent that this EIS/ETR
!:rovidel the public and decisionmakers with information that enables them to
integrate environmentally sound sewage and wastewater treatment into this Project in

its early stages.

D. inadequate Discussion of Relationship to Transportation

Problem:  There is also no attempt in the revised EIS/EIR to correlate transportation planning with
storm water pollution impacts. The EIS/EIR acknowledges that more cars will cause more
pollution to flow via storm water from streets. “Typical sources of pollutants from parking
lots include fluid leaks from vehicles, brake pad wear, tire abragion, pavement wear,
sediments, pesticides from landscaped arcas, and atmospheric deposition. Types of pollutants
may include oil and grease, metals, hydrocarbons, and organic pollutants, as well as

sediments.” (page 3-145)

No correlation between the areas of increased traffic and strategic placement of storm water
treatment measures is discussed (perhaps sand filters located within expanded street medians,

for examplie).

Remedy: a)Include projections in the Final EIS/EIR of the maximum land area for paved
parking areas allowed by Design for Development. Then project reductions that could

be sustained if the Redevelopment Plan were amended to include automobile
disincentives and other mitigations at a level that would resuit in no unmitigable

transportation or air quality impacts.

b)Calculate the net “savings” of runoff pollutants discharged to the Bay if the Project
limited parking to the reduced amount, instead of the amount that the Plan currently

would permit.

¢)Then roughly calculate the amount of stormwater that could be treated if the land
area “reclaimed” from paved parking were used instead for stormwster treatment.

d)Estimate the net difference between the volume of pollutants entering the Bay under
the parking and the stormwater treatment acenarios. ,

e)Design mitigations based on these results.

Problem. Sewage overflows at Yosemite Channel causcd by CSQs currently impair beneficial uses of

the Bay ncar HPS. i
Consider any addition to CSOs by new development at HPS 10 be an environmental

impact. lnclude a2 mitigations requirements to prevent discharge of groundwater to
the treatment piant during and for a few days following a storm,

Remedy:
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E. Treating Sewage on-site

Problem:

Remedy:

F. The Backbone Plan

Problem:

Remedy:

G. Unclear Numbars

Problem:

Remedy:

Problem:

Remedy:

Alliance for Cisan Waterfrort
January 19, 1080
Comments on HP8 EIS/EIR

In discussing sanitary waste, thc EIS/EIR does not appear to contemplate soparating out the
existing CSO system within Yosemite Channel. There is no anslysis of opportunities to
scparate the storm water system from sanitary waste in this ares of Hunters Point in order to
reduce the quantity of combined sewer overflows into Yosemite Channel.

The discussion of sanitary waste mitigation fails to address the potential of a localized
treatment system that would prevent additional sewage flows 10 the existing Southeast
scwagc plant and which would more efeclively and efficiently accommodate local reuse of

treated waatewater.

The Final EIS/EIR needs to analyze space requirements of an on-site sewage treatment
facility and provide mitigations ameanding the Redevelopment Plan to require this
option. In addition, the Reuse and Redevelopment Plans' open space components

should consider the availability of space for tree plantings that could also be
incorporated as a tertiary treatment component of a sanitary waste treatment plan.

It is unclear what the status is of the Backbone Plan. The carlier version of the Draft EIS/EIR
seemed to assume that that Plan would be followed, and indicated that it was one of the

Jocuments being reviewed as part of the Project; the current version of the EIS/EIR appears

tu consider the Backbone Plan simply as a possibility. (page 4-97) The text of the current
document indicates that infrastructure replacement could be incremental, timed 10 accompany|
devclopment. makes clear that the above concerns need to be considered in this EIR process

Clarify whether the Backbone Plan is likely to be used. If not, anaiyze how the
incremental approach would be implemented and how its impacts would be mitigated.

In Impact 2 (page 4-92), the authors cite 8 baseline of 240 mgy of stormwater currently
discharged via HPS' current scparated stormwater system.

Explain the empirical source und derivation of this amount.

The discussion states that there will be 227 myy after redevelopment. (Table 4.9-2, page 4-
89) However, at 21" average rainfall per year (the figure used in the Mission Bay analysis),
the volume of rain falling on the site would be 282mgy.

2linches/vear = 1.75 feet/year

Jeetyvear x 493 acres = 862.75 acre-feet/vear

862.75 acre-fecv'year x 326,000 gallons/acre-foor ~ 281.25million gallons/year

Explain the empirical source and derivation of 227mgy. What runofY coefficients were
used? Explain wby it is lower than the baseline. Explain the assumptions that went into
Table 4.9-2. How much land would be needed to treat this quantity of stormwater?
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II.  LAND USE

A. Relationship to Stormwater Impacts
Problem:  There is no indication that open space in sufficient amount and appropriate location would be

available to treat all stormwater on-site.
Remedy: Include s study of this issue in the Final EIS/EIR and modify the land use maps in the

Reuse and the Redevelopment Plans accordingly. (see discussion above)

B. Potential Conflict between Planned Residential and Open Space Uses with On-
going Remediation Activities

Problem: We were very pleased that the EIS/EIR considered these potential impacts and agrec that
subsequent focused environmental review will be needed. (page 4-49) We are concerned,
however, that the EIS/EIR concludes that there are no potential Land Use environmental
impacts despite this analysis. Insufficient information does not support a conclusion of no
impact. Rather it requires & formal commitment to perform focused environmental review @

when information becomes available a5'a with a specific project seeks approval.

1dentily this land use conflict as & potential significant impact and mitigate with the
requirement to perform an initial assessment when residential or open space projects
are proposed within g specific distance (such as 250 yards) of current or expected
remediation projects. This should also be extended to children’s facilitics, sensitive
commercial (such as restaurants with outdoor seating), R&D laboratories, and
educational and cultural land uses.

C. Unclear Relationship between the Two Parts of the Project (Reuse Plan and
Redevelopment Plan) and between the Project and the General Plan

Remedy:

1. The Relationship between the Reuse Plan and San Francisco General Plan
The EIS/EIR is evasive about possible inconsistencies between the Reuse Plan and the
General Plan, (page 4-50-—51) There is & discussion about the need to modify maps of some
of the Elements, and the vague conclusion that “On the whole, proposed land uses and land
use policies contained in the reuse plan ordinance would be compatible with City policy.”

This general reluctance of the authors to provide detailed information about potential
inconsistencies of the Reuse Plan with the General Pian echoes a theme sounded in the first
version of this draft EIS/EIR. In that document, the text promised an appendix with a
detailed analysis, but no such appendix was inciuded. In that carlier version of the draft
EIS/EIR, the authors suggested they might modify the General Plan to match the Reuse Plan
to reconcile inconsigtencies. In this version, they offer the same general strategy if the Reuse

Plan is ever incorporated into the General Plan.(page 4-50)

Problem:

Arc Ecology’s comments on that earlier document are still relevant.
Another example of an inadequate approach to mitigation is the vague promise
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Remedy:

2.
Problem:

Remedy:

Alhance fo: Clean Waterfront
January 19, 1999
Comments on HPS EISEIR

(nor actually listed as & mitigation) to address 