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 Letter 50: People Organized to Win Employment Rights (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 50-1 

Refer to Response to Comment 1-1 and Response to Comment 85-5 for a discussion of the adequacy of 

the public comment period, including the many opportunities for providing comments on the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 50-2 

Refer to Responses to Comments 1-1 and 85-5 for a discussion of the adequacy of the public comment 

period, including the many opportunities for providing comments on the Draft EIR. The commenter’s 

opinion regarding Supervisor Antonini’s participation in decisions concerning the Draft EIR is noted. 

Response to Comment 50-3 

Where the commenter specifically requests a particular label or designation on one of the figures (in other 

comments), those have been added to the figure in question. While not every figure in the Draft EIR has 

been revised, where the Lead Agencies determined that clarification or revision was necessary to provide 

greater detail, select figures have been revised. A complete list of revised figures can be found in the table 

of contents of this Final EIR. 

Response to Comment 50-4 

Revised Figure III.K-5 (Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II Navy Parcel Overlay), Draft EIR page III.K-51, 

and new Figure III.K-6 (Status of CERCLA Process) provide illustration of the parcels discussed in the 

EIR (the figures are presented in Master Response 9 [Status of CERCLA Process]). Figure C&R-14 

(Hunters Point Shipyard Navy Parcel Overlay on Project Land Use Plan) illustrates how the Navy parcel 

nomenclature relates to the Project land use plan. 

While Figure III.K-5 and Figure III.K-6 do not show the specific location of Parcel B-Prime, Parcel B-

Prime is located entirely within Parcel B, which is illustrated on Figure III.K-5 and Figure III.K-6, and 

none of the analysis or findings of the Draft EIR would be altered by illustrating this “subset” of Parcel B. 

However, for ease of reference, the location of Parcel B-Prime (and Parcel A-Prime) is provided in 

Figure C&R-15 (Location of Parcels A′ and B′) of this document. The use of the “prime” designation for 

Parcels A and B is not used by the Navy, but, instead, is used by the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency 

for parcels transferred from the Navy to the City. 

Area C, by contrast, refers to an area outside of the Shipyard and outside of the Project site that was 

designated by the Agency for purposes of its Bayview Hunters Point Survey Area. Figure C&R-16 (Bayview 

Hunters Point—Area C Survey Area) shows this area. The Project does not propose any development of 

Area C. 

Response to Comment 50-5 

Refer to Response to Comment 50-4 for a discussion of the various places that an illustration of parcels 

or areas can be found. 
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Response to Comment 50-6 

The text of Proposition G is provided in its entirety in Appendix B of the Draft EIR. Further, a specific 

reference to Appendix B is provided on pages ES-2, I-5, II-5, III.B-7, and III.B-21 of the Draft EIR. The 

Navy is responsible for remediating the Shipyard. The process for the Navy and regulators to determine 

cleanup levels for the Shipyard and the status of that process is explained in Master Response 9 (Status of 

the CERCLA Process). The expected environmental condition of the Shipyard property after the Navy 

transfers it to the Agency is explained in Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup). 

Response to Comment 50-7 

According to Section 15381 of the CEQA Guidelines: 

“Responsible Agency” means a public agency which proposes to carry out or approve a project, for 
which lead agency is preparing or has prepared an EIR or negative declaration. For the purposes of 
CEQA, the term “responsible agency” includes all public agencies other than the lead agency which 
have discretionary approval power over the project. 

The potential responsible agencies include, but are not necessarily limited to, those identified in Table ES-

1 on page ES-4 of the Draft EIR and in Table II-16 on page II-80 of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 50-8 

Refer to Response to Comment 47-14 about the 49ers stadium as a Project Objective. One of the Project 

Objectives, as stated in Proposition G, is to “encourage the 49ers—an important source of civic pride—

to remain in San Francisco by providing a world-class site for a new waterfront stadium and necessary 

infrastructure.” However, development of an NFL stadium is not the City’s or Agency’s decision, and is a 

business decision of the NFL. 

The information within the Draft EIR regarding the parameters (size, access, parking) and design of the 

49ers stadium has been developed by the 49ers and NFL to enable consideration of this ongoing possibility. 

With regard to the financing of the stadium and financing of the EIR analysis of a stadium, this is not a 

question on the adequacy of the EIR. For information about financing of the Project and stadium, refer 

to the San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce Development website at 

http://sfgov.org/site/frame.asp?u=http://www.oewd.org, which includes links to the Project and Project 

documents including a Financing Plan and Transaction Structure. 

Response to Comment 50-9 

In response to the comment, the note in Table II-1 (Project Site Area), Draft EIR page II-1, has been 

revised as follows: 

Candlestick Point includes the approximately 120.2-acre Candlestick Point State Recreation Area. 

Response to Comment 50-10 

Figure II-1 shows the location of the Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II Project, as that 

is the Project evaluated in this EIR. No change is necessary. 

http://sfgov.org/site/frame.asp?u=http://www.oewd.org
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Response to Comment 50-11 

In response to the comment, Figure II-2 (Project Site and Context) has been revised to indicate the 

boundaries of the CPSRA and of Area C, and to clarify the boundaries of HPS Phase I. Note that 

Figure III.A-1 (Cumulative Development in the Project Vicinity) of the Draft EIR indicates the boundaries 

of Area C as well as HPS Phase I. Figure III.A-1 has been revised in Section F (Draft EIR Revisions) to 

include the Yosemite Slough Restoration Project. 

Response to Comment 50-12 

Refer to Response to Comment 43-2 for information regarding the relative timing of this Draft EIR 

compared to the BTIP Draft EIR, which is currently being prepared and is as yet unpublished. 

As indicated in Response to Comment 43-2, the objectives of the BTIP were considered in developing the 

transportation circulation network for the CP-HPS Phase II Development Plan, and the CP-HPS Phase II 

roadway cross-sections incorporate and expand upon the proposed BTIP improvements to meet the needs 

of the proposed mixed-use development at Candlestick Point and a new stadium at Hunters Point 

Shipyard. Therefore, the BTIP was included in the CPHPS Draft EIR in the cumulative analysis as a 

reasonably foreseeable project. However, because of the timing, some of the previously completed BTIP 

environmental studies were no longer considered relevant or consistent with the latest cumulative analyses 

in the area. For example, the transportation analysis conducted for BTIP did not assume the proposed CP-

HPS Phase II development, and therefore the BTIP roadway improvements, future year traffic volumes, 

and operational analyses no longer represent an accurate assessment of the cumulative conditions in the 

area. Consequently, BTIP is now revising/updating certain technical studies (transportation, air quality, 

and noise) to reflect the newest updated information available from this Draft EIR, so that the cumulative 

analyses are consistent and so that public and decision makers do not have conflicting descriptions of 

improvements and analysis results. 

Response to Comment 50-13 

Refer to Response to Comment 22-3, which identifies the income requirements for affordable housing 

provided as part of the Project. With regard to what other development in the City is providing relative to 

affordable housing need, that question is outside the purview of this EIR. 

Section III.C (Population, Housing, and Employment) of the Draft EIR defines market rate housing and 

identifies the housing need by income level for San Francisco. Page III.C-5 of the Draft EIR states: 

… Based on a US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) formula, San 
Francisco’s Area Median Income (AMI) in 2006 was estimated to be approximately $77,450 for a 
two-person household and approximately $87,100 for a three-person household.74 San Francisco is 
estimated to have the income level distribution shown in Table III.C-3 (San Francisco Income 
Distribution). 
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Table III.C-3 San Francisco Income Distribution 

Income Group Income Level Income Rangea 

Very low ≤ 50% of AMI ≤ $38,725 

Low 50–80% of AMI $38,725–$61,960 

Moderate 80–120% of AMI $61,960–$92,940 

Above Moderate > 120% of AMI > $92,940 

SOURCES: City of San Francisco, General Plan Housing Element, 2004; City and County of San 

Francisco, Mayor’s Office of Housing, Income Limits and Sales Price Levels for MOH 

Homeownership Programs. http://www.sfgov.org/site/moh_page.asp?id=62375 

(accessed August 27, 2009). 

a. Based on San Francisco’s AMI in 2006 of $77,450 for a two-person household. 

 

Page III.C-6 of the Draft EIR states: 

The distribution of future housing units needed by income level in San Francisco during the 2007–
2014 period is shown in Table III.C-4 (San Francisco Housing Need, 2007–2014), below. 

 

Table III.C-4 San Francisco Housing Need, 2007–2014 

Income Group Number of Units 

Very low 6,589 

Low 5,535 

Moderate 6,754 

Above moderate 12,315 

Total 31,193 

SOURCE: ABAG, San Francisco Bay Area Housing Needs Plan, 2007 to 2014, 2008. 

 

As stated on page III.C-6 in Section III.C (Population, Employment, and Housing) of the Draft EIR: 

Although market conditions affect the City’s ability to meet the RHNA targets, the City facilitates 
the development of housing by providing regulatory incentives for private housing developers. If 
the RHNA targets are not met, the resulting competition for the limited housing supply drives the 
price of housing up, making it less affordable to working families. The City did not meet its RHNA 
targets for the 1999–2006 period. However, over 17,470 new housing units, or almost 86 percent of 
the housing production targets, were met.76 During this time, the City met approximately 83 percent 
of its Very Low Income housing goals, 52 percent of its Low Income goals, 13 percent of its 
Moderate Income goals, and 153 percent of its Above Moderate Income (market-rate) housing goals. 

Response to Comment 50-14 

Under Proposition G, San Francisco voters expressly adopted a City policy encouraging the 49ers to remain 

in San Francisco by offering the 49ers a world-class site for a new stadium on the Shipyard, together with 

supporting infrastructure, on certain specified terms and conditions, including that the Project and the 

Project Applicant, and not the City’s General Fund, should bear the financial burden of providing 

$100,000,000 towards the costs of constructing the stadium and for providing stadium related 

infrastructure. 
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Consistent with Proposition G, the Project has been designed to provide the 49ers with a suitable site for 

a world-class waterfront stadium on the Shipyard, as well as all of the necessary parking and transportation 

improvements and $100,000,000 from the Developer towards the construction of the stadium itself. At 

the same time, Proposition G provided that the City's primary goal is to assure that the Project will deliver 

jobs, affordable housing, parks and public open space and the other enumerated public benefits. Thus, 

consistent with Proposition G, the Project is designed with both a stadium and non-stadium option so that 

the Project and attendant public benefits may go forward with or without the 49ers. 

Even if the 49ers are successful in obtaining voter approval of a stadium plan in Santa Clara, it still makes 

sense for the Project to include a stadium. Because of significant uncertainties regarding the financial 

feasibility of the new stadium in Santa Clara, it will likely take a number of years before the actual location 

of a new 49ers stadium is finally determined. 

Response to Comment 50-15 

Refer to Responses to Comments 1-1 and 85-5 for a discussion of the adequacy of the public comment 

period, including the many opportunities for providing comments on the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 50-16 

Refer to Response to Comment 50-3 regarding revisions made to figures in the Draft EIR. Section III.D 

(Transportation and Circulation) provides the names of the majority of roadways in the Project site and 

vicinity on all or most of its figures. It is not necessary to provide street maps for every graphic—the 

information is provided at a level of detail appropriate to the topic. 

Response to Comment 50-17 

Yosemite Slough bridge has a proposed width of approximately 81 feet (page II-38), which is difficult to 

show at the scale of map used in most of the Draft EIR figures. Appendix N2 (MACTEC, Yosemite 

Slough Bridge Drawings—Stadium and Non-Stadium Options) of the Draft EIR provides a cross-section 

of both the stadium and non-stadium dimensions of the Yosemite Slough bridge. The “black line” across 

the slough is meant to indicate an enclosed area that traverses the slough and connects Candlestick Point 

to Hunters Point Shipyard. 

Response to Comment 50-18 

In response to the comment, Figure II-5 (Proposed Maximum Building Heights), page II-12, has been 

revised to indicate major roadways, including Crisp Road. 
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Response to Comment 50-19 

Refer to Response to Comment 43-12 regarding transit access to neighborhood-serving retail spaces. 

Although a grocery store is not specifically proposed, it is possible that a grocery store would locate on the 

site as part of the neighborhood retail. The neighborhood retail proposed as part of the Project would be 

connected to the existing Bayview Hunters Point neighborhood through extension of the existing street 

grid, construction of new streets, and extension of numerous transit lines into the Project site. As indicated 

on Draft EIR page II-43, all commercial parking facilities would be paid parking facilities. This would 

include any parking developed for grocery store use. 

Response to Comment 50-20 

The type of hotel envisioned at the Project site is limited service category similar to a Hilton Garden Inn 

or Marriott Courtyard. Note that the comment is not a direct comment on environmental issues or the 

content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 50-21 

As identified in Response to Comment 50-8, the size, access, parking, as well as other design features of 

the 49ers stadium have been developed by the 49ers and NFL. The proposed stadium analysis reflects the 

experience of the current stadium with regard to existing conditions (capacity, occupancy, traffic), as well 

as a review of stadiums and similar-sized facilities inside and outside the United States. The Project includes 

construction of a new 49ers stadium; it is unlikely that a stadium would be built without the support and 

participation of the NFL and 49ers. 

A special event, such as a Super Bowl or if San Francisco were to be selected to host a future Olympic 

Game, would require the expansion of the proposed stadium to 80,000-person capacity. This is not the 

Project. The associated venue modifications (to 80,000-person capacity) and their configuration, along with 

regional transportation improvements and overall arrangement of the event, would require extensive 

planning, analysis, and approvals, all of which are beyond the scope of the Draft EIR. 

Response to Comment 50-22 

In response to the comment, Chapter II (Project Description), Draft EIR page II-24, fifth paragraph, 

second sentence, in has been revised as follows: 

… Table II-7 (Candlestick Point Proposed State Parks Reconfiguration) presents the proposed 
acreage of the areas proposed to be added to or removed from the Park, as required identified by 
Senate Bill 792 (SB 792). … 

Response to Comment 50-23 

Figure II-8 (Existing and Approved Parks and Open Space), Draft EIR page II-26; Figure II-10 (Proposed 

CPSRA Reconfiguration), page II-29; Figure III.P-1 (Existing and Approved Parks and Open Space), page 

III.P-3; and Figure III.P-3 (Proposed CPSRA Reconfiguration), page III.P-18, include labels that identify 

existing state and city parkland. In addition, one label identifies hillside open space. This  
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open space is approved and not yet completed. In response to this comment, Figure II-8 has been revised 

to indicate “Approved Hillside Open Space.” In addition, the boundaries of Bayview Park near Candlestick 

Stadium have been revised on Figures II-8 and II-10. 

Response to Comment 50-24 

Page II-28 of the Draft EIR describes the current approved plans for the CPSRA, and also describes the 

Project changes to the CPSRA. All changes to the CPSRA would be done as part of the Project. In response 

to this comment, the second paragraph on page II-28 has been revised: 

Consistent with the current CPSRA General Plan and the CDPR mission, after Project development, 
the CPSRA would primarily contain areas of passive uses and minimal formal landscaping. The 
portion of the park that is currently undeveloped or used for Candlestick Park stadium parking would 
be substantially improved as part of the Project to enhance overall park aesthetics and landscape 
ecology; reconnect visitors to the bay shoreline; and provide direct access to the bay for swimming, 
fishing, kayaking, and windsurfing. Proposed Project improvements include revegetation and 
landscaping, shoreline restoration and stabilization, infrastructure improvements (such as trails, 
pathways, and visitor facilities), a biofiltration pond to cleanse stormwater, the provision of habitat 
and opportunities for environmental education, ‘Eco-Gardens,’ and salt-marsh restoration. … 

Refer also to text on pages III.P-17 through -25, which describes each of the Project changes to the CPSRA 

and includes photographs of the existing areas that would be modified. 

Response to Comment 50-25 

Figure II-10 (Proposed CPSRA Reconfiguration), Draft EIR page II-29, identifies the areas proposed to 

be added to, and removed from, existing city parkland and existing state parkland. The reconfiguration 

would include loss of some state parkland on either side of Yosemite Slough where a bridge would be built 

(this is the area shown in red crosshatching). This would also apply to some roadway frontage at Harney 

Way. Figure III.P-8, page III.P-24, also shows the proposed added and removed areas. Pages III.P-19 

through -25 describe and illustrate those changes for each area. Page III.P-19, second paragraph, of the 

Draft EIR states: 

Figure III.P-4 (Photographs of Existing CPSRA—Areas 1 and 2) through Figure III.P-7 
(Photographs of Existing CPSRA—Areas 7 and 8) provide a representative photograph of each of 
the eight designated areas within the CPSRA that are described below (and illustrated by 
Figure III.P-2). Figure III.P-8 (Aerial View of CPSRA within the Project Site [Excluding the 
Yosemite Slough]) shows the existing unimproved and improved areas of the CPSRA and indicates 
where land would be removed or added relative to the existing CPSRA uses. 

Figure II-10 has been revised and presented in Response to Comment 50-23 to correct the legend and 

clarify the park boundaries around the stadium site. 

Response to Comment 50-26 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) for a discussion of sea level rise effects on the potential 

movement of hazardous materials throughout the Project site, including parks areas, as well as mitigation 

measures that are designed to address those potential effects; potential effects of sea level rise on capped 

areas; and adaptive management strategies to address sea level rise that could include increasing open space 

by creating cobblestone beaches or tidal marshes to limit wave run-up. 



C&R-829 

E. Comments and Responses 

E.2. Individual Responses 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Final EIR Volume V 
August 2017 

Response to Comment 50-27 

Figure II-12 (Proposed Roadway Improvements) in the Draft EIR has been revised to be consistent with 

Figure 4 (Proposed Roadway Network Improvements) in the Transportation Study (provided as 

Appendix D of the Draft EIR). The revised figure is presented in Response to Comment 7-1. Figure II-12 

presents roadway improvements. The Project includes a new roadway network within the project 

boundaries, as well as improvements on location streets serving the Project vicinity. Specifically, roadway 

improvements would be made on the following streets connecting the Project site with Third Street: 

■ Innes Avenue / Hunters Point Boulevard (Project Boundary to Evans Avenue) 

■ Palou Avenue (Project Boundary to Third Street) 

■ Gilman Avenue (Project Boundary to Third Street) 

■ Ingerson Avenue (Project Boundary to Third Street) 

■ Jamestown Avenue (Project Boundary to Redondo Street) 

■ Harney Way (Project Boundary to US-101) 

Improvements do not all consist of vehicular capacity increases, however, as discussed on Draft EIR pages 

III.D-40 to -48; improvements also include implementation of transit preferential treatments, improved 

streetscape amenities, and new bicycle facilities. Transportation impacts associated with on-site and off-

site improvement are described in Impact TR-1, Draft EIR pages III.D-67 to -70. 

Response to Comment 50-28 

Refer to Master Response 18 (Transit Mitigation Measures) for a discussion of proposed changes to the 

roadway network and mitigation measures intended to reduce transit delays. SFMTA will be asked to 

approve transit service changes as envisioned in the Project transit service plan. 

Draft EIR Figure III.D-13 (Stadium Game Day Traffic Control Plan), page III.D-128, presents the game 

day traffic control plan, including the intersections under traffic control officer or signal control during 

game days. Figure III.D-13 has been revised in Response to Comment 7-17 to reflect a transit-only lane 

along Harney Way to Bayshore Boulevard. 

Response to Comment 50-29 

Pages II-50 through II-53 of the Draft EIR describe the proposed site preparation schedule. Figure II-16 

(Proposed Site Preparation Schedule), Draft EIR page II-51, provides an additional resource to 

differentiate the site preparation schedule across the Project site, while Figure II-17 (Proposed Building 

and Parks Construction Schedule), Draft EIR page II-52, illustrates the relative timing of parks and 

buildings construction across the Project site. With the description in hand, it is relatively easy to 

differentiate among the yellow, beige, pink and green legend colors. Similarly, the off-site improvements 

are labeled in blue, green, and yellow on off-site roadways. 

As described in Section B (Project Refinements), the development schedule has been updated to reflect 

that site preparation activities would begin 1 to 2 years later than originally planned, and the completion of 

building construction would be extended from 2029 to 2031, with full occupancy by 2032. Refer to Section 

F (Draft EIR Revisions) for the updated text and revisions to Figure II-16 and Figure II-17. 
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Response to Comment 50-30 

Section III.A (Introduction to the Environmental Analysis), and Figure III.A-1, page III.A-8, of the Draft 

EIR identifies Hunters Point Shipyard Phase I as a Project included within the cumulative analysis. 

Construction of Phase I is underway. Figure III.A-1 has been revised in Section F (Draft EIR Revisions) 

to include the Yosemite Slough Restoration Project. 

Response to Comment 50-31 

As stated in Section III.K on page III.K-15 of the draft EIR, the Final Amended Parcel B Record of Decision 

(ROD), dated January 14 2009, is on file for public review at the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, One 

South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor as part of File No. ER06.05.07, or at the Planning Department, 1650 

Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, CA, 94103 as part of File No. 2007.0946E. The Navy provides 

all of its documents to repositories at the following San Francisco Public Libraries: Main Library Government 

Information Center, 5th Floor, 100 Larkin Street, San Francisco, CA 94102, (415) 557-4500 and the Bayview 

Anna E. Waden Branch Library, 5075 Third Street, San Francisco, CA 94124, (415) 355-5757. 

Response to Comment 50-32 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) for a discussion of sea level rise effects on movement or 

exposure to hazardous materials and mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment 50-33 

In response to this comment and Comment 50-4, Figure C&R-14 (Hunters Point Shipyard Navy Parcel 

Overlay on Project Land Use Plan) provides an overlay of the Navy parcels on the Project land uses. (Note 

that for the variants, the figure would be much the same except for those uses included within the stadium 

footprint.) Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise), “Other Sea Level Rise-Related Issues” section, 

regarding hazards from the interaction of sea level rise with fill material. 

Response to Comment 50-34 

While a market analysis for the R&D has not been done, the applicant believes that tenants most suited 

for the Project site would include campus-sized operations in the range of the 43- to 160-acre campuses 

proposed for Yahoo and Genentech, respectively. These could include a variety of high technology uses, 

such as those that comprise the dynamic technology sector. Draft EIR page II-14, first bullet, states: 

■ Research and Development: Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II would be the site of up to 
2,500,000 gsf of a possible wide range of office, laboratory, and light industrial uses including, 
but not limited to, emerging industries and technologies such as green technology and 
biotechnology… 

Response to Comment 50-35 

The EIR is not required to include a schedule of project approvals, and rather includes a list of anticipated 

project approvals in Table ES-1 (Major Project Approvals), pages ES-4 through ES-6, and in Table II-16, 

pages II-80 through II-82. 
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Response to Comment 50-36 

In response to the comment, Figure III.B-1, page III.B-3, of the Draft EIR has switched the label colors 

between Residential and Commercial/Industrial. The text in this section is correct regarding these land 

uses. Refer to Response to Comment 5-2 for the revised figure. 

Response to Comment 50-37 

Refer to Figure C&R-14, which provides an overlay of the Navy parcels on the Project land uses. 
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 Letter 51: Simms, Robert (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 51-1 

This comment contains introductory, closing, or general background information and is not a direct 

comment on environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. No response is required. 

Response to Comment 51-2 

The commenter’s support for the Yosemite Slough bridge and preference that the bridge be made available 

for vehicular use year round is noted. Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite 

Slough Bridge) for a discussion of the purpose and benefit of the proposed bridge. Refer to Response to 

Comment 17-1, which describes that the Board of Supervisors will legislatively require that the bridge be 

closed to autos except on football game days by designating the bridge as a public right-of-way for transit 

only, except as specified. The Infrastructure Plan, which the Board will approve, will require a bridge design 

that controls access. Only the Board, after completion of any required additional environmental review 

could change the designation, but no such other designation is contemplated by the Project. 
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 Letter 52: People Organized to Win Employment Rights (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 52-1 

Refer to Master Response 14 (Unrestricted Use Alternative) and Master Response 15 (Proposition P and 

the Precautionary Principle) for discussions of an unrestricted use alternative and Proposition P. The 

criteria used to determine cleanup levels are outlined in health risk assessments conducted as part of the 

Remedial Investigation (RI) step of the CERCLA process explained in Master Response 9 (Status of the 

CERCLA Process). The risk assessments and RI reports are approved by state and federal regulatory 

agencies. For a discussion of the contaminants on each parcel and the criteria used to determine safe levels 

of exposure, refer to the reports referenced in Section III.K.2 of the Draft EIR, which are available for 

public review at the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor, as 

part of File No. ER06.05.07, or at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San 

Francisco, CA 94103, as part of File No. 2007.0946E. For a discussion of residual contamination following 

cleanup, refer to Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup). Upon completion of the 

environmental cleanup, institutional controls will be implemented to address deed restrictions, public 

notification, and monitoring and maintenance of landfill caps. The Draft EIR outlines mitigation measures 

in Section III.K.4 to address potential hazardous materials impacts and the City’s Article 31 ordinance 

creates a process for the Department of Public Health to enforce certain hazardous materials mitigation 

measures identified in the Draft EIR. Also refer to Master Response 16 (Notification Regarding 

Environmental Restriction and Other Cleanup Issues). 

Response to Comment 52-2 

Refer to Master Response 7 (Liquefaction), Impact GE-5, and mitigation measure MM GE-5a for a 

discussion on liquefaction hazards. It is acknowledged that large portions of the site are within a “Zone of 

Required Investigation for liquefaction potential.” This is not unique to the project site: much of the Bay 

Area is within such zones. However, with appropriate engineering design and mitigation measures as 

proposed in Section III.L, it is possible to construct in these areas. Site-specific final design geotechnical 

studies will be performed to determine what engineering and construction measures need to be 

implemented to mitigate liquefaction potential if present. Refer also to Impacts GE-4 and GE-5, and 

mitigation measures MM GE-4a.1, MM GE-4a.2, MM GE-4a.3, and MM GE-5a of the Draft EIR for a 

discussion of seismic and liquefaction hazards. 

Response to Comment 52-3 

The comments address caps and covers and potential hazards related to earthquakes, liquefaction, 

movement of contaminant plumes, and the mitigation planning and implementation process. Refer to 

Master Response 6 (Seismic Hazards) about the interaction of hazardous materials and earthquakes; Master 

Response 7 (Liquefaction) about the interaction of hazardous materials and potential liquefaction; Master 

Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) about the interaction of hazardous materials and rising ground water table; 

Master Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process) about treatment of and mitigation for hazardous 

materials; Master Response 11 (Parcel E-2 Landfill) specifically about Parcel E-2; Master Response 12 

(Naturally Occurring Asbestos) about asbestos treatment and mitigation; Master Response 13 (Post-

Transfer Shipyard Cleanup) about the process once HPS has been transferred; and Master Response 16 
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(Notification Regarding Environmental Restrictions and Other Cleanup Issues) about other hazardous 

materials planning and mitigation information. Refer also to Impacts GE-4 and GE-5, and mitigation 

measures MM GE-4a.1, MM GE-4a.2, MM GE-4a.3, and MM GE-5a of the Draft EIR for a discussion 

of seismic and liquefaction hazards. Master Response 6 (Seismic Hazards) states: 

Although residual chemicals may remain in soil after cleanup, the residual chemicals will be located 
under a physical barrier (e.g., soil cover, pavement, concrete building foundation) that prevents 
human exposure to these residual chemicals. It is also expected that Federal and State regulatory 
agencies will allow a group of naturally occurring metals associated with fill material derived from 
native bedrock to remain under a final cover in concentrations above risk levels. In this scenario, the 
cover will limit exposure and protect humans from long-term health risks even if breaches in the 
cover temporarily occur. Operation and maintenance plans for these covers will be carried out to 
periodically monitor and repair any breaches. Breach of the cover would be required to be repaired 
so that no long-term health risk would occur. Therefore, even if ground rupture were to occur, 
contaminants and naturally occurring metals would not be released at levels presenting a concern to 
human or ecological health. 

In response to the comment, the text on Draft EIR page III.L-15, second paragraph, has been amended 

as shown: 

… Design-level liquefaction studies, which are further described in mitigation measures 
MM GE-4MM GE-5a, would address five general types of localized potential hazards, and provide 
treatment methods, including the following: 

Response to Comment 52-4 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) for a comprehensive discussion of the sea level rise documents 

reviewed, the levels of sea level rise taken into account for various Project components, and the plan to 

provide flood protection if higher levels of sea level rise occur. 

The EIR recognizes that the science related to climate change and sea level rise rates will continue into the 

future; therefore, Project plans do not include a specific upper limit of sea level rise such as 16 inches or 

36 inches or 55 inches. Rather a risk-based analysis was conducted, based on which development 

elevations, setbacks, and a Project-specific Adaptation Strategy was prepared for the Project. The 

Adaptation Strategy includes preparing an Adaptive Management Plan which outlines an institutional 

framework, monitoring triggers, a decision-making process, and an entity with taxing authority that would 

pay for infrastructure improvements necessary to adapt to higher than anticipated sea levels. 

Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter II (Project Description) starting on page II-69 of the Draft EIR, the 

Project would use an adaptive management strategy for protecting the shoreline from future sea level rise. 

This includes designing the shoreline and public access improvement areas with a development setback so 

that higher than expected sea level rise could be accommodated should it occur. Table II-13 (Summary of 

Shoreline Improvements at the Project Site), Draft EIR pages II-57 and -58, identifies the types of shoreline 

improvements that would be implemented within the state park and other portions of the Project, as 

described in the Project’s Shoreline Structures Assessment report. Figure II-22 (Flood Zones [With 

Project]), Draft EIR page II-72, shows the areas that would be protected from sea level rise with 

implementation of the proposed shoreline improvements. These protected areas include the proposed park 

lands, as well as the other Project areas proposed for development. In addition, mitigation measure 

MM HY-14 requires implementation of the shoreline protection measures included in the Project’s 
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Proposed Shoreline Improvement Report. Implementation of the Project’s proposed shoreline 

improvements, as described in the Project Description and as required by mitigation measure MM HY-14, 

would reduce potential sea level rise impacts associated with flooding to state parkland to a less-than-

significant level. 

Soil will be imported from approved sources and will meet the guidelines for construction fill as specified 

by local, regional, and state guidelines. The type and extent of testing specified by these permits and 

guidelines will be followed. Transportation will be by truck and/or barge. California Environmental 

Protection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), has identified procedures to 

minimize the possibility of introducing contaminated soil onto a site that requires imported fill material. In 

addition, Amendments to San Francisco Health Code Article 31, to include all of Hunters Point Shipyard, 

will require the preparation of a Soil Importation Plan that describes the procedures to be used to ensure 

that imported soil does not exceed established thresholds. 

Response to Comment 52-5 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) for a discussion of sea level rise effects on movement or 

exposure to hazardous materials and mitigation measures. Also provided in Master Response 8 is a 

discussion of how Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard will be protected into the future from 

flooding. 

Response to Comment 52-6 

It is unclear whether the commenter is referring to the transportation improvements included as part of 

the CP-HPS Phase II Development Plan, or to the transportation improvements included as part of the 

BTIP EIR, which is currently being prepared and is as yet unpublished. The proposed transportation 

improvements included as part of the CP-HPS Phase II Development Plan, the Project’s impacts to 

transportation, and mitigation measures to reduce severity of impacts, where feasible, were presented in 

Section III.D (Transportation and Circulation) of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR analyzed impacts 

associated with both the land use program and the transportation plan for the Project. Additional detail 

regarding transportation-related changes associated with the Project was provided in the Project’s 

Transportation Study, included as Appendix D of the Draft EIR. Refer to Response to Comment 43-2 for 

information regarding the relative timing of this Draft EIR compared to the BTIP Draft EIR, which is 

currently being prepared and is as yet unpublished. Response to Comment 43-2 also includes information 

regarding the BTIP project improvements and their relationship to the analysis of transportation 

improvements in the CP-HPS Phase II Development Plan. 

The commenter notes that the Draft EIR identified significant impacts to transit routes 23-Monterey, 24-

Divisadero, and the 44-O’Shaughnessy. The impacts and mitigation measures were identified and described 

in Impact TR-22 in the Draft EIR. Refer to Master Response 18 (Transit Mitigation Measures) for a 

discussion of proposed changes to the roadway network and mitigation measures intended to reduce transit 

delays. No additional response required. 

The commenter also requests additional information regarding “transit priority technology.” The Project 

would construct new traffic signals at intersections along Palou Avenue, between Third Street and the 

Project Boundary. These signals would be equipped with devices to anticipate arrivals of transit vehicles, 
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so that signal timings could be dynamically adjusted to improve the likelihood that transit vehicles get a 

“green” light. Similar systems have been deployed on other transit preferential streets in San Francisco, 

including Third Street and Mission Street. The effects to drivers at a given intersection are generally very 

minor; however, along an entire transit corridor, where the benefits are cumulative, the technology can 

provide substantial improvements to transit travel times and reliability. 

As described in the Draft EIR in Impact TR-22 (pages III.D-106 through III.D-109), current plans call for 

the extension of overhead trolley wires along Palou Avenue into the Hunters Point Shipyard Transit 

Center. The current plans for extension of transit service into the Project site call for the 23-Monterey to 

be extended in the near-term because it would not require construction of overhead wires and would offer 

similar service to Third Street, where riders could transfer to the 24-Divisadero. The extension of the 24-

Divisadero into the project site would occur later in the development process. 

Finally, the commenter requests clarification of the statement in the Draft EIR that transportation 

improvements would require property acquisition. Refer to Responses to Comments 43-4 and 65-5 for a 

discussion of potential property acquisitions associated with construction and/or implementation of the 

Project. 

Response to Comment 52-7 

While these comments contain opinions, anecdotal, or general information and are not a direct comment 

on environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR, information from the Draft EIR 

has been referenced below. The comments will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration 

prior to approval or denial of the Project. 

Neighborhood-serving retail (which includes grocery stores) and other services would be available and 

accessible to the larger Bayview community and also to the residents of Alice Griffith. Page II-16, second 

paragraph, of Chapter II (Project Description) of the Draft EIR states: 

Existing 256 public housing units would be demolished on the existing SFHA site and 844 new 
homes would be constructed in their place along with neighborhood serving retail and services, open 
space and new streets. The 844 new homes would include a mix of market-rate, affordable and 
below-market rental and homeownership and public housing replacement units. 

Figure II-4 (Proposed Land Use), page II-11, identifies the location of neighborhood-serving retail with a 

pink striped overlay. 

Parking would be available for new retail services. Free parking would not be provided to residents. Page 

II-43 of the Draft EIR states: 

…Commercial and visitor-serving land uses would be served by on- and off-street parking. All 
commercial parking facilities would be paid parking, with measures to discourage single-occupant 
automobile use, such as designation of preferred parking areas for bicycles, carpools, vanpools, and 
carshare vehicles. The performance venue/arena would share parking with proposed retail uses. 

Section III.C (Population, Housing, and Employment) defines market rate housing and identifies the 

housing need by income level for San Francisco. Page III.C-5 of the Draft EIR states: 

… Based on a US Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) formula, San 
Francisco’s Area Median Income (AMI) in 2006 was estimated to be approximately $77,450 for a 
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two-person household and approximately $87,100 for a three-person household.74 San Francisco is 
estimated to have the income level distribution shown in Table III.C-3 (San Francisco Income 
Distribution).” 

 

Table III.C-3 San Francisco Income Distribution 

Income Group Income Level Income Rangea 

Very low ≤ 50% of AMI ≤ $38,725 

Low 50–80% of AMI $38,725–$61,960 

Moderate 80–120% of AMI $61,960–$92,940 

Above Moderate > 120% of AMI > $92,940 

SOURCES: City of San Francisco, General Plan Housing Element, 2004; City and County of San 

Francisco, Mayor’s Office of Housing, Income Limits and Sales Price Levels for MOH 

Homeownership Programs. http://www.sfgov.org/site/moh_page.asp?id=62375 

(accessed August 27, 2009). 

a. Based on San Francisco’s AMI in 2006 of $77,450 for a two-person household. 

 

Page III.C-6 of the Draft EIR states: 

The distribution of future housing units needed by income level in San Francisco during the 2007–
2014 period is shown in Table III.C-4 (San Francisco Housing Need, 2007–2014), below. 

 

Table III.C-4 San Francisco Housing Need, 2007–2014 

Income Group Number of Units 

Very low 6,589 

Low 5,535 

Moderate 6,754 

Above moderate 12,315 

Total 31,193 

SOURCE: ABAG, San Francisco Bay Area Housing Needs Plan, 2007 to 2014, 2008. 

 

Response to Comment 52-8 

Refer to Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American community 

under SB 18. 
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 Letter 53: Stokes, Ernest (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 53-1 

This comment primarily contains general or anecdotal information and is not a comment on the adequacy 

of the EIR. However, to provide a response, there is no requirement at this time to hire union workers for 

construction of the Project. However, as part of the Community Benefits Agreement, the Project Applicant 

will contribute to a workforce development fund that will be used for workforce development programs 

designed to create a gateway to career development for residents of the Bayview. This may or may not 

include interface with the local unions. With regard to a “full cleanup” of the Shipyard to unrestricted use, 

refer to Master Response 14 (Unrestricted Use Alternative). 

Response to Comment 53-2 

Refer to Response to Comment 47-28 for a discussion of the reconfiguration of CPSRA. 

Response to Comment 53-3 

According to the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA) travel demand forecasting 

model, peak commute period auto travel times between the Bayview neighborhood and Downtown San 

Francisco would increase with implementation of the Project. Currently, travel times are approximately 

20 minutes during the peak AM commute period. By year 2030, without the Project, travel times are 

expected to increase by about 5 percent (or about 1 minute), to 21 minutes. With the Project, year 2030 

travel times from the Bayview neighborhood would increase by another minute, to approximately 

22 minutes. Thus, by year 2030, with the Project and other cumulative development, travel times between 

the Bayview neighborhood and Downtown San Francisco are expected to increase by about 10 percent, 

half of which would be attributable to traffic added by the Project. 
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 Letter 54: Stancil, Esselene (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 54-1 

The Draft EIR does include an analysis of the potential impact associated with Project-related changes to 

Palou Street. Impact TR-34 specifically addresses the impacts associated with additional vehicle traffic and 

the improved streetscape amenities, including street trees and new traffic signals. 

The discussion of transit preferential treatments on Palou Avenue generally refers to the improved transit 

amenities and service and the transit priority signals (refer to Response to Comment 52-6 regarding plans 

for extension of the 24-Divisadero and potential extension of overhead wires). These treatments are 

expected to be in place full-time, but are not expected to have negative effects to existing residents. The 

commenter may have also been referring to the game-day situation, in which Palou Avenue would be 

closed to through-traffic, except for transit vehicles. In this case, residents would still have access to their 

homes. These conditions would likely only be in place for approximately two hours prior to and two hours 

after games on football-game days only. 

Mitigation measure MM TR-22 involves slight widening of Palou Avenue to accommodate one travel lane 

and one transit-only lane in each direction. On-street parking would be maintained on both sides of Palou 

Avenue and sidewalks would be 12 feet wide, which would be consistent with the City’s Draft Better Streets 

Plan guidelines. Refer to Master Response 18 (Transit Mitigation Measures), which presents a detailed 

discussion and graphics of the Project’s transit mitigation measures, including transit improvements on 

Palou Avenue (i.e., MM TR-22.1). 
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 Letter 55: Breast Cancer Action (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 55-1 

The criteria used to determine cleanup levels are outlined in health risk assessments conducted as part of 

the Remedial Investigation (RI) step of the CERCLA process explained in Master Response 9 (Status of 

the CERCLA Process). The risk assessments and Remedial Investigation (RI) reports are approved by state 

and federal regulatory agencies. For a discussion of the contaminants on each parcel and the criteria used 

to determine safe levels of exposure, refer to the reports referenced in Section III.K.2 of the Draft EIR, 

which are available for public review at the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, One South Van Ness 

Avenue, Fifth Floor, as part of File No. ER06.05.07, or at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 

Fourth Floor, San Francisco, CA, 94103, as part of File No. 2007.0946E. For a discussion of residual 

contamination following cleanup, refer to Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup). Upon 

completion of the environmental cleanup, institutional controls will be implemented to address deed 

restrictions, public notification, and monitoring and maintenance of landfill caps. The Draft EIR outlines 

mitigation measures to address potential hazardous materials impacts and the City’s Article 31 ordinance 

creates a process for the Department of Public Health (DPH) to enforce certain hazardous materials 

mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR. Regarding the concern that toxins may remain beneath a 

cap at HPS, please note that a cover or cap is a physical barrier that eliminates the pathway between these 

chemicals and exposure to humans. Long-term monitoring and controls are in-place to ensure that the cap 

remains an effective barrier in the future. 

Response to Comment 55-2 

Refer to Response to Comment 50-4 regarding an HPS parcel overlay on the proposed land uses. An 

evaluation of the hazards associated with each area of the HPS is presented in Section III.K (Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials). Pages III.K-53 through -109 identify the hazards that could occur during 

construction, and pages III.K-110 through -124 identify operational and cumulative impacts that could 

occur. 

Response to Comment 55-3 

Refer to Response to Comment 55-1 regarding cleanup. The remediation work will be conducted following 

remedial action work plans or Risk Management Plans that have been approved by regulatory agencies and 

will outline the methods that will be used to minimize dust emissions. These plans will specify the details 

for “clean soil” to be used for backfilling. Presently, Article 31 regulations establish minimum criteria for 

soil importation plans applicable to Parcel A. The City anticipates it will amend Article 31 to apply its 

requirements to the HPS Phase II area, as discussed in Section III.K (refer to Section III.K.3, page 

III.K-38). As amended, Article 31 would provide similar minimum criteria for soil importation plans in 

Phase II. Also refer to Master Response 7 (Liquefaction) and Master Response 6 (Seismic Hazards). Refer 

to Impacts HZ-1a and HZ-2a and mitigation measures MM HZ-1b and MM HZ-2a.1 for further details. 
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Response to Comment 55-4 

Refer to Master Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process) for a summary of the cleanup process. Land 

Use Control Remedial Designs approved by the regulatory agencies for each parcel will layout the 

inspection and reporting requirements for institutional controls and activity and land use restrictions. These 

restrictions will be recorded on the property deeds. In addition, a Covenant to Restrict Use of Property 

(CRUP) will be entered into by the Navy, the Agency, and the DTSC which will set forth protective 

provisions, covenants, restrictions, and conditions applicable to the property and binding on all subsequent 

owners, lessors, and occupants. The Draft EIR outlines mitigation measures in Section III.K.4 to address 

potential hazardous materials impacts and the City’s Article 31 ordinance creates a process for the DPH 

to enforce certain hazardous materials mitigation measures identified in the Draft EIR, including 

confirming, prior to any development activity, that the development will be carried out in compliance with 

any applicable restrictions that apply to the property. For further details on notice requirements to be 

implemented, refer to Master Response 16 (Notification Regarding Environmental Restrictions and Other 

Cleanup Issues). 

Response to Comment 55-5 

Refer to Master Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process), Master Response 10 (Pile Driving through 

Contaminated Soil), Master Response 11 (Parcel E-2 Landfill), Master Response 12 (Naturally Occurring 

Asbestos), Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup), Master Response 14 (Unrestricted Use 

Alternative), Master Response 15 (Proposition P and the Precautionary Principle), Master Response 16 

(Notification Regarding Environmental Restrictions and Other Cleanup Issues), and Master Response 17 

(Enforcement of Environmental Restrictions and Mitigation Measures) regarding cleanup of the HPS 

Phase II site to residential standards. Refer to Response to Comment 48-3 regarding the range of 

alternatives considered in the Draft EIR. As identified in Section III.K (Hazards and Hazardous Materials), 

each of the significant impacts of the Project are addressed by mitigation that reduces those impacts to less 

than significant. Requiring remediation of the Project site to below levels required by the existing regulatory 

regime, which requires remediation to protect public health and the environment in light of proposed 

future uses, was not identified as an objective or goal of the Project and is not needed to mitigate Project 

impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

Response to Comment 55-6 

Refer to Master Response 15 (Proposition P and the Precautionary Principle) regarding protection of the 

community from toxins. 
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 Letter 56: Indian Canyon Nation (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 56-1 

Refer to Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American community 

under SB 18, and to Master Response 2 (Potential Native American Burial Sites). 

Response to Comment 56-2 

Refer to Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American community 

under SB 18, and to Master Response 2 (Potential Native American Burial Sites). 

Response to Comment 56-3 

Refer to Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American community 

under SB 18, and to Master Response 2 (Potential Native American Burial Sites). 

Response to Comment 56-4 

Refer to Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American community 

under SB 18, and to Master Response 2 (Potential Native American Burial Sites). 

Response to Comment 56-5 

Refer to Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American community 

under SB 18, and to Master Response 2 (Potential Native American Burial Sites). 

Response to Comment 56-6 

Refer to Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American community 

under SB 18, and to Master Response 2 (Potential Native American Burial Sites). 

Response to Comment 56-7 

Refer to Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American community 

under SB 18, and to Master Response 2 (Potential Native American Burial Sites). 

Response to Comment 56-8 

Refer to Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American community 

under SB 18, and to Master Response 2 (Potential Native American Burial Sites). 
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 Letter 57: Franklin, Alice (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 57-1 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) and Responses to Comments 36-2 and 58-3 for a 

comprehensive discussion of the sea level rise documents reviewed, the levels of sea level rise taken into 

account for various Project components, and the plan to provide flood protection if higher levels of sea 

level rise occur. 

The Draft EIR mitigation measures MM HY-12a.1 and MM HY-12a.2, pages II.M-100 to -102, recognize 

that the science related to climate change and sea level rise rates will continue into the future; therefore, 

Project plans do not include a specific upper limit of sea level rise, such as 16 inches or 36 inches or 55 

inches. Rather a risk-based analysis was conducted, based on which development elevations, setbacks, and 

a Project-specific Adaptation Strategy was prepared for the Project. The Adaptation Strategy includes 

preparing an Adaptive Management Plan which outlines an institutional framework, monitoring triggers, a 

decision-making process, and an entity with taxing authority that would pay for infrastructure 

improvements necessary to adapt to higher than anticipated sea levels. 

Response to Comment 57-2 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) and Responses to Comments 36-2, 57-1, and 58-3 for a 

comprehensive discussion of the sea level rise documents reviewed, the levels of sea level rise taken into 

account for various Project components, and the plan to provide flood protection if higher levels of sea 

level rise occur. The Adaptation Strategy includes measures to provide continued flood protection beyond 

the 16-inches of sea level rise that it is initially built to, thereby ensuring that open-space and public uses 

continue. Also, refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) for a discussion of adaptive management 

strategies that would include increasing open space in response to sea level rise by creating cobblestone 

beaches or tidal marshes to limit wave run-up. 

Response to Comment 57-3 

As discussed in Chapter II (Project Description) starting on page II-69 of the Draft EIR, the Project would 

use an adaptive management approach for protecting the shoreline from future sea level rise. This includes 

designing the shoreline and public access improvement areas with a development setback so that higher than 

expected sea level rise could be accommodated should it occur. Table II-13 (Summary of Shoreline 

Improvements at the Project Site), starting on Draft EIR page II-57, identifies the types of shoreline 

improvements that would be implemented within the state park and other portions of the Project, as 

described in the Project’s Shoreline Structures Assessment report. Figure II-22 (Flood Zones [With Project]), 

Draft EIR page II-72, when viewed in comparison with Figure II-21 (Flood Zones [Existing and with a 36-

Inch Sea Level Rise]), Draft EIR page II-71, shows the areas that would be protected from sea level rise with 

implementation of the proposed shoreline improvements. In addition, mitigation measure MM HY-14, Draft 

EIR page III.M-106, requires implementation of the shoreline protection measures included in the Project’s 

Proposed Shoreline Improvement Report. Implementation of the Project’s proposed shoreline 

improvements, as described in the Project Description and as required by mitigation measure MM HY-14, 

would reduce potential sea level rise impacts associated with flooding to State Park land and shorebird habitat 
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to a less-than-significant level. Also refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) for a discussion of the 

Project’s adaptive management strategy for protecting the shoreline from sea level rise. 

With respect to flooding associated with sea level rise and potential impacts on habitat for shorebirds, in 

the absence of the proposed shoreline improvements, shoreline habitat would be lost to sea level rise, and 

high waters of the Bay may encroach into developed areas that do not provide suitable habitat for shoreline 

species such as shore birds. However, the proposed shoreline improvements will allow for shoreline 

conditions to be adapted as sea level rises. Furthermore, sediment accretion on the outboard sides of these 

shoreline treatments may keep pace with sea level rise so that at least some mud flat, and possible a narrow 

strip of tidal marsh, could be maintained in areas that currently provide such habitat (i.e., in more sheltered 

areas such as South Basin that are not subject to erosion). 

Further, as discussed in Section III.N (Biological Resources) in Impact BI-4a (page III.N-56) and 

Impact BI-4b (III.N-64) of the Draft EIR, shoreline improvements would result in construction of 

revetments to minimize flooding and shoreline erosion, including placement of soils or sand to enhance 

beach or marsh habitat. For example, along most of the northern and southern edges of Candlestick Point, 

marsh soils would be placed in jurisdictional areas following completion of the revetment to provide a 

gentler slope than is currently present, which would allow for colonization by marsh vegetation. As a result, 

much of the fill of jurisdictional areas (as reflected in Table III.N-4 and Figure III.N-5) would result in an 

enhancement of habitat (i.e., shorebird habitat). Table III.N-4 and Figure III.N-5 have since been modified 

and are presented in Section F (Draft EIR Revisions). 

Response to Comment 57-4 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) for a discussion of sea level rise taken into account for various 

Project components. As discussed in Chapter II (Project Description) starting on page II-69 of the Draft 

EIR, the Project would use an adaptive management strategy for protecting the shoreline from future sea 

level rise. This includes designing the shoreline and public access improvement areas with a development 

setback so that higher than expected sea level rise could be accommodated should it occur. Table II-13 

(Summary of Shoreline Improvements at the Project Site), pages II-57 and -58 of the Draft EIR, identifies 

the types of shoreline improvements that would be implemented within the state park and other portions of 

the Project, as described in the Project’s Shoreline Structures Assessment report. Figure II-22 (Flood Zones 

[With Project]), page II-72 of the Draft EIR, shows the areas that would be protected from sea level rise with 

implementation of the proposed shoreline improvements. In addition, mitigation measure MM HY-14 

requires implementation of the shoreline protection measures included in the Project’s Proposed Shoreline 

Improvement Report. Implementation of the Project’s proposed shoreline improvements, as described in 

the Project Description and as required by mitigation measure MM HY-14, would reduce potential sea level 

rise impacts associated with flooding to development areas, such as Harney Way. 

Response to Comment 57-5 

Soil will be imported from approved sources and will meet the guidelines for construction fill as specified 

by local, regional, and state guidelines. The type and extent of testing specified by these permits and 

guidelines will be followed. Transportation will be by truck and/or barge. California Environmental 

Protection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), has identified procedures to 
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minimize the possibility of introducing contaminated soil onto a site that requires imported fill material. In 

addition, Amendments to San Francisco Health Code Article 31, to include all of Hunters Point Shipyard, 

will require the preparation of a Soil Importation Plan that describes the procedures to be used to ensure 

that imported soil does not exceed established thresholds. 

Response to Comment 57-6 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) for a discussion of sea level rise effects on movement or 

exposure to hazardous materials and mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment 57-7 

As stated on page I-7 of the Draft EIR: 

The EIR is an informational document that informs public agency decision-makers and the general 
public of the significant environmental effects and the ways in which those impacts can be reduced 
to less-than-significant levels, either through the imposition of mitigation measures or through the 
implementation of specific alternatives to the Project as proposed. 

In total, there are approximately 111 mitigation measures that have been designed for the express purpose 

of avoiding or reducing environmental impacts. In addition, the commenter requests that all concerns are 

addressed. Responses are provided in Responses to Comments 57-1 through 57-6. 
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 Letter 58: Green Action Health and Environmental Justice (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 58-1 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) for a discussion of sea level rise taken into account for various 

Project components, and Master Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process), Master Response 11 

(Parcel E-2 Landfill), and Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup) regarding concerns about 

toxins. As part of the Remedial Design step in the CERCLA process, regulatory agency approved LUC 

RDs for each parcel will lay out the inspection and reporting requirements for the institutional controls 

(ICs) and activity and land use restrictions. 

Response to Comment 58-2 

Refer to Master Response 14 (Unrestricted Use Alternative) and Master Response 15 (Proposition P and 

the Precautionary Principle) regarding Proposition P. 

Response to Comment 58-3 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) and Responses to Comments 36-2 and 57-1 for a 

comprehensive discussion of the sea level rise documents reviewed, the levels of sea level rise taken into 

account for various Project components, and the plan to provide flood protection if higher levels of sea 

level rise occur. 

Response to Comment 58-4 

The comment is acknowledged. No response is required. 

Response to Comment 58-5 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) for a discussion of recent sea level rise predictions and 

timelines for these changes to occur. As indicated in Master Response 8, the sea level rise predictions used 

as a basis for this Project’s planning are within the range of estimates reported recently in the literature for 

changes occurring by the end of this century. This timeframe encompasses the foreseeable life of the 

Project. Climate change impacts such as sea level rise do not occur in short time frames. Ice sheet collapse, 

which accounts for a major uncertainty with respect to sea level rise, would occur over several decades111 

or centuries112; therefore, it is unlikely that an emergency response will be necessary. Instead, strategic 

planning for adaptive management strategies is a realistic strategy for dealing with sea level rise. The need 

to address sea level rise is not isolated to the Project. Several urban locations within the San Francisco Bay 

Area are anticipated to be vulnerable to sea level rise. At an increase of 16 inches significant portions of 

the South Bay and San Francisco Airport, is vulnerable.113 Given the uncertainty associated with sea level 

                                                 
111 Hansen, J.E. 2007. Scientific reticence and sea level rise. Environmental Research Letters. 2: 1-6. 
112 BCDC (San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission). 2009. Living with a Rising Bay: 
Vulnerability and Adaptation in San Francisco Bay and on its Shoreline, Draft Staff Report. April 7, 2009, p. 17. 
113 This is illustrated in several figures contained in BCDC. 2009. Living with a Rising Bay: Vulnerability and Adaptation 
in San Francisco Bay and on its Shoreline, Draft Staff Report. They are also available online at 
http://www.bcdc.ca.gov/planning/climate_change/climate_change.shtml. 
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rise predictions at this time, the strategy proposed for this project, which involves adjusting the grade for 

a reasonable level of rise and relying on adaptive management strategies to accommodate higher levels, is 

consistent with recommendations by the California Natural Resources Agency (CNRA), which states, 

“adaptation is the only way to deal with the impacts of sea-level rise that is anticipated under either 

emissions scenario during the twenty-first century.”114 

Response to Comment 58-6 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) and Responses to Comments 36-2, 57-1, and 58-3 for a 

comprehensive discussion of the sea level rise documents reviewed, the levels of sea level rise taken into 

account for various Project components, and the plan to provide flood protection if higher levels of sea 

level rise occur. 

With respect to the amount of fill necessary to reach higher elevations related to increases in sea level the 

existing site varies in elevation from the shore of the bay to elevation 3 within 50 feet of the bay; the parcel 

E2 then slopes up to elevation 11 and continues to be topped off at elevation 20.8 (all in city datum). Based 

on the plans to address sea level rise as described in Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) to attain higher 

elevations the project will need to provide minor amounts of fill to improve shoreline protection. 

Response to Comment 58-7 

With respect to the potential for garages and backyards to flood as sea levels rise the proposed grading 

plan and storm drain system design will not add any new runoff into existing creeks, or result in ponding 

that will affect garages or backyards. Further, in Impact HY-11, page III.M-98 of the Draft EIR, states: 

A new separate storm sewer system would be constructed at the Project site in accordance with the 
design standards and criteria issued by the SFPUC and criteria in the San Francisco Subdivision 
Regulations. … As discussed in Impact HY-10, above, overall Project site development would result 
in an average of approximately 39 percent reduction in peak storm flows and would also reduce 
runoff volumes from frequently occurring storms. 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) for a comprehensive discussion of the sea level rise documents 

reviewed, the levels of sea level rise taken into account for various Project components, and the plan to 

provide flood protection if higher levels of sea level rise occur. 

Response to Comment 58-8 

Refer to Master Response 6 (Seismic Hazards), Impact GE-4a, and mitigation measure MM GE-4a.3 for 

a discussion on seismic design for bridges. As discussed on page III.L-20 of the Draft EIR, state guidelines 

protecting bridges and overpasses on state roads from geologic and seismic hazards are contained in 

Caltrans Bridge Design Specifications, Bridge Memo to Designers, Bridge Design Practice Manual, and 

Bridge Design Aids Manual. The Caltrans Seismic Design Criteria specify the minimum seismic design 

requirements that are necessary to meet the performance goals established in Section 20 of Bridge Memo 

to Designers. The bridge and alignment will be designed to prevent collapse and protect public safety 

during a major seismic event. Pages III.L-19 and -20 of the Draft EIR state: 

                                                 
114 CNRA (California Natural Resources Agency). 2009. 2009 California Climate Adaptation Strategy. Discussion Draft. 
A report to the Governor of the State of California in response to Executive Order S-13-2008. 
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Caltrans Bridge Design Specifications and San Francisco Department of 

Public Works Standard Specifications 

State guidelines protecting bridges and overpasses on state roads from geologic and seismic hazards 
are contained in Caltrans Bridge Design Specifications,393 Bridge Memo to Designers,394 Bridge Design Practice 
Manual,395 and Bridge Design Aids Manual.396 The manuals provide state-of-the-art information to 
address geo-seismic issues that affect the design of transportation infrastructure in California. Bridge 
design is required to be based on the “Load Factor Design methodology with HS20-44 live loading 
(a procedure to incorporate the estimated weight of the vehicles and/or pedestrians on the bridge 
with the weight of the bridge for loading calculations)” in the Bridge Design Specifications. Seismic-
resistant design is required to conform to the Bridge Design Specifications and Section 20 of Bridge Memo 
to Designers, as well as Caltrans Seismic Design Criteria.397 Section 20 of Bridge Memo to Designers outlines 
the category and classification, seismic performance criteria, seismic design philosophy and 
approach, seismic demands and capacities on structural components, and seismic design practices 
that collectively make up Caltrans’ seismic design methodology. The methodology applies to all 
bridges and highways designed in California. A bridge‘s category and classification determines its 
seismic performance level and which methods would be used to estimate the seismic demands and 
structural capacities. The performance criteria include functional and safety evaluations of ground 
motion, level of service to be attained following a major earthquake, and the level of damage the 
structure must be designed to withstand. 
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 Letter 59: Jefferson, Simon (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 59-1 

As described in the Draft EIR, the Project would construct new traffic signals at intersections along Palou 

Avenue. The Project would also provide a number of streetscape improvements, including sidewalk bulb-

outs, cross walks, curb ramps, street trees and planting, bus shelters, and other site furnishings and 

pavement treatments that would visually tie together the Project with Bayview neighborhood. 

Although not specifically proposed as part of the project, mitigation measure MM TR-22 would require 

slight widening of Palou Avenue to accommodate one travel lane and one transit-only lane in each 

direction. This measure would mitigate Project-related impacts to transit travel times along Palou Avenue, 

and would be implemented only at such time as the Project causes specific levels of transit delays. With 

the mitigation measure in place, on-street parking would be maintained on both sides of Palou Avenue and 

sidewalks would be 12 feet wide, which would be consistent with the City’s Draft Better Streets Plan 

guidelines. Refer to Master Response 18 (Transit Mitigation Measures), which presents discussion and 

graphics of the Project’s transit mitigation measures, including transit improvements on Palou Avenue (i.e., 

MM TR-22.1). 

Refer to Response to Comment 43-2 for information regarding the relative timing of this Draft EIR 

compared to the BTIP Draft EIR, which is currently being prepared. Response to Comment 43-2 also 

includes information regarding the BTIP project improvements and their relationship to the analysis of 

transportation improvements in the CP-HPS Phase II Development Plan. 

The Draft EIR does include an assessment of the Project’s impacts to traffic on Palou Avenue. Specifically, 

Table III.D-10-12, on pages III.D-73-81 present existing, future year without the project, and future year 

with the project intersection operating conditions at four key intersections on Palou Avenue for the 

weekday AM and PM and Saturday peak hours, respectively. The specific traffic impacts on Palou Avenue 

associated with the Project are discussed in Impacts TR-3, TR-4, and TR-5. 

Additional detail regarding traffic volumes can be found in the Project’s Transportation Study, included as 

Appendix D of the Draft EIR. Specifically, Figure 31A through Figure 31D illustrate the project-generated 

traffic volume increases forecasted to occur at all study intersections, including those on Palou Avenue. 

Finally, the commenter notes that the Draft EIR should include a discussion of safety issues associated 

with Palau Avenue. Impact TR-34 on Draft EIR pages III.D-119 and -120 presents the assessment of 

impacts related to increased traffic volumes on area roadways on pedestrian circulation and safety. There 

are a number of factors that contribute to increased pedestrian-vehicle and bicycle-vehicle collisions, and 

the number of collisions at an intersection is a function of the traffic volumes, travel speeds, intersection 

configuration, traffic control, surrounding land uses, location, and the number of pedestrians and bicyclists. 

The Project would not result in a substantial change in the street network, and would include street 

improvements that would enhance pedestrian and bicycle travel through the area. Overall, pedestrian and 

bicycle access and the environment would improve within and in the vicinity of the Project site, and Project 

impacts would be less than significant. 
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Response to Comment 59-2 

Refer to Response to Comment 54-1 for a discussion of transit preferential treatments on Palou Avenue. 

During game-day conditions, Palou Avenue would be closed to through-traffic, except for transit vehicles. 

In this case, residents would still have access to their homes. The closure would be for through-traffic only. 

These conditions would likely only be in place for approximately two hours prior to and two hours after 

games on football game days only. 

To date, over the past three years City staff have conducted more than 190 public meetings and workshops 

on the Project. In the spring of 2008, City staff held a series of four land use workshops on transportation, 

urban design, and open space, which included the referenced proposal for Palou Avenue. Additionally, the 

City has conducted numerous Transportation Plan workshops with committees of both the Bayview 

Hunters Point Project Area Committee (PAC) and Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC). Feedback has 

generally expressed a desire for better transit service, improved pedestrian amenities, and concern regarding 

Project traffic impacts. 

Response to Comment 59-3 

The importance of transit circulation on multiple lines (e.g., the 23-Monterey, 24-Divisadero, and 44-

O’Shaughnessey) on Palou Avenue is address in the Project with the transit priority upgrades it proposes 

to ensure that transit operations would be enhanced and traffic conflicts minimized. To address potential 

impacts to transit circulation should traffic conditions begin to render these improvements ineffectual in 

protecting transit operations, mitigation measures are identified. Specifically, Project mitigation measure 

MM TR-22.1 identifies a series of improvements to Palou Avenue to improve transit travel times and 

reduce Project impacts. Generally, the improvements consist of providing a dedicated transit-only lane in 

each direction along Palou Avenue between Crisp Avenue and Third Street. Refer to Master Response 18 

(Transit Mitigation Measures), which presents discussion and graphics of the Project’s transit mitigation 

measures, including transit improvements on Palou Avenue (i.e., MM TR-22.1). 

The traffic and transit impact analysis was conducted for future year 2030 conditions, which assumed 

substantial cumulative development in the Project vicinity (e.g., Executive Park, the Visitacion Valley 

Redevelopment program, Hunters View project, Brisbane Baylands) totaling about 7,000 new housing 

units and about 9.8 million square feet of commercial development. The amount of delay that would be 

experienced by transit riders on the 23-Monterey, the 24-Divisadero and the 44-O’Shaughnessy would vary 

by year, time of day and direction of travel, depending on a number of factors, including: the amount of 

background growth that is actually developed, the amount of Project development that is completed at the 

time, the phase of transit improvements that is implemented at that time, and implementation of the 

mitigation measures. However, by future year 2030 assuming all cumulative background development and 

the Project is built out, and with full implementation of the Project transit plan, riders on the 23-Monterey 

between Ingalls Street/Oakdale Avenue and Glen Park BART station would experience an additional 7 to 

12 minutes of delay from existing conditions, riders on the 24-Divisadero between Hunters Point Shipyard 

and Mission Street would experience an additional 7 to 10 minutes of delay from existing conditions, and 

riders on the 44-O’Shaughnessy between Hunters Point Shipyard and the Glen Park BART station would 

experience 14 to 19 minutes of delay from existing conditions. Implementation of MM TR-22.1 would 
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reduce the projected increases in travel times. Details of the transit impact analysis are presented in Chapter 

4 of the Transportation Study, included as Appendix D of the Draft EIR. 

Chapter VI of the Draft EIR presents and assesses a series of Alternatives, many of which include less 

development, which would reduce the Project’s impact to transit service along Palou Avenue. 

Refer also to Response to Comment 54-1 for a discussion of transit preferential treatments on Palou 

Avenue. 

Response to Comment 59-4 

The Draft EIR provides adequate analysis and discussion of the Project and Project-related transportation 

impacts. Additional detail is available in the Transportation Study, included as Appendix D to the Draft 

EIR. 
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 Letter 60: Donahue, Vivien (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 60-1 

Comment acknowledged. No response is necessary. 

Response to Comment 60-2 

Refer to Master Response 16 (Notification Regarding Environmental Restrictions and Other Cleanup 

Issues) regarding the notice that will be given to property owners, residents, and neighbors regarding 

environmental restrictions and other cleanup issues. 

Response to Comment 60-3 

Refer to Master Response 14 (Unrestricted Use Alternative) and Master Response 15 (Proposition P and 

the Precautionary Principle) regarding removing toxins. 

Response to Comment 60-4 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) for a discussion of sea level rise effects on movement or 

exposure to hazardous materials, liquefaction potential, and mitigation measures. Refer also to Master 

Response 7 (Liquefaction) for a discussion of how construction can be successfully accomplished in 

potentially liquefiable areas. 

Response to Comment 60-5 

Refer to Master Response 14 (Unrestricted Use Alternative) and Master Response 15 (Proposition P and 

the Precautionary Principle) regarding removing toxins. In addition, Variants 1, 2, and 2A, as well as 

Alternative 1, 3, 4, and 5 all evaluate scenarios that do not include a stadium at HPS Phase II. 

Response to Comment 60-6 

Refer to Master Response 16 (Notification Regarding Environmental Restrictions and Other Cleanup 

Issues) regarding the notice that will be given to property owners, residents, and neighbors regarding 

environmental restrictions and other cleanup issues. 
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 Letter 61: Lee, Mishwa (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 61-1 

The comment is not a direct comment on environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft 

EIR. Data from the Equal Opportunity Employment program for the Hunters Point Shipyard Project 

Area indicate that for Hunters Point Phase I, 52.2 percent of all professional services contracts and 47.9 

percent of all construction contracts were issued to San Francisco firms. With regard to employment, data 

for the 94124, 94134, and 94107 zip codes between 2005 and 2009 indicate the percentage of residents of 

those zip codes employed on Shipyard projects rose from 4.8 percent in 2005 to a high of 19.0 percent in 

2008, dropping slightly to 17.7 percent in 2009. 

Response to Comment 61-2 

Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) for a discussion of the 

need for the Yosemite Slough bridge. In this comment, the commenter is identifying one of the six 

objectives of the Project. The Project Objectives are designed to describe the underlying purpose of the 

Project, as a whole, and to guide in the selection of alternatives. Sustainability practices have been 

incorporated into the Project, as a whole, which includes the Yosemite Slough bridge, as specifically 

described on pages II-49 to II-50 of the Draft EIR. Some examples of sustainability features includes an 

urban design that promotes walking and discourages driving; compliance with the San Francisco Green 

Building Ordinance; the use of drought tolerant plant species; and Lennar Urban’s voluntary commitment 

to constructing all Project buildings to the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®)for 

Neighborhood Development Gold standard. With respect to the bridge, one of its sustainability features 

is the use of a mix of impervious (i.e., paved) and pervious (i.e., grassy) surfaces. The wheel tracks would 

be paved, while strips in the center of the land would be planted with grass. The bicycle and pedestrian 

paths would also have a combination of paved and unpaved surfaces. 

Response to Comment 61-3 

The commenter incorrectly states that the Draft EIR states “A planned restoration of Yosemite Slough 

includes restoring 12 acres of upland fill back to tidally influenced wetlands…A restoration project is being 

implemented by California State Parks Foundation in collaboration with local environmental groups.” 

Rather, the Draft EIR refers to “12 acres of tidally influenced wetlands” in reference to the goals and 

objectives of the Yosemite Slough Restoration Project, which is provided on Draft EIR page III.N-46: 

■ Restore habitat diversity by adding 12 acres of tidally influenced wetlands and marsh area and 
remove chemically impacted soils from upland areas to improve the quality of existing habitat. 

With respect to the current stage of the restoration, no restoration has taken place to date. Concerns about 

the amount of funding spent thus far on restoration is not a direct comment on environmental issues or 

the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

With respect to local employment, economic issues are not considered by CEQA to be environmental 

impacts; therefore the EIR is not required to, and does not address, economic issues. Economic issues are 

important to City, the community and the Project Sponsor, and those issues will be considered by the City 

decision makers through the Project review and approval process, outside of the EIR and CEQA process. 
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Refer to Master Response 3 (Impacts of the Project on Yosemite Slough [Biological Resources]) for a 

discussion of the potential impacts of construction and operation of the Yosemite Slough bridge on the 

Yosemite Slough Restoration Project. 

Response to Comment 61-4 

The comment does not identify where the information referred to is located in the Draft EIR. However, 

the Draft EIR, on pages III.M-6 through III.M-14, describes runoff and flooding conditions within the 

Project area and vicinity for the purpose of identifying the baseline physical conditions used to evaluate 

the significance of Project impacts. Project impacts that are evaluated as potential significant environmental 

impacts related to hydrology in accordance with CEQA are listed on page III.M-50 of the Draft EIR under 

the heading “Significance Criteria” and include placing housing or structures within a 100-year flood hazard 

area (M.g and M.h), and exposing people to a significant risk of loss, injury or death from flooding (M.i). 

A map showing road subsidence within one mile of the Project boundary is not needed to determine the 

potential significant environmental impacts of the Project with respect to runoff or flooding. 

Response to Comment 61-5 

Special flood hazard areas designated as Zone V associated with Project, as determined by FEMA, are 

shown on Figure III.M-4 (Preliminary 100-Year Flood Zones within and Adjacent to the Project), Draft 

EIR page III.M-12. The only land located in Zone V is the shoreline directly adjacent to San Francisco 

Bay. 

Response to Comment 61-6 

Construction of the Yosemite Slough bridge will require a CWA Section 404 permit due to construction 

activities that could discharge dredged material or fill material into Yosemite Slough. In this context, 

“dredged material” refers to material that is excavated or dredged from waters of the United States, 

including the redeposition of excavated material that is incidental to the excavation. The discussion for 

Impact BI-4c, on page III.N-67 of the Draft EIR, states that: 

… Construction of the piers’ pilings would require the excavation of approximately 2,400 cubic yards 
of material from the slough; 167 cubic yards of material would be excavated from jurisdictional areas 
for construction of abutments and installation of riprap at the toe of the north and south bridge 
abutments.793 

To excavate materials from the Yosemite Slough, review of such activities would be undertaken by the 

Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO), as described on Draft EIR pages III.M-42 through -43. 

Disposal of dredged materials would be managed in accordance with the goals of the San Francisco Bay 

Long Term Management Strategy (LTMS) for dredging, which call for a reduction of in-Bay disposal and 

an increase in upland beneficial reuse of dredged material. The disposal location for material dredged from 

Yosemite Slough would be determined through the DMMO/LTMS regulatory process. A CWA Section 

404 permit would be required for in-Bay disposal of dredged material. 
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Response to Comment 61-7 

As described on page III.M-23 of the Draft EIR, many pollutants can adhere to sediment particles. 

Dredging (if required for construction) and pile driving activities in the Bay to construct the Yosemite 

Slough bridge and the marina have the potential to disturb and resuspend sediments and pollutants 

associated with sediments within the Bay. Three hundred twenty (320) piles would be driven to support 

the Yosemite Slough bridge columns. 

Impacts associated with construction within Yosemite Slough are described in Impact HY-1c, starting on 

page III.M-72 of the Draft EIR, and construction impacts to biological resources are primarily addressed 

in Section III.N (Biological Resources). Impact BI-4c, starting on page III.N-67 of the Draft EIR, 

addresses the impacts of bridge construction on federally protected wetlands. The impacts would be 

reduced to a less-than-significant level by implementing mitigation measures MM BI-4a.1 and MM BI-4a.2. 

Impact BI-12c, starting on page III.N-93 of the Draft EIR, addresses the impacts of Yosemite Slough 

bridge construction on essential fish habitat. The impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level 

by implementing mitigation measures MM BI-4a.1 and MM BI-4a.2, MM BI-12a.1, MM BI-12a.2, 

MM BI-12b.1, and MM BI-12b.2. Also, refer to Master Response 3 (Impacts of the Project on Yosemite 

Slough [Biological Resources]) for a discussion of potential effects of the Project on Yosemite Slough. 

Mitigation measure MM BI-4a.1 requires the Project Applicant to obtain the appropriate permits prior to 

in-water construction activities, including but not limited to CWA Section 404 (Discharge of Dredged or 

Fill Material), CWA Section 401 (Water Quality Certification) and/or waste discharge requirements from 

the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFRWQCB), California Department of Fish 

and Game Section 1602 (Streambed Alteration Agreement), BCDC permits, and dredging permits obtained 

through the DMMO process. Such permits include requirements to protect biota, such as specifying work 

windows for dredging and pile driving activities, specifying receiving water limits for suspended sediment, 

dissolved oxygen, and other constituents potentially toxic to biota, and monitoring and reporting 

requirements. Mitigation measure MM BI-4a.1 also requires compensation for impacts to existing wetlands 

through creation or restoration of wetlands or aquatic habitat. 

Mitigation measure MM BI-4a.2 requires implementation of best management practices to minimize 

sediment transport, such as working during periods of slack tide and low wind, and installing sediment 

curtains around the work area. 

Mitigation measure MM BI-12.a.1 requires that in-water work occur between June 1 and November 30, to 

protect juvenile salmonids, groundfish and prey species. Mitigation measure MM BI-12a.2 requires all 

personnel involved in in-water construction activities to be trained by a qualified biologist experienced in 

construction monitoring. Mitigation measure MM BI-12.b.1 requires essential fish habitat avoidance and 

minimization measures, such as not dredging areas with submerged aquatic vegetation, especially where 

the action could affect groundfish, prey species, larval marine species, or habitat for native oysters. 

Mitigation measure MM BI-12.b.2 includes preparation of a seafloor debris minimization and removal plan 

for in-water construction or deconstruction activities. As required by the mitigation measure, activities will 

be monitored by a qualified biologist, and the plan will include measures to minimize the potential for 

debris to fall into aquatic habitats. 
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The impacts associated with marina dredging are discussed in Impact HY-6b, starting on page III.M-86 of 

the Draft EIR, and the impacts to biological resources are primary discussed in Section III.N (Biological 

Resources). Impact BI-18b, starting on page III.N-104, discusses the potential for marina maintenance 

dredging to adversely affect habitat or generate substantial increases in turbidity. Implementation of 

mitigation measures MM BI-18b.1 and MM BI-18b.2 would reduce maintenance dredging impacts to a 

less-than-significant level. The mitigation measures include surveys by qualified biologists, sediment plume 

modeling, compensatory mitigation if sediment plumes reach sensitive shoreline habitats, and 

implementation of best management practices for management of dredged material in accordance the 

LTMS for dredging. 

In-Bay construction activities at HPS Phase II have the potential to resuspend sediment originating from 

the discharge of sediment-laden stormwater runoff from upland contaminated areas. This is addressed 

under Impact HY-1b, starting on page III.M-67 of the Draft EIR. Mitigation measure MM HY-1a.2 

requires preparation of a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan to control erosion and the discharge of 

sediment-laden stormwater runoff into the Bay. 

In-Bay and shoreline construction activities at HPS Phase II have the potential to disturb sediment or soil 

that may contain chemical contaminants originating from historic uses of the site. The potential impact 

related to disturbance of these contaminants is addressed under Impact HZ-10b, starting on page III.K-81 

of the Draft EIR. Implementation of mitigation measure MM HZ-10b, which requires regulatory-agency 

approved workplans and permits for near shore (both in-Bay and shoreline) improvements, would reduce 

the impacts of resuspending contaminated sediment or soil originating from historic uses of the site to a 

less-than-significant level. 

Maintenance dredging of the marina would be required to maintain sufficient water depth for berthing and 

maneuvering boats. The required frequency of maintenance dredging is currently not known, and would 

depend on factors such as the circulation and flushing characteristics of the marina, shoreline erosion, and 

sediment transport in the Bay. The duration of dredging activities would depend on the volume of sediment 

removed. The time frame for dredging activities would be determined through the regulatory permitting 

process described above. 

Refer to Response to Comment 37-1 for information regarding the months of the year in which pile driving 

may occur. Conditions of the permits and implementation of the mitigation measures described above 

would prevent toxics associated with resuspended sediment from reaching levels that could adversely affect 

aquatic species. 
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 Letter 62: Confederation of the Ohlone People (1/11/10) 

Response to Comment 62-1 

Refer to Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American community 

under SB 18. 

Response to Comment 62-2 

Refer to Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American community 

under SB 18. 

Response to Comment 62-3 

Refer to Master Response 2 (Potential Native American Burial Sites) regarding the monitoring of sites that 

could contain prehistoric Native American cultural resources or human remains. 
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 Letter 63: Herrera, Catherine (1/11/10) 

Response to Comment 63-1 

Refer to Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American community 

under SB 18. 
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 Letter 64: San Francisco Tomorrow (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 64-1 

The Draft EIR contains comprehensive analyses of the Project’s impacts on biological resources and 

aesthetics, which are determined to be less than significant with mitigation. The Project is wholly consistent 

with Proposition G, as noted on pages III.B-21 through III.B-22 in Section III.B (Land Use and Plans). 

The Project includes an integrated street system that directly connects the Bayview community with the 

Project, including multi-modal transit opportunities. Table III.C-7, page III.C-12, of the Draft EIR 

identifies the 10,730 jobs that the Project would provide. Research & Development, and Retail account for 

about 8,000 jobs. It is likely that a range of jobs, with a range of skills and education levels would be 

accommodated within Project employment. Further, as part of the Community Benefits Agreement, the 

Project Applicant would contribute to a workforce development fund that would be used for workforce 

development programs designed to create a gateway to career development for residents of the Bayview 

(page II-48 of the Draft EIR). 

Response to Comment 64-2 

Refer to Master Response 3 (Impacts of the Project on Yosemite Slough [Biological Resources]) for a 

discussion of the Project’s potential effects on the biological resources of Yosemite Slough and on the 

proposed wetlands of the Yosemite Slough Restoration Project. 

Refer to Responses to Comments 31-5, 47-46, 47-73, and 47-76 for a discussion of potential aesthetic 

impacts associated with the Yosemite Slough bridge. Refer to Responses to Comments 47-26 through 47-

30 for discussions of the Draft EIR’s analysis of the Project’s impacts on existing recreational resources 

and facilities. Also refer to Section F (Draft EIR Revisions) of this document for additional text that 

analyzes the impacts of the Project on the Yosemite Slough from both a recreational and aesthetics 

standpoint. 

Response to Comment 64-3 

The comment questions the need for the Yosemite Slough bridge and references a comment letter prepared 

by LSA Associates (Comments 82-23 through 82-34). Refer to Master Response 4 (Purpose and Benefits 

of the Yosemite Slough Bridge) and Responses to Comments 82-23 through 82-24 for detailed discussion 

of these issues. 

The comment also expresses a series of recommendations for the Project, which are summarized and 

discussed individually below. Generally, a number of the proposed recommendations are already included 

as part of the Project. 

a. The Project should provide good transit connection to T-Third, Caltrain, and Balboa Park 
BART Stations 

As described in the Draft EIR, the Project’s transit plan calls for implementation of a new BRT route 

connecting both the Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard developments to regional transit hubs, 

including the T-Third, the Bayshore Caltrain Station, and the Balboa Park BART Station. In addition, the 
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Project would extend the 44-O’Shaughnessy and the 48-Quintara-24th Street into the Project site, which 

provide connections to the Glen Park and 24th Street BART Stations, respectively. Finally, the Project 

proposes to implement both the CPX and the Hunters Point Express (HPX) bus service during peak 

periods, connecting the Project with Downtown San Francisco at or near the Transbay Terminal, which 

would provide direct connections to a number of other regional transit services. Overall, the Project would 

provide a high level of connectivity to regional transit. 

b. Improve priorities on the T-Third instead of new express service 

The T-Third light rail route currently has extensive transit signal priority systems, which reduce travel times 

and improve reliability. Further, service on the T-Third is expected to increase with opening of the planned 

Central Subway, which would extend the route from Fourth and King Streets in South of Market Area 

through a new subway to Chinatown. While this is an important and useful transit improvement for the 

area and the Project, the analysis has shown that both the CPX and HPX are useful and cost-effective 

supplements to the T-Third route, which is projected to approach its capacity in the long-term. 

c. Local service should be on transit priority streets 

Streets within the Project site have been designed to promote transit travel. Further, a number of transit 

routes expected to provide service to the Project, including the 23-Monterey, 24-Divisadero, and 44-

O’Shaughnessy would be located on Palou Avenue, which is proposed to be improved with transit 

preferential signals. Although not all local transit routes provide service on transit preferential streets, 

failure to do so does not constitute a significant impact. 

d. Transit should be “limited” service after leaving the study area or BRT 

The CPX and HPX would provide express service between the Project site and Downtown San Francisco. 

The proposed BRT route would provide service similar to “limited” bus service between the Hunters Point 

Shipyard, Candlestick Point, and other regional transit hubs and destinations along the Geneva Avenue 

corridor. Converting other existing routes outside of the study area to “limited” service is not proposed by 

the Project and was not considered in the analysis. 

e. “Limited” service should extend to Balboa around Yosemite Slough 

Refer to response to “d” above. 

f. Retail should be provided under residential mixed-use 

The comment is acknowledged. No response is required. 

g. Parking should be unbundled and limited to 0.5 spaces per unit and include carshare spaces 

Residential parking is proposed to be “unbundled” whereby the cost of a parking space is not “bundled” 

into the cost of a housing unit. The maximum allowed parking ratio, as proposed in the Project’s Design 

for Development, would be one space per unit, consistent with other neighborhoods in San Francisco. 

The Project does include space for carsharing. 
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h. All curbside parking should be metered 24/7 

The Project’s Transportation Plan assumes that all on-street parking would be paid parking (i.e., metered), 

however, the duration of stay (e.g., 30-minute, 1-hour, 2-hour durations) and extent of time limits (e.g., 

between 7 AM and 3 PM) have not been determined by SFMTA. In general, SFMTA determines the curb 

parking regulations to most-efficiently manage curb space while accommodating the area-wide parking 

demands. San Francisco does not currently have any locations with paid on-street parking in effect 24-

hours a day. 

i. Each condo should receive Muni fast pass 

Each residential unit would receive an “eco-pass” which could be used on any regional transit system, 

including Muni and could operate similar to a Muni fast pass. The monthly cost of the eco-pass would be 

included in homeowners’ dues, such that transit agencies would have a guaranteed source of ongoing 

funding and residents would pay no additional out-of-pocket cost each time they opted to use transit. 

Response to Comment 64-4 

Refer to Master Response 3 (Impacts of the Project on Yosemite Slough [Biological Resources]) for a 

discussion of the Project’s potential effects on the biological resources of Yosemite Slough, including mud 

flats, and on the proposed Yosemite Slough Restoration Project. The commenter suggests that the USACE 

or the USEPA should deny any permit for the bridge. Permitting issues are outside the scope of this CEQA 

analysis, and the Project applicant has already engaged both agencies in discussions regarding permitting 

this Project. The applicant will continue to work with the USACE to address regulatory issues regarding 

impacts to special aquatic sites such as wetlands and mud flats. Master Response 3 also addresses potential 

impacts of the bridge on wildlife in Yosemite Slough, including the restoration site. 

Refer to Response to Comment 47-89 for a discussion of potential impacts to bird use of Double Rock. 

Although black oystercatchers could potentially nest on Double Rock, the presence of nesting western 

gulls (a potential predator of oystercatcher eggs and young) would discourage such nesting, and 

oystercatchers are not known to nest there currently. Therefore, there is a low potential for impacts to 

oystercatcher young. In addition, impacts to a single brood of oystercatchers would not substantially impact 

the regional population, and thus such impacts would be less than significant in the unlikely event that 

such impacts were to occur. 

In response to the comment suggesting that the Draft EIR acknowledge that mud flats are considered 

Special Aquatic Sites under Section 404 of the CWA, the first paragraph of Impact BI-4a on page III.N-56 

of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows: 

As detailed in Table III.N-4 (Impacts to Wetlands and Other Jurisdictional Waters of the United 
States [Section 404]) and depicted in Figure III.N-5 (Impacts to Wetlands and Other Waters), 
through site grading, materials laydown, facilities construction, vegetation removal, and installation 
of shoreline treatments, Project activities at Candlestick Point would permanently impact 0.29 acre 
of tidal salt marsh and 4.34 acres of Section 404 “other waters,”, relative to existing conditions (i.e., 
prior to completion of remediation efforts by the Navy). Both wetlands and mud flats, the latter 
comprising a subset of Section 404 “other waters,” are considered Special Aquatic Sites under 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. … 
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With respect to comments regarding potential impacts of the bridge’s approach roads on reptiles and the 

slender salamander, Impact BI-2 included the following statement on Draft EIR page III.N-53: 

Local abundance of these species may decline in some areas due to a reduction in dispersal (resulting 
from trails, roads, and increased vehicular traffic and human presence) and possibly increased 
vehicular mortality, but all six of these species are regionally abundant, and the Project’s impacts 
would have a negligible effect on regional populations. In addition, the new and improved parkland 
components of the Project would provide new and/or enhanced habitat for reptiles and amphibians, 
which would be a localized beneficial impact in portions of the site. 

Thus, this impact was analyzed in the Draft EIR. 

The commenter suggests that the biological resources impacts should have been analyzed in the context 

of the state park’s function to preserve biodiversity. In Section III.N (Biological Resources), the Draft EIR 

analyzed impacts to biological resources on the entire site, including areas both inside and outside of the 

CPSRA. The significance of effects was gauged biologically rather than from the perspective of whether 

they occurred on one side of the CPSRA boundary or the other. 

The commenter disagrees with the criterion for significance of impacts to wildlife that was used in the 

Draft EIR (i.e., whether or not the impact would result in substantial impacts to regional populations), 

arguing that wildlife species impacted by the Project may be regionally common but rare in the City of San 

Francisco. Impacts to biological resources were analyzed from a biological perspective rather than from 

the perspective of legal geographic boundaries. For example, virtually all of the bird species that use the 

site, as well as aquatic species present in adjacent portions of the Bay, either can move throughout the San 

Francisco Bay area (and beyond) or, in the case of more sedentary birds, are components of widespread 

populations in which genes and individuals are exchanged among sub-populations throughout the region. 

Impacts to these species resulting in loss of a small number of individuals in one small portion of the 

species’ regional distribution are not expected to have substantial consequences for the regional population. 

The commenter suggests that based on this significance criterion, “all wildlife species could be eliminated 

from the site and yet have no significant ecological impact.” The Project will have no such impacts. Rather, 

as described in Impact BI-2 on pages III.N-50 to III.N-55 of the Draft EIR, proposed revegetation and 

other measures will result in increases in many of the wildlife species currently using the site, birds in 

particular. The commenter suggests that many of the common wildlife species on the site are prey species 

for migratory and/or predatory birds. Impacts to raptors were discussed in Impacts BI-7a and BI-7b on 

pages III.N-76 to III.N-78 in the Draft EIR. As discussed in these impact sections, raptors that specialize 

on avian prey will benefit from the substantial enhancements in bird habitat provided by the planting of 

numerous trees and shrubs on the site, while MM BI-7b, described on page III.N-78, will mitigate impacts 

to grassland-foraging raptors to less than significant levels by ensuring that adequate acreage of grasslands 

and associated prey species are maintained and managed on the Project site. 

The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR did not adequately describe the value of grasslands on CPSRA 

to birds and criticizes the discussion of the benefits of planting trees and shrubs and creating areas of multi-

layered vegetation as a “generic statement of bird habitat needs.” The value of multi-layered vegetation to 

bird diversity is well known, yet the commenter is correct in pointing out that structurally simpler habitats, 

such as grasslands, do provide valuable habitat to some species. For this reason, the Draft Parks, Open 

Space, and Habitat Concept Plan provided in Appendix N3 of the Draft EIR includes extensive grassland 

restoration and management on the site, and MM BI-7b, described on page III.N-78, requires the 
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restoration and management of such grassland on HPS to maintain grassland-associated species on the 

site. Given impacts to 48 acres of relatively low-quality, heavily disturbed grassland (much of which can be 

more accurately described as ruderal habitat given the degree of disturbance) on CPSRA and HPS 

combined, the provision of 43 acres of higher-quality, managed grassland on HPS (with the maintenance 

of additional grassland on CPSRA outside the Project’s impact footprint) will adequately maintain the 

presence of grassland-associated species on the site. 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR did not adequately identify cumulative impacts of the Project on 

wildlife in San Francisco. As discussed above, Chapter III.N analyzed impacts from a biological perspective 

rather than from the perspective of legal geographic boundaries. Furthermore, as described in Impact BI-2, 

for many of the common species using the site, the Project will result in a substantial increase in habitat value. 

The commenter criticizes the Draft EIR for suggesting that native grasslands specifically managed for 

grassland species would provide higher-quality foraging habitat for raptors than the existing habitat. While 

the commenter is correct that raptors can forage successfully in habitats dominated by non-native plants (e.g., 

non-native annual grasslands), much of the grassland on the Project site is heavily disturbed, ruderal habitat. 

Replacement of this habitat with native grassland, and management of this grassland specifically for grassland 

wildlife species, will enhance foraging conditions for raptors relative to existing conditions. The commenter 

suggests that burrowing animals, which provide raptor prey, will have to be controlled on HPS to prevent 

them from penetrating any “cover” that will have to be placed over contaminated areas on HPS. The Project 

does not propose any such control of burrowing animals, as the EIR does not identify any potential 

significant impacts requiring such measures. On the contrary, the Project will ensure that any contamination 

remedy involving a cover on HPS does not preclude maintenance of burrowing animals on the site. 

The commenter also suggests that restoration of grassland areas entirely to native grasses is unlikely to be 

successful, as non-native plants will invade these grasslands. The applicant recognizes the potential 

difficulty in preventing invasions, but will still commit to managing these grasslands with the intent of 

controlling invasions by non-native plants. The Lead Agencies disagree with the commenter’s suggestion 

that plant invasions of these grasslands will be so great that the new grasslands will not provide habitat 

values superior to the existing, highly disturbed grasslands. For example, restored native bunchgrass habitat 

at Sunnyvale Baylands Park in Sunnyvale has been maintained for more than a decade despite the 

abundance of surrounding non-native grassland, and such native grassland provides habitat that is used by 

a variety of birds and mammals. 

The commenter makes suggestions regarding modifications to the Project layout to reduce impacts to 

grasslands, then suggests that residual impacts to grasslands be mitigated by creation of grasslands at other, 

smaller sites in San Francisco. There is no evidence that creation of grasslands at other locations, especially 

other locations lacking the space for contiguous grassland management that will be present along the 

southern portion of HPS, would be more successful at creating high-quality grassland habitat than where 

such restoration is proposed on HPS. 

The commenter suggests that the Yosemite Slough bridge and its approach roads will constrain movement 

of terrestrial animals between portions of the CPSRA and around the Project site as a whole. Impact BI-2 

in the Draft EIR acknowledges that the Project will result in impacts to movement by less mobile species. 
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However, as discussed in Master Response 3 (Impacts of the Project on Yosemite Slough [Biological 

Resources]), the Yosemite Slough bridge has been designed to provide areas where wildlife can move under 

the bridge, and above the high tide line, to allow movement of wildlife past the bridge and its approach 

roads to continue. 

The commenter suggests that large numbers of migratory birds may be impacted by vehicular strikes on 

the Project site. While some such mortality may occur, vehicle speeds on the Project site are not expected 

to be so high that bird-vehicle collisions will be frequent, and restrictions on use of the Yosemite Slough 

bridge to buses except on a limited number of game-days will further limit the potential for bird-vehicle 

collisions on the bridge. Furthermore, the benefits to birds of the substantial revegetation proposed by the 

Project will more than offset the low level of avian mortality expected to occur as a result of the Project. 

Response to Comment 64-5 

The commenter suggests that the removal of 23.5 acres of land from the CPSRA is a significant impact 

that was not adequately analyzed in the Draft EIR; that wildlife impacts from increased human use of the 

SRA were not adequately analyzed; and that the loss of 5.13 acres of grassland in the CPSRA is significant. 

In the Draft EIR, Impact BI-2 did discuss the potential impacts of increased human use of the site on page 

III.N-50, as follows: 

… Common species and habitats would be affected through the removal and construction of 
buildings, removal of trees, shoreline improvements, installation of trails, roads, and other facilities, 
construction and operation of the stadium and Yosemite Slough bridge, increased foot and vehicular 
traffic, installation of towers, and operation of stadium lights. … 

And also (regarding impacts to reptiles and amphibians on page III.N-53): 

Local abundance of these species may decline in some areas due to a reduction in dispersal (resulting 
from trails, roads, and increased vehicular traffic and human presence) and possibly increased 
vehicular mortality, but all six of these species are regionally abundant, and the Project’s impacts 
would have a negligible effect on regional populations. … 

And also (regarding impacts to birds on page III.N-53): 

… Increased human use of the Project site may reduce abundance in aquatic habitats along the 
immediate shoreline, but ample aquatic habitat is present around the Project site, and, even without 
restoration, no substantial changes in common waterbird abundance (particularly relative to regional 
populations) are expected as a result of the Project. 

As discussed previously, the restoration and management of 43 acres of grassland on HPS specifically for 

grassland associated wildlife species will adequately offset impacts to 48 acres of highly invaded, and in 

many areas heavily disturbed, grassland on CPSRA and HPS combined. 
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 Letter 65: Joshua, Nyese (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 65-1 

This comment primarily contains introductory, closing, or general background information and is not a 

direct comment on environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. No response is 

required. However, with respect to hazardous conditions at the Project site, refer to Section III.K (Hazards 

and Hazardous Materials) of the Draft EIR, as well as to Master Response 7 (Liquefaction), Master 

Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process), Master Response 10 (Pile Driving through Contaminated 

Soil), Master Response 11 (Parcel E-2 Landfill), Master Response 12 (Naturally Occurring Asbestos), 

Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup), Master Response 14 (Unrestricted Use 

Alternative), Master Response 15 (Proposition P and the Precautionary Principle), Master Response 16 

(Notification Regarding Environmental Restrictions and Other Cleanup Issues), and Master Response 17 

(Enforcement of Environmental Restrictions and Mitigation Measures), which also discuss hazardous 

materials, pile driving through contamination, conditions at the Parcel E-2 landfill, cleanup to unrestricted 

use (Proposition P), naturally occurring asbestos, ubiquitous metals issues, HPS radiation cleanup and 

restrictions, status of HPS CERCLA process, process for decisions and responsibility for cleanup, and 

notification regarding restrictions, contaminations, and releases or violations of mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment 65-2 

Refer to Response to Comment 84-11 regarding the public review period and the opportunities for public 

input. 

The public noticing process for this Project has been in full compliance with the CEQA Guidelines, and 

has gone beyond the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15087(a), which requires at least one of 

the following methods: in a newspaper of general circulation; in the area where the project is to be located; 

or direct mailing to owners and occupants of property contiguous to the project site. In addition to 

notifying responsible or trustee agencies, the Bayview Hunters Point communities were notified (all 

occupants and owners of zip code 94124, including the commenter). The City also published notices in 

the San Francisco Examiner. Surveys of residents to determine whether they are informed about the Project 

are beyond the requirements of the CEQA Guidelines. 

Below is a description of the noticing process for the NOP and scoping meetings, and the same process 

was used to notice the availability of the November 2009 Draft EIR, as well as the public hearings on the 

Draft EIR. Chapter I (Introduction), Draft EIR page I-8, states: 

The Agency and the City distributed the NOP on August 31, 2007, announcing its intent to prepare 
and distribute an EIR (refer to Appendix A [Notice of Preparation (NOP) and NOP Comments]). 
The NOP was distributed to responsible or trustee agencies in accordance with Section 15082 of the 
CEQA Guidelines. In addition, the NOP was also sent to organizations, companies, and/or 
individuals that the Agency and the City believed might have an interest in the Project. A copy of 
the NOP is included in Appendix A1 to this EIR. … 



C&R-932 

E. Comments and Responses 

E.2. Individual Responses 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Final EIR Volume V 
August 2017 

Response to Comment 65-3 

The Project has been planned to provide a variety of mixed uses that will provide employment and housing 

opportunities in a transit-oriented development. The Project was designed based on short- and long-term 

foreseeable economic and industry trends. It is anticipated that R&D space will continue to be in demand, 

despite the current economic downturn, as new technologies are developed. The Project is an integrated 

development that will be attractive to prospective employers given its proximity to transit. 

Response to Comment 65-4 

With respect to contamination on Candlestick Point Section III.K.2 (Setting Results of Environmental 

Investigations at Candlestick Point), page III.K-8 of the Draft EIR, states: 

According to the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) EnviroStor and State 
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) Geotracker online databases, there are currently no 
known, unremediated, or active hazardous materials release sites at Candlestick Point.276,277 

As such, no remediation is anticipated to be required at the Candlestick Point area. 

Refer also to Master Response 7 (Liquefaction), Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise), Master Response 9 

(Status of the CERCLA Process), Master Response 12 (Naturally Occurring Asbestos), and Master 

Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup) for a discussion of liquefaction, sea level rise, the CERCLA 

process, and proposed further cleanup. 

Response to Comment 65-5 

Refer to Response to Comment 43-4 for a discussion of potential property acquisitions associated with 

roadway improvements identified for the Project. 

Response to Comment 65-6 

The proposed transportation changes, the Project’s impacts to transportation, and mitigation measures to 

eliminate or reduce severity of impacts, where feasible, were presented in Section III.D (Transportation and 

Circulation) of the Draft EIR. Additional detail regarding transportation-related changes associated with the 

Project was provided in the Project’s Transportation Study, included as Appendix D of the Draft EIR. Refer 

to Master Response 18 (Transit Mitigation Measures) for details regarding proposed roadway configuration 

and mitigation measures designed to reduce transit delays. Refer to Response to Comment 43-2, which 

describes the timing of the BTIP Draft EIR, which is unpublished at this time, relative to this Draft EIR. 

Transportation-related construction impacts were presented in Impact TR-1, beginning on page III.D-67. 

Response to Comment 65-7 

The commenter suggests that the “transportation EIR” has not been completed. Section III.D 

(Transportation and Circulation) of the Draft EIR describes the transportation-related impacts of the 

Project. It is possible the commenter was referring to the BTIP Draft EIR, which has not been published. 

Refer to Response to Comment 43-2, which describes the timing of the BTIP Draft EIR relative to this 

Draft EIR. 
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The TDM program would be funded by revenues generated by the Project, through homeowners 

association dues, rents, etc. The commenter is correct that the BAAQMD is currently working on 

guidelines for measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, the policies included in the TDM plan are 

generally considered among the best practices with respect to managing travel demand. 

Response to Comment 65-8 

Parking impacts were described in Impact TR-35. As noted in Table III.D-20 (Summary of Project Parking 

Demand and Maximum Permitted Supply) and Table III.D-21 (Summary of Project Parking Shortfalls for 

No Minimum and Maximum Permitted Supply) the Project would result in a shortfall of parking of at least 

2,316 spaces. Providing fewer parking spaces than expected peak demands is consistent with the City’s 

“Transit First” policy and would likely serve to reduce automobile travel to and from the Project. However, 

as described on page III.D-124, it is possible that some drivers would seek available parking in the Bayview 

residential areas, increasing the peak occupancies of adjacent streets. 

However, as also noted in the Draft EIR, the City of San Francisco does not consider parking supply a 

permanent physical condition, and changes in parking supply would not be a significant environmental 

impact under CEQA, but rather a social effect. Therefore, Impact TR-35 was determined to be less than 

significant. 

The commenter notes that the City has been reducing its workforce of parking meter attendants and 

requests additional information related to the collection of parking fees for non-residential uses. SFMTA 

will continue to enforce parking meters in the Project area, similar to the rest of the City. Parking meter 

revenues are collected by SFMTA and go directly into SFMTA’s budget. 

Response to Comment 65-9 

Transit priority signals would be equipped with devices to anticipate arrivals of transit vehicles, so that 

signal timings could be dynamically adjusted to improve the likelihood that transit vehicles get a “green” 

light. Similar systems have been deployed on other transit preferential streets in San Francisco, including 

Third Street and Mission Street. The effects to drivers at a given intersection are generally very minor; 

however, along an entire transit corridor, where the benefits to transit are cumulative, the technology can 

provide substantial improvements to transit travel times and reliability. 

Response to Comment 65-10 

The EIR and the Transportation Plan do not anticipate major changes to the TDM elements proposed as 

part of the Project. However, as the Project builds out and local, Citywide, and regional transportation 

patterns change, the TDM coordinator would have the flexibility to adjust the TDM Plan to better respond 

to traveler’s needs and to get the best use out of the funding available. 

Response to Comment 65-11 

The forecasts for vehicle travel, transit usage, and bicycling and walking in the Draft EIR are based on 

forecasting models developed using the best scientific data available and have been validated based on 

observed behavior in the Bayview neighborhood and other neighborhoods in San Francisco. 
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The Project’s TDM Plan, which would be approved as part of the Disposition and Development 

Agreement, would include a provision for monitoring the effectiveness of congestion-reducing and traffic-

calming measures. As part of the annual monitoring of the measures and programs, the on-site coordinator, 

would, in cooperation with SFMTA, review the effectiveness of the Project’s transportation measures and 

other traffic calming measures implemented in the project vicinity. If warranted, the on-site coordinator 

and SFMTA would consider implementation of additional traffic-calming and congestion-alleviating 

measures. Refer to Master Response 18 (Transit Mitigation Measures) for additional details and clarity on 

proposed mitigation measures designed to reduce transit delays and what would occur in the event that 

implementation of those mitigation measures would not adequately reduce delays. 

Response to Comment 65-12 

As shown in Figure III.B-3 of the Draft EIR, the Yosemite Slough bridge would serve as an open space 

amenity in that it would encourage pedestrian and bicycle access, along with transit (e.g., bus) access, 

through the use of a combination of hardscape (i.e., paved) and softscape (i.e., grassy) features. 

Figure III.B-3 has been revised in Response to Comment 31-3 to indicate the proposed Bay Trail around 

the Yosemite Slough. Within the width of the bridge, the wheel tracks would be paved, while strips in the 

center of the lane would be planted with grass. The bicycle and pedestrian paths would also have a 

combination of paved and unpaved surfaces, which would be complementary to the portion of the bridge 

intended for transit. The planted areas would either be stabilized with soil reinforcing fibers similar to in 

the dual-use lawn areas, which would provide shear strength to the soil, thereby minimizing rutting and 

potholes, or, alternatively, these areas could use a concrete turf block system that would not experience 

rutting or potholes. 

In terms of oil and grease expected to be deposited by buses or cars, the grassy areas would be effective in 

breaking down pollutants, akin to the use of bioswales and stormwater planters in retention or detention 

basins. However, in the event that there are oil and grease spills, which would be more extensive that that 

deposited by normal use, some maintenance or replacement of the plantings may be required. Further, in 

terms of maintenance, the Yosemite Slough bridge, and other roadways, bikeways, and pedestrian walkways 

throughout the City would be maintained, as deemed necessary, by the City’s Department of Public Works. 

Response to Comment 65-13 

Figure III.D-13 on page III.D-128 of the Draft EIR presents the Stadium Game Day Traffic Control Plan. 

Figure III.D-13 has been revised in Response to Comment 7-17 to reflect a transit only lane along Harney 

Way to Bayshore Boulevard This figure illustrates 26 intersections throughout the Project area and the 

Bayview neighborhood that would be either manually controlled from within the Stadium’s Transportation 

Management System or by an on-site Traffic Control Officer. The manual control would allow for efficient 

egress of game attendees from the stadium. 

As noted in the Draft EIR, post-game traffic congestion would be severe immediately following games. 

However, the purpose of the proposed traffic signal control system is to improve the efficiency of traffic 

egress from the stadium, thereby minimizing the amount of time that the existing adjacent neighborhood 

is affected by game day traffic. 
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Response to Comment 65-14 

The signals that would be operated from within the stadium Transportation Management Center would be 

connected to each other and to the center via underground fiber-optic wires. This is the same technology 

that SFMTA uses in other parts of the City to connect traffic signals to their main Transportation 

Management Center. The proposed Transportation Management Center within the stadium has been 

coordinated with SFMTA and SFPD, who have agreed that this is the preferred approach. The system 

would be similar to the Transportation Management Center currently operational at AT&T Park, which 

operates on baseball game days. 

Funding for the capital improvements for the Transportation Management Center, the new traffic signals, and 

their connections to the Transportation Management Center would be provided by the Project Applicant. 

Operations of signals on game days would be controlled by SFMTA and SFPD officers. Funding for game day 

operation of the Transportation Management Center would be provided by the San Francisco 49ers. 

Response to Comment 65-15 

The comment is an introductory remark to Comments 65-16 through 65-21. No further response to this 

comment required. Refer to Responses to Comments 65-16 through 65-21. 

Response to Comment 65-16 

Refer to Response to Comment 50-28, which describes revenue sources for SFMTA to operate expanded 

transit services to the neighborhood. The budget projects that Project-generated revenues would exceed 

the costs of providing services (including transit service), resulting in a surplus of revenue to the City for 

at least 30 years. As part of the Project approval process, SFMTA will be asked to approve transit service 

changes as envisioned in the Project transit service plan. 

Response to Comment 65-17 

The transit infrastructure proposed by the Project was described in the Draft EIR on pages III.D-40 

through III.D-50. Infrastructure includes new transit vehicles, the Hunters Point Transit Center, Bus Rapid 

Transit facilities, the Yosemite Slough bridge, Transit Priority Signals along Palou Avenue and the Bus 

Rapid Transit route. 

The existing routes that would have increased frequency are described in the Draft EIR on pages III.D-48 

to III.D-50. In summary, the Project would include frequency improvements to the following routes: 

■ 24-Divisadero 

■ 29-Sunset 

■ 48-Quintara-24th Street 

In addition, although not part of the Project, frequencies on the T-Third would increase as part of the 

Central Subway project. The Project would also include three new transit routes: 

■ Candlestick Point Express (CPX) 

■ Hunters Point Express (HPX) 

■ New Bus Rapid Transit connecting to Balboa Park BART Station (28L-19th Avenue) 
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Refer also to Response to Comment 50-28 and Response to Comment 65-16, which describe revenue 

sources for operating expanded transit services to the neighborhood. 

Response to Comment 65-18 

As described on pages III.D-48 and III.D-50 in the Draft EIR, the Project would include new express 

service to Downtown San Francisco from Candlestick Point (via the new CPX) and Hunters Point (via the 

new HPX). These routes would make stops within the Project site, and just outside the Project site (the 

CPX would include stops at Executive Park along Harney Way and the HPX would include stops near 

Area C/India Basin), before continuing with express (non-stop) service to Downtown San Francisco. 

Refer also to Response to Comment 50-28 and Response to Comment 65-16, which describe revenue 

sources for operating expanded transit services to the neighborhood. 

Response to Comment 65-19 

Refer to Response to Comment 52-6 regarding the definition of “transit priority technology,” plans for 

extension of the 24-Divisadero and potential extension of overhead wires. 

The commenter also requests information regarding the extent to which residents have been informed of 

proposals. Over the past three years (as of the date of publication of this document), City staff have 

conducted more than 236 public meetings and workshops on the Project. In spring 2008, City staff held a 

series of four land use workshops on transportation, urban design and open space, which included the 

referenced proposal for Palou Avenue. Additionally, the City has conducted numerous Transportation 

Plan workshops with committees of both the PAC and CAC. Feedback has generally expressed a desire 

for better transit service, improved pedestrian amenities, and concern regarding project traffic impacts. 

The commenter asks how the extension of the 24-Divisadero along Palou Avenue would affect residents 

of Palou Avenue and other adjacent streets. SFMTA Service Planning staff recommend the extension of 

the 24-Divisadero line, including the overhead wires, since it has been part of that agency’s long-term 

transportation plan, supported by voters in 2003’s Proposition K. For this Project, the extension of the 

24-Divisadero provides a quiet, zero-emission and direct link to Bernal Heights, the central Mission, the 

Fairmont/outer Noe Valley area, the Castro (and Muni Metro subway), NoPa, Western Addition, the 

hospital hub along the Geary Corridor, and the Pacific Heights neighborhood that no other Muni line 

extension would provide, and does so without requiring a transfer. The impacts associated with the Project, 

including the proposed extension of the 24-Divsadero were described in Section III.D of the Draft EIR, 

particularly on Draft EIR pages III.D-106 to III.D-109, and III.D-125 to III.D-126. The impacts 

specifically of extending the overhead wires for the 24-Divisadero were found to be less than significant. 

In summer 2009, several street-specific community workshops were held in the Bayview Hunters Point 

and India Basin areas with focus on design and engineering treatment options for Palou Avenue among 

other corridors, and input from which has led to the final design decision for this street and the transit 

service of the 24-Divisadero line. 
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Response to Comment 65-20 

The reference to the 54-Felton operating on Palou Avenue was a typographical error. The reference should 

be to the 44-O’Shaughnessy. In response to the comment, the text in Section II.E (Project Characteristics), 

page II-41, Item E, has been revised as follows: 

E. Palou Avenue Transit Preferential Street. One Muni line (24-Divisadero) would be 
extended along Palou Avenue to serve Hunters Point Shipyard Transit Center. Transit 
priority technology would be installed on Palou Avenue including installation of new traffic 
signals. This would improve transit travel times and reliability on the 24-Divisadero and also 
the 23-Monterey and 54-Felton 44-O’Shaughnessy, which would continue to operate on 
Palou Avenue but would not be extended into the Project. 

The revised text is consistent with the description in the Transportation Study. The error was purely 

typographical and does not affect the transportation analysis. 

Response to Comment 65-21 

Refer to Response to Comment 65-18 for discussion of the proposed CPX and HPX Downtown Express 

routes. The Downtown Express routes would be new routes, and would not affect existing transit routes. 

Pages III.D-48 and III.D-50 in the Draft EIR describe the proposed travel routes. 

Response to Comment 65-22 

In general, street lighting improves pedestrian visibility and personal security. It improves safety by allowing 

pedestrians and drivers to see each other. Streetscape improvements and street lighting could also lead to 

reductions in crime and fear of crime, and increased pedestrian street use after dark115. 

In terms of lighting, pages III.E-69 through III.E-76 of the Draft EIR discusses the various types of 

lighting that would be provided at the Project site, including street lighting, lighting for public areas, security 

lighting, lighting for parking areas, lighting to highlight architectural elements, landscaping lighting, and 

building tenant and Project signage. In terms of providing adequate lighting that is also sensitive to 

environmental concerns, mitigation measure MM AE-7a.1 requires that lighting direction, lighting fixtures, 

and screening walls minimize light spill, and mitigation measure MM AE-7a.2 requires the use of low-level 

lighting. Further, as stated on page III.B-32 of the Draft EIR, the Project shall use “energy-efficient street 

lighting.” 

Response to Comment 65-23 

Refer to Response to Comment 35-5 for a discussion of the adequacy of the off-site water system to deliver 

water to the Project site. The proposed off-site water distribution system would consist of 30- and 24-inch 

mains that will tie in to an existing 16-inch distribution main at four locations: Thornton Avenue, Williams 

Avenue, Paul Avenue, and Salinas Avenue. The improvements would occur in rights-of-way. All business 

owners would be notified by the Project Applicant in advance of any street blockages or other physical 

barriers that could affect customers’ ability to patronize these businesses. 

                                                 
115 Landscape and Urban Planning magazine, Volume 35, Issues 2-3, pages 193-201. 



C&R-938 

E. Comments and Responses 

E.2. Individual Responses 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Final EIR Volume V 
August 2017 

Response to Comment 65-24 

Page IV-182 of the Draft EIR, second paragraph, under Variant 4: Utilities Variant, states that 

The wastewater treatment plants would use membrane bioreactors (MBRs) to treat 
wastewater, via a series of screens, anoxic and aerobic bioreactors which remove solids and 
convert nitrogen and ammonia compounds), a membrane filter, and disinfection via exposure 
to ultraviolet light … 

Page IV-182 of the Draft EIR goes on to say, also in the second paragraph: 

… With approximately 1.1 mgd of anticipated wastewater flows, and assuming a 5 percent 
loss (via sludge disposal), the eleven decentralized plants would generate approximately 
1.05 mgd of reclaimed water.1258 

The timing of the supply of recycled water is described on Draft EIR page III.Q-5, third paragraph, under 

the description of the Local Water Supply Improvements. Relative to recycled water, the Draft EIR states: 

… Currently, the SFPUC is conducting a recycled water demand assessment on the east side 
of San Francisco. The assessment examines the potential uses of recycled water for irrigation, 
toilet flushing, and commercial applications. 

The ultimate timing of the build-out of a recycled water facility to serve the Project depends on several 

factors and the successful completion of a number of phases. In the near term, SFPUC staff anticipates 

engaging in preliminary technical analysis regarding the siting of recycled water facilities to serve the 

Project, as well as other customers on the eastside of the City. These preliminary studies would be followed 

by a formal analysis of alternatives and identification of the preferred option, conceptual design, 

environmental review, detailed design, contracting, and construction. The SFPUC is interested in providing 

reclaimed water to appropriate uses within the Project site at the earliest practicable date relative to the 

occupancy of the development by a critical mass of reclaimed water users116. 

As reinforced under the topic of Water Conservation, Draft EIR page III.Q-5, last paragraph, states: 

In addition, the SFPUC is increasing its water conservation programs in an effort to achieve new 
water savings by 2018, consistent with the Phased Water Supply Improvement Program. The 
supplying of reclaimed water could be a component of the water conservation programs. … 

Refer also to Response to Comment 86-4. 

Response to Comment 65-25 

As stated in mitigation measure MM UT-2 on Draft EIR page III.Q-18, which is provided in its entirety below, 

the Auxiliary Water Supply System (AWSS) shall be installed prior to the issuance of occupancy permits: 

MM UT-2 Auxiliary Water Supply System. Prior to issuance of occupancy permits, as part of the 
Infrastructure Plan to be approved, the Project Applicant shall construct an Auxiliary Water 
Supply System (AWSS) loop within Candlestick Point to connect to the City’s planned extension 
of the off-site system off-site on Gilman Street from Ingalls Street to Candlestick Point. The Project 
Applicant shall construct an additional AWSS loop on HPS Phase II to connect to the existing 
system at Earl Street and Innes Avenue and at Palou and Griffith Avenues, with looped service 
along Spear Avenue/Crisp Road. 

                                                 
116 Personal communication between Michael Martin of the SFPUC and Derek Adams of the City and County of San 
Francisco Department of Public Works on March 12, 2010. 
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In general, infrastructure will be installed as development occurs, as illustrated by Figure II-16 of the Draft 

EIR. (Figure II-16 has been revised in Section F [Draft EIR Revisions] to reflect that site preparation 

activities would occur 1 to 2 years later than originally planned.) Lennar Urban is responsible for installation 

of the necessary infrastructure to support the Project. The Infrastructure Plan is described in Section II.E.4 

as part of the Project Description. Further, the MMRP designates Lennar Urban (the Project Applicant) 

as the entity responsible for the implementation of mitigation measure MM UT-2, which includes the 

planning and design, construction, and operation of the on-site AWSS as specifically defined in the 

Infrastructure Plan. As further described in the MMRP, the City will be responsible for enforcement and 

monitoring of the AWSS, as well as the construction of the off-site improvements necessary to complete 

the system. In terms of notification, the community has been notified of this component of the Project as 

part of the overall environmental review and entitlement process. 

Response to Comment 65-26 

Comment noted. The quote from the Draft EIR is responded to in Response to Comment 65-27. 

Response to Comment 65-27 

Regulatory agency approved work plans will be developed for directing this work and will include measures 

for monitoring and managing hazardous materials and transporting impacted material appropriately, if 

present. Refer to Impacts HZ-1b, HZ-2a.2, HZ-8, HZ-10, HZ-12, and HZ-15 and mitigation measures 

MM HZ-1b, MM HZ-2a.2, and MM HZ-10b for further details. 

Response to Comment 65-28 

Refer to Response to Comment 43-4 for a discussion of potential property acquisitions associated with 

construction and/or implementation of the Project. There are five blocks with privately owned parcels 

which, if not acquired by the developer, would be allowed to develop via an owner Participation Agreement 

in a manner consistent with the BVHP Redevelopment Plan or allowed to continue under their existing 

use as a non-conforming use. Of these blocks, one block zoned RH-2 is vacant and there are no residences 

on the four other blocks zoned M-1 (which are contiguous). There would be no displacement of residents 

or businesses unless they agree to sale of the property. 

Response to Comment 65-29 

As stated on Draft EIR page II-50, last paragraph: 

Demolition activities at Candlestick Point would include demolition of the existing Candlestick Park 
Stadium, associated parking lots, existing infrastructure, and structures on adjacent properties to be 
acquired, as well as demolition of the Alice Griffith public housing. Minor utilities would be 
abandoned in place or removed if they would interfere with installation of new infrastructure. Those 
include existing small-diameter combined sewer, the CPSRA sewer force main, storm drainage 
facilities, and low-pressure water main. Lennar Urban would be responsible for all demolition at 
Candlestick Point. 

Demolition activities are described in Draft EIR Section II.F.1 (Abatement and Demolition), which is 

provided on pages II-50 through II-55 and includes associated tables and figures. 
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Response to Comment 65-30 

The comment is acknowledged. No response is required. 

Response to Comment 65-31 

The City will not accept transfer of any property until the radiological cleanup, including radiologically 

impacted buildings, has been completed and approved by the regulatory agencies. Refer also to Master 

Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process) and Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup) 

for a discussion of the radiological investigation and cleanup process. 

Response to Comment 65-32 

Refer to Response to Comment 66-17 regarding radiological contamination of the site. Refer also to Master 

Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup) for further detail on radiological cleanup and ICs. 

Response to Comment 65-33 

If soil exceeds the cleanup level developed as part of the CERCLA process (refer to Master Response 9 

[Status of CERCLA Process]) it would be managed and transported offsite for disposal at an appropriately 

licensed disposal facility in accordance with state and federal laws as indicated on page III.K-40 of the 

Draft EIR. Refer to Impacts HZ-1, HZ-3, and HZ-6 and mitigation measures MM HZ-1b. 

Response to Comment 65-34 

Refer to Master Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process), Master Response 10 (Pile Driving though 

Contaminated Soil), Master Response 11 (Parcel E-2 Landfill), Master Response 12 (Naturally Occurring 

Asbestos), Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup), Master Response 14 (Unrestricted Use 

Alternative), Master Response 15 (Proposition P and the Precautionary Principle), Master Response 16 

(Notification Regarding Environmental Restrictions and Other Cleanup Issues), and Master Response 17 

(Enforcement of Environmental Restrictions and Mitigation Measures) for a comprehensive discussion of 

cleanup on the HPS Phase II site, who will be responsible for the cleanup, the Parcel E-2 landfill, 

notification procedures, and site restrictions. 

Response to Comment 65-35 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) about the methodology for evaluating sea level rise. As 

reported in Response to Comment 52-4, soil will be imported from approved sources and will meet the 

guidelines for construction fill as specified by local, regional, and state guidelines. The type and extent of 

testing specified by these permits and guidelines will be followed. Transportation will be by truck and/or 

barge. California Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), 

has identified procedures to minimize the possibility of introducing contaminated soil onto a site that 

requires imported fill material. In addition, Amendments to San Francisco Health Code Article 31, to 

include all of Hunters Point Shipyard, will require the preparation of a Soil Importation Plan that describes 

the procedures to be used to ensure that imported soil does not exceed established thresholds. 
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Response to Comment 65-36 

This comment contains introductory, closing, or general background information that does not contain a 

direct comment on environmental issues. No response is required. Further, while the commenter generally 

refers to incorrect maps and incorrect street references, there is no specific reference to where there is a 

potential inaccuracy; therefore, no response can be provided. 
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 Letter 66: Tello, Juana (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 66-1 

Refer to Master Response 5 (Health of Bayview Hunters Point Community) for a discussion of health 

disparities in HPS/Bayview Area. 

Response to Comment 66-2 

The comment correctly cites the Draft EIR; therefore, the comment is acknowledged. No response is 

required. 

Response to Comment 66-3 

Refer to Master Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process) and Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer 

Shipyard Cleanup) for a discussion of the radiological investigation and cleanup process. 

Response to Comment 66-4 

Refer to Master Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process), Master Response 11 (Parcel E-2 Landfill), 

and Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup) for a discussion of the radiological investigation 

and cleanup process. 

Response to Comment 66-5 

Soil and groundwater contamination and cleanup are addressed as part of the CERCLA process (refer to 

Master Response 9 [Status of CERCLA Process] and Master Response 13 [Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup]). 

Barring a seismic or earth moving event (refer to Master Response 6 [Seismic Hazards] and Master 

Response 7 [Liquefaction]), soil typically remains in place though contaminants in soil may leach to 

groundwater or volatilize into soil gas and then migrate depending on the chemicals and conditions present. 

The CERCLA investigation and cleanup process takes these factors into account in developing protective 

remediation and monitoring programs which are approved by state and federal regulatory agencies. 

Response to Comment 66-6 

For diagrams on the current conditions at Parcels E and E-2 refer to Barajas and Associates, Final Revised 

Remedial Investigation Report for Parcel E Hunters Point Shipyard, May 2, 2008; and Engineering/Remediation 

Resources Group, Draft Final Revised Remedial Investigation Feasibility Study Report for Parcel E-2, February 1, 

2009. These reports are on file for public review at the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, One South 

Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor as part of File No. ER06.05.07, or at the Planning Department, 1650 

Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, CA, 94103 as part of File No. 2007.0946E. The future 

Remedial Designs for Parcels E and E-2 will detail the methods, such as excavation, and specifications, 

such as depths, to be used in cleanup of these parcels. 
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Response to Comment 66-7 

Refer to Master Response 14 (Unrestricted Use Alternative) and Master Response 15 (Proposition P and 

the Precautionary Principle) for discussions of an unrestricted use alternative and Proposition P, 

respectively. 

Response to Comment 66-8 

As the Draft EIR states in Impact HZ-8, the FFA Signatories overseeing the remediation program have 

required various interim measures to be put in place in areas of ongoing remediation to ensure persons 

outside ongoing remediation sites are not at risk. Securing areas still undergoing remediation with fencing 

is one standard security measure required. The purpose of the fence is to provide site security, preventing 

unauthorized access (refer to Table III.K-2, Methods to Reduce Effects of Conventional 

Excavation/Temporary Stockpiling). The fence is not intended to prevent airborne contaminants from 

spreading; other measures discussed in Impacts HZ-6b and HZ-15 serve that purpose. Figure II-16 

presents the proposed site preparation schedule. Refer to this figure, and note that fencing will be one of 

many measures used whenever any of the depicted sites have ongoing physical remediation. (Figure II-16 

has been revised in Section F [Draft EIR Revisions] to reflect that site preparation activities would occur 

1 to 2 years later than originally planned.) 

The remediation work will be conducted following Remedial Design work plans or Risk Management Plans 

that have been approved by regulatory agencies and will outline the methods that will be used to minimize 

dust emissions. The Remedial Designs will specify the details for the fencing to be used and will include 

plans and diagrams outlining where the fencing will be placed relative to occupied and public areas. A 

typical fence used for this purpose would be wire mesh fencing approximately 7.5 feet tall with the fence 

posts encased in concrete if the fence will remain in place for an extended length of time. The fence will 

be signed with notification that hazardous materials are present and who to contact for more information. 

Refer to Impacts HZ-1a, HZ-2a, HZ-10, HZ-12, HZ-15, and HZ-17 and mitigation measures MM HZ-1a, 

MM HZ-2a.1, MM HZ-10a, MM HZ-10b, MM HZ-12, MM HZ-15, and MM HZ-17 for further details. 

Refer to Master Response 16 (Notification Regarding Environmental Restrictions and Other Cleanup 

Issues) for a discussion of notice provisions for occupants. 

Many factors are used to determine how development is phased, but in all instances, development will not 

occur in a location if doing so would be inconsistent with the restrictions on the parcel as required by the 

Navy cleanup documents approved by the regulatory agencies. As stated in the Draft EIR, those 

restrictions are designed to protect not only occupants and visitors on the parcel itself, but also those on 

nearby property (Section III.K.4, page III.K-73). As to the remediation of Parcels E and E-2, the Navy 

controls that remediation, and it is not a part of the Project. A timeline with the requested specificity is not 

available at this time, but refer to Impact HZ-8 for more detail on the handling of related impacts. 

The criteria used in determining the development timeline include the amount of environmental 

investigation that has been conducted, the contamination present on each parcel and the cleanup that has 

been completed to date. Master Response 9 (Status of CERLCA Process) presents a summary of the 

CERCLA cleanup process and the status of each parcel in the various stages of the CERLCA cleanup 

process. Parcels B and G have decision documents or Records of Decision completed and approved by 
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the regulatory agencies, have already undergone cleanup actions, and are undergoing remedial design for 

final cleanup. These parcels will gain closure from the regulatory agencies once cleanup has been completed 

at which time property transfer and redevelopment can commence. Parcels which are still undergoing 

decision document preparation will not be ready for transfer until cleanup has been completed and 

approved at some date in the future. 

Figure II-17 (Proposed Building and Parks Construction Schedule) of the Draft EIR illustrates the phasing 

of parks and open space relative to the other development proposed as part of the Project. The first two 

phases of development, expected to be completed by 2023, would develop HPS with residential uses, 

neighborhood retail, approximately half of research and development uses, artists’ studios/art center, more 

than half of community services uses, and a stadium. By 2027, the same types of uses would be completed 

at Candlestick Point (but without a stadium). Therefore, neighborhood services would be developed as 

residential uses are developed. (Figure II-17 has been revised in Section F [Draft EIR Revisions] to reflect 

that building construction activities would occur 1 to 2 years later than originally planned.) 

Response to Comment 66-9 

The comment that building renovations are likely to expose Bret Hart Elementary School to hazardous 

building materials mischaracterizes the analysis in the Draft EIR. As the commenter notes, Section III.K.4, 

Draft EIR page III.K-105, states that: 

… Demolition or renovation of existing structures could result in potential exposure of students, 
teachers, staff, and visitors at the school to hazardous building materials during construction, without 
proper abatement procedures. … 

That statement is offered to describe Impact HZ-18a, which is considered less than significant with 

mitigation. The Draft EIR continues: 

… To reduce the potential for the school site to be exposed to hazardous air emissions, the Project 
would comply with regulations and guidelines pertaining to abatement of and protection from 
exposure to asbestos and lead, as discussed under Section III.K.3 (Regulatory Framework) would be 
complied with, as appropriate. Implementation of applicable regulations and standards would ensure 
that hazardous air emissions from structures to be demolished would be minimized. Therefore, 
impacts would be less than significant, and no additional mitigation is required. 

For a discussion of dust monitoring under the Dust Control Plan and Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan as 

well as clarification of protocols for providing notification to property owners, schools, and residents under 

the plans, refer to Master Response 12 (Naturally Occurring Asbestos), and Master Response 16 

(Notification Regarding Environmental Restrictions and Other Cleanup Issues). 

Also refer to Impacts HZ-2a.2, HZ-10, and HZ-15 and mitigation measures MM HZ-2a.2 and MM HZ-10 

for further details. 

Response to Comment 66-10 

As stated in Response to Comment 66-8, the purpose of the fence is to restrict access to the remediation 

area. The fence will not be used to prevent airborne contaminants from spreading. The remediation work 

will be conducted following remedial action work plans or Risk Management Plans that have been 

approved by regulatory agencies and will outline the methods that will be used to minimize dust emissions 
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and manage risks associated with the remediation activities. Required worker training and worker protective 

gear to be used to protect workers from radiological and other contaminants will be outlined in Project-

specific Health and Safety Plans. Potential risks to residents on neighboring parcels will be managed 

through proper site control, monitoring and regulatory oversight. Monitoring results will be available to 

the community through Navy and City community participation programs and through regulatory agencies. 

Refer to Master Response 16 (Notification Regarding Environmental Restrictions and Other Cleanup 

Issues) for a discussion of additional notice requirements to be implemented in the community. 

Monitoring will take place as determined necessary by the BAAQMD pursuant to mitigation measure 

MM HZ-15. It is likely that monitoring will be performed by private contractors under the supervision of 

government agencies. For a discussion of dust monitoring under the Dust Control Plan and Asbestos Dust 

Mitigation Plan, as well as clarification of protocols for providing notification to property owners, schools, and 

residents under the plans, refer to Master Response 12 (Naturally Occurring Asbestos), and Master Response 16 

(Notification Regarding Environmental Restrictions and Other Cleanup Issues). Also refer to Impacts HZ-

2a.2, HZ-10, and HZ-15 and mitigation measures MM HZ-2a.2 and MM HZ-10 for further details. 

The Navy’s remediation of Parcels E and E-2 and the Occupational Safety and Health Agency (OSHA) 

requirements pertaining to that work are not part of the Project. Remediation work on sites containing 

radiological contamination is ongoing as part of the Navy cleanup program. That remediation work and 

the OSHA requirements applicable to it are not part of the Project. Prior to property transfer and 

development, all radiological cleanup will be complete. The Navy will use control measures listed in 

Table III.K-2. Such measures include, for example, air monitoring and engineering controls, health and 

safety plans, covering soil stockpiles, etc. Refer to the table and specifically to methods designated to reduce 

environmental effects for Parcels E and E-2 for further detail. Also refer to Response to Comment 66-8 

for a discussion of impacts associated with phased development. Refer to Master Response 13 (Post 

Transfer Shipyard Cleanup) for more detail on the Navy’s radiological cleanup. With respect to protecting 

neighboring residents, refer to above regarding exposure to toxic dust. 

The commenter references Figure III.K-25; however, since the figure numbering for Section III.K 

(Hazards and Hazardous Materials) ends with Figure III.K-5, it is likely the commenter intended to 

reference Figure III.K-5. The commenter requests a figure that shows the Navy Parcels overlain on the 

Project’s land use plan. Figure III.K-5 (Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II Navy Parcel Overlay) and Figure 

III.K-6 (Status of CERCLA Process) provide such illustrations. 

Response to Comment 66-11 

Construction debris would be sorted and temporarily stockpiled in areas slated for development in later 

years. Any reusable materials would be retained for later reuse, any recyclable materials would be 

transported to an approved recycling facility, and non-reusable construction debris would be removed 

within approximately five years and disposed of at an approved landfill that has been permitted for disposal 

of such material. Miscellaneous debris, such as non-recyclable metal debris, building materials containing 

lead paint and asbestos, treated wood materials considered potentially hazardous, glass, plastic and 

electronics (needing specialized recycling), would be disposed of in accordance with all hazardous waste 

disposal laws. It is not anticipated that any construction debris would be moved between Candlestick Point 

and Hunters Point Shipyard. 
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All stockpiles would be established and maintained using standard best management practices as described 

in the Risk Management Plan (RMP) and Soil and Groundwater Management Plan (SGMP), respectively. 

The SGMP for the Candlestick Point site would be prepared by the Applicant, as required by City 

Ordinance (in Articles 22 and 31 of the Municipal Code) and approved by the City prior to any site 

construction as part of the demolition and grading permitting. The RMP would be prepared as part of the 

ROD, which is a public document that explains which cleanup alternatives will be used for a Superfund 

site. The ROD is created from information generated during the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 

(RI/FS). A ROD contains site history, site description, site characteristics, community participation, 

enforcement activities, past and present activities, contaminated media, the contaminants present, scope 

and role of response action and the remedy selected for cleanup. The RMPs for Hunters Point site will be 

completed by the Applicant and approved by the Regulatory Agencies prior to Navy parcel transfer as 

required by the site specific ROD documents for each Navy parcel. 

Specific information regarding the constituents of the debris, the storage methodology, the storage 

locations, and disposal methods would be provided in the RMP and SGMP prior to site demolition or 

construction. In terms of haul routes, it is anticipated that trucks would primarily use Harney Way to enter 

or leave Candlestick Point and the Innes/Hunters Point Blvd/Evans corridor to enter or leave Hunters 

Point Shipyard. 

Response to Comment 66-12 

For a discussion of residual contamination following cleanup, refer to Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer 

Shipyard Cleanup). 

The criteria used to determine safe levels of exposure are outlined in health risk assessments conducted as 

part of the RI step of the CERCLA process explained in Master Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA 

Process). The risk assessments and RI reports are approved by state and federal regulatory agencies. For a 

discussion of the contaminants in soil on each parcel and the criteria used to determine safe levels of 

exposure, refer to the reports referenced in Section III.K.2 of the Draft EIR which are available for public 

review at the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor, as part of 

File No. ER06.05.07, or at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, 

CA 94103, as part of File No. 2007.0946E. To see a diagram of the demarcation layer described on page 

III.K-18, refer to the Final Remedial Design Package Installation Restoration Sites 7 and 18, Parcel B, Design Basis 

Report by Chaduxt, January 8, 2010. 

Response to Comment 66-13 

Refer to Master Response 6 (Seismic Hazards) and Master Response 7 (Liquefaction) for a discussion of 

seismic hazards and liquefaction potential at the site. As discussed in those master responses, any approved 

covers or caps will be designed with site-specific geotechnical studies to minimize potential breach, and 

the covers are intended to limit exposure and be protective of human health even where temporary 

breaches may occur. Impact HZ-23 also discusses the potential for harmful exposure to hazards from 

reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions during operation of the project (see Impact HZ-23, 

Draft EIR pages III.K-114 to -115). The discussion of that impact, which is assessed to be less than 

significant, includes reference to San Francisco’s Emergency Response Plan and Hazard Mitigation Plan. 

http://cfpub.epa.gov/superrods/index.cfm?fuseaction=main.splash
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/cleanup/rifs.htm
http://www.epa.gov/superfund/cleanup/rifs.htm
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Those plans describe the City’s actions during an emergency response, including earthquake-induced 

emergencies, as well as risks from hazards and mitigation strategies to minimize the risks. Refer also to 

Master Response 16 (Notification Regarding Environmental Restrictions and Other Cleanup Issues) 

regarding the notice that will be given to property owners, residents, and neighbors regarding 

environmental restrictions and other cleanup issues. 

With regard to an emergency evacuation plan for the Project, the General Plan states that the City ensures 

fire safety primarily through provisions of the Building Code and the Fire Code. The final building plans 

for any new residential project greater than two units are reviewed by the San Francisco Fire Department 

as well as the Department of Building Inspection in order to ensure conformance with these provisions. 

Depending on building type, conformance with these provisions may include development of an 

emergency procedure manual and an exit drill plan. In this way, potential fire and safety hazards would be 

mitigated during the permit review process. 

For high-rise projects over 75 feet, Section 12.202(e)(1) of the San Francisco Fire Code requires that all owners 

of buildings over 75 feet tall establish procedures to be followed in case of fire or other emergencies. These 

procedures are to be reviewed and approved by the fire chief. Additionally, Project construction would 

have to conform to the provisions of the Building and Fire Codes, which require additional life-safety 

protections for high-rise buildings. 

Response to Comment 66-14 

Refer to Engineering/Remediation Resources Group, Draft Final Revised Remedial Investigation Feasibility Study 

Report for Parcel E-2, February 1, 2009 for a detailed description and illustration of the groundwater 

extraction system. This report is on file for public review at the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 

One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor, as part of File No. ER06.05.07, or at the Planning Department, 

1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103, as part of File No. 2007.0946E. 

Response to Comment 66-15 

Refer to Engineering/Remediation Resources Group, Draft Final Revised Remedial Investigation Feasibility Study 

Report for Parcel E-2, February 1, 2009 for an explanation of the currently existing cap and landfill gas 

collection system. This report is on file for public review at the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 

One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor, as part of File No. ER06.05.07, or at the Planning Department, 

1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103, as part of File No. 2007.0946E. If the landfill 

will be permanently capped as part of the future remedial actions (that are not part of the Project), the 

details of that cap configuration and specifications will be part of the Remedial Design which would be 

available to community members for review once it is completed by the Navy. 

Response to Comment 66-16 

For a discussion of the steps involved in the CERCLA process, refer to Master Response 9 (Status of the 

CERCLA Process). The Proposed Plan describes cleanup alternatives evaluated in the Feasibility Study 

and explains the preferred alternative. A public meeting will be held about the Proposed Plan to provide 

information to the public and allow the public to comment on the preferred cleanup alternative. The ROD 

then documents and publicizes the selected cleanup alternative and includes a summary and responses to 
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all comments on the Proposed Plan. Thus, it is not accurate to state that the ROD informs the Proposed 

Plan and could uncover more areas of severe toxicity. The Proposed Plan is not prepared until the RI 

(which is the stage in the process where areas of toxicity would be “uncovered”) and FS are complete. 

Further, as stated in Section III.K.1 on page III.K-2 of the Draft EIR, the Navy’s ongoing remedial 

activities are not part of the Project, and it is not the goal of the EIR to assess the adequacy or impacts of 

those remediation actions. 

Response to Comment 66-17 

As stated in the Setting portion of the Hazards Section of the Draft EIR, the primary purpose of the HRA 

was to investigate the radiological contamination of the area and designate sites as “impacted” or “non-

impacted (Section III.K.2, page III.K-27). All sites designated as “impacted” have been further 

investigated, and the Navy will remediate these sites prior to transfer. Before any Project development may 

occur, the sites will receive clearance from federal and state agencies for unrestricted use, including soil 

disruption, except in specific cases where the use of ICs prohibiting soil disruption are authorized by the 

regulatory agencies overseeing the CERCLA remediation process. The overall conclusion of the HRA was 

that low levels of radioactive contamination existed at certain sites within HPS, but there was no imminent 

threat or substantial risk to tenants, the environment of HPS, or the local community (Section III.K.2, 

page III.K-27). In Impact HZ-6b, the Draft EIR acknowledges that movement of soil containing 

hazardous material could result in impacts from human exposure to dust. This impact is rendered less than 

significant with mitigation through the legally enforceable environmental restrictions required to be in place 

before any Project development occurs (Refer to Impact HZ-6b, page III.K-68). As the Draft EIR 

explains, such restrictions will incorporate dust control measures, and will be approved by the FFA 

Signatories as being sufficient under CERCLA and other applicable laws to ensure protection of human 

health and the environment both during and after the development activities (Section III.K.4, pages 

III.K-50 and III.K-68). Additionally, regulatory-agency-approved work plans developed for directing this 

work will include measures for controlling site access, monitoring workers, screening materials for 

radionuclides, and handling radiologically impacted material appropriately, if present. Refer to 

Impacts HZ-1b, HZ-2a.2, HZ-8, HZ-10, HZ-12, and HZ-15 and mitigation measures MM HZ-1b, 

MM HZ-2a.2, and MM HZ-10b for further details. Refer also to Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer 

Shipyard Cleanup) for further detail on radiological cleanup and ICs. 
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 Letter 67: Harvey, Carol (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 67-1 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) and Responses to Comments 36-2, 57-1, and 58-3 for a 

comprehensive discussion of the sea level rise documents reviewed, the levels of sea level rise taken into 

account for various Project components, and the plan to provide flood protection if higher levels of sea 

level rise occur. 

Response to Comment 67-2 

The comment refers to the interaction of sea level rise and earthquakes, with reference to aquifers below 

Parcel A and B and potential creation of a retention wall, earthquake amplification, liquefaction, and the 

release of toxic contaminants. Refer to Master Response 6 (Seismic Hazards); Master Response 7 

(Liquefaction); Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise); Master Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process); 

Master Response 11 (Parcel E-2 Landfill); Master Response 12 (Naturally Occurring Asbestos); Master 

Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup); and Master Response 14 (Unrestricted Use Alternative) 

for discussions on the interrelationships between potential liquefaction, amplification, and toxics. Refer to 

Impacts HZ-1a and HZ-2a and mitigation measures MM HZ-1b and MM HZ-2a.1 for further details. 

Response to Comment 67-3 

Refer to Master Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process), Master Response 11 (Parcel E-2 Landfill), 

Master Response 12 (Naturally Occurring Asbestos), and Master Response 13 (Post Transfer Shipyard 

Cleanup) which discusses the status of HPS CERCLA process, hazardous materials, conditions at the 

Parcel E-2 landfill, naturally occurring asbestos, and process for decisions and responsibility for cleanup. 

Response to Comment 67-4 

The comment is acknowledged. No response is required. However, with respect to hazardous conditions 

at the Project site, refer to Section III.K (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) of the Draft EIR, as well as 

Master Response 7 (Liquefaction), Master Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process), Master 

Response 10 (Pile Driving though Contaminated Soil), Master Response 11 (Parcel E-2 Landfill), Master 

Response 12 (Naturally Occurring Asbestos), Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup), 

Master Response 14 (Unrestricted Use Alternative), Master Response 15 (Proposition P and the 

Precautionary Principle), Master Response 16 (Notification Regarding Environmental Restrictions and 

Other Cleanup Issues), and Master Response 17 (Enforcement of Environmental Restrictions and 

Mitigation Measures), which also discuss hazardous materials, pile driving through contamination, 

conditions at the Parcel E-2 landfill, cleanup to unrestricted use (Proposition P), naturally occurring 

asbestos, ubiquitous metals issues, HPS radiation cleanup and restrictions, status of the HPS CERCLA 

process, process for decisions and responsibility for cleanup, and notification regarding restrictions, 

contaminations, and releases or violations of mitigation measures. In terms of potential impacts to 

biological resources, refer to Section III.N of the Draft EIR, which identifies numerous mitigation 

measures to avoid or reduce impacts to biological resources, including those that would actually maintain 

or increase certain habitat types. 



C&R-974 

E. Comments and Responses 

E.2. Individual Responses 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Final EIR Volume V 
August 2017 

 

[This page is intentionally left blank.] 
  



C&R-975 

E. Comments and Responses 

E.2. Individual Responses 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Final EIR Volume V 
August 2017 

 Letter 68: Technical Assistance Services for Communities (1/12/10) 
1 of 8 
  



C&R-976 

E. Comments and Responses 

E.2. Individual Responses 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Final EIR Volume V 
August 2017 

2 of 8 
  



C&R-977 

E. Comments and Responses 

E.2. Individual Responses 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Final EIR Volume V 
August 2017 

3 of 8 
  



C&R-978 

E. Comments and Responses 

E.2. Individual Responses 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Final EIR Volume V 
August 2017 

4 of 8 
  



C&R-979 

E. Comments and Responses 

E.2. Individual Responses 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Final EIR Volume V 
August 2017 

5 of 8 
  



C&R-980 

E. Comments and Responses 

E.2. Individual Responses 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Final EIR Volume V 
August 2017 

6 of 8 
  



C&R-981 

E. Comments and Responses 

E.2. Individual Responses 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Final EIR Volume V 
August 2017 

7 of 8 
  



C&R-982 

E. Comments and Responses 

E.2. Individual Responses 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Final EIR Volume V 
August 2017 

8 of 8 
  



C&R-983 

E. Comments and Responses 

E.2. Individual Responses 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Final EIR Volume V 
August 2017 

 Letter 68: Technical Assistance Services for Communities (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 68-1 

The comment expresses concern about exposure of construction workers, occupants, and schools to 

hazardous materials, as well as concern about oversight of contractors performing remedial activities in the 

case of Early Transfer. Please refer to Section III.K.4 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of these potential 

impacts and the associated mitigation measures. In particular, refer to mitigation measures MM HZ-1a, 

MM HZ-1b, MM HZ-2a.1, and MM HZ-2a.2 for information on mitigating potential impacts to 

construction workers and the public; refer to MM HZ-18 for information on mitigating potential impacts 

related to the proximity of schools; and refer to MM HZ-18 for an analysis of potential impacts and 

mitigation associated with Early Transfer. Implementation of the above mitigation measures would ensure 

that potential impacts from construction activities would not expose construction workers or the public 

(including school aged children) to hazardous materials in the result that early transfer of the HPS II 

properties were to occur. Refer also to Master Response 17 (Enforcement of Environmental Restrictions 

and Mitigation Measures) for a detail on the mechanisms of enforcing the mitigation measures. Refer to 

Master Response 16 (Notification Regarding Environmental Restrictions and Other Cleanup Issues) for a 

discussion of related notice requirements. 

Response to Comment 68-2 

Refer to Master Response 17 (Enforcement of Environmental Restrictions and Mitigation Measures) for 

a discussion of the mechanisms of oversight and enforcement of environmental restrictions and mitigation 

measures. Refer to Master Response 16 (Notification Regarding Environmental Restrictions and Other 

Cleanup Issues) for a discussion of notification of property owners and residents regarding environmental 

restrictions, and also of notification requirements and mechanisms to inform nearby property owners, 

residents, and schools of asbestos dust levels when they exceed standards, and of the discovery of 

previously unidentified contaminants. Refer to Master Response 11 (Parcel E-2 Landfill), and Master 

Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup, which discuss hazardous materials, conditions at the 

Parcel E-2 landfill, ubiquitous metals issues, and HPS radiation cleanup and restrictions. Impact HZ-2 

addresses the potential to encounter previously unidentified hazardous material during excavation, and 

implementation of mitigation measures MM HZ-2a.1 and MM HZ-2a.2, which provide for community 

notification, renders this potential less than significant. Refer to Response to Comment 66-8 for a 

discussion of the protection of occupants in connection with phased development. With respect to 

cumulative impacts, the Draft EIR evaluated the potential for cumulative impacts of hazardous materials 

in various contexts. Refer to Section III.K.4, pages III.K-118 through -124 for a discussion of cumulative 

impacts of hazardous materials, and also to Section III.H.4, pages III.H-37 through -39 for a discussion of 

cumulative impacts related to air quality. 
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 Letter 69: People Organized to Win Employment Rights (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 69-1 

Refer to Master Response 6 (Seismic Hazards) and Master Response 7 (Liquefaction) for a discussion of 

hazards associated with earthquakes and liquefaction, and measures to be taken to ensure public safety. 

Refer to Master Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process), Master Response 11 (Parcel E-2 Landfill), 

Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup), and Master Response 16 (Notification Regarding 

Environmental Restrictions and Other Cleanup Issues) regarding concerns with toxins, cleanup, the 

Parcel E-2 landfill, and notification issues. For the requested images, refer to Figure III.K-6 (Status of 

CERCLA Process) in connection with the information on toxins provided in Master Response 9 and 

Master Response 13. Refer to Response to Comment 55-3 for a discussion of sources of soil to be used 

for backfilling. Refer to Master Response 5 (Public Health) for a discussion of Bayview health patterns 

related to environmental justice concerns. 

Response to Comment 69-2 

Refer to Response to Comment 52-7 regarding neighborhood-serving retail. 

Response to Comment 69-3 

In terms of potential impacts of the Project on existing businesses, Draft EIR pages V-14 through -28, 

including the supporting appendix material contained in Draft EIR Appendix U, provide a detailed 

evaluation of secondary land use effects. As stated on page V-14: 

Secondary land use effects can also include economic and social changes. Economic and social 
changes are not in themselves significant impacts on the environment; however, a physical change 
in the environment caused by economic and social factors attributable to a development could 
sometimes result in a reasonably foreseeable indirect environmental impact, such as urban decay or 
deterioration. … 

Impacts of construction activity on the transportation network are described on Draft EIR pages III.D-67 

through -69. Buildout of the Project would occur over a 20-year period, and therefore details related to 

construction activities are not currently known. In terms of street closures, page III.D-68 of the Draft EIR 

states that: 

In general, construction related transportation impacts would include impacts in the immediate 
vicinity of the development project under construction, on roadways within the Project site, and 
cumulative construction traffic impacts along the roadways in the Bayview Hunters Point 
neighborhood. Since the Project includes building construction as well as construction of a new 
street system and transit route extensions into the Project site, all Project construction operations 
would include plans for the closure of traffic/parking lanes and sidewalks adjacent to construction 
sites. The closure of sidewalks and parking lanes could last throughout the entire construction phase 
for each building or group of buildings. It is possible that more than one location within the Project 
site could be under construction at any one time and that multiple travel lane closures may be 
required. 

However, mitigation measure MM TR-1 requires the implementation of a Construction Traffic 

Management Program to minimize the possibility of conflicting impacts on the roadway system, while 

safely accommodating the traveling public in the area. Importantly, one component of this Program is to 
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identify construction traffic management strategies and other elements for the Project, and present a 

cohesive program of operational and demand management strategies designed to maintain acceptable levels 

of traffic flow during periods of construction activities in the Bayview Hunters Point area. These could 

include construction strategies, demand management strategies, alternate route strategies, and public 

information strategies. 

At this stage in the Project entitlement process, there is no specific map listing all street closures or lane 

closures, nor is information available as to the length of time of each closure; typically, this information 

becomes available when the construction schedule is more fully refined. However, as part of the 

Construction Traffic Management Program, this information could be provided. This comment will be 

forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration prior to approval or denial of the Project. 

Lastly, in terms of the business closures associated with the Fillmore/Western Addition, the information 

is not relevant to the analysis of the impacts of this Project at this Project site. As previously mentioned, 

an Urban Decay Analysis was conducted for this Project, and the findings are presented on pages V-14 

through V-28 of the Draft EIR, including the supporting appendix material. 

Response to Comment 69-4 

The developer selection process, a competitive process completed over ten years ago, is not the subject of 

the Draft EIR. The commenter references news articles about Lennar Urban and asks what measures are 

in place to ensure the correct mitigation procedures are followed. Refer to Master Response 17 

(Enforcement of Environmental Restrictions and Mitigation Measures) for a discussion relating to 

enforcement of mitigation measures and other restrictions. Refer also the Mitigation, Monitoring and 

Reporting Plan (MMRP) for a detailed table which identifies the responsible implementing, enforcing and 

monitoring parties for each mitigation measure identified in the EIR. 

Response to Comment 69-5 

Refer to Response to Comment 50-14 regarding the proposed stadium. 
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 Letter 70: Tello, Jesse (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 70-1 

As part of the Community Benefits Agreement, a component of the DDA that will be approved by the 

Agency at the time of Project approval, the Project Applicant will contribute to a workforce development 

fund that will be used for workforce development programs designed to create a gateway to career 

development for residents of the Bayview community. The Project would be developed in four major phases: 

Phase 1 would be completed in 2019, Phase 2 would be completed in 2023, Phase 3 would be completed in 

2027, and Phase 4 would be completed in 2031. The stadium and the majority of the commercial and R&D 

development, which will provide jobs, would be completed by the end of the second phase. 

Response to Comment 70-2 

Refer to Master Response 19 (Proposed BAAQMD Guidelines) for an updated analysis of cumulative 

impacts associated with TAC and PM2.5 based on the most recent guidance from the BAAQMD, and refer 

to Master Response 5 (Health of the Bayview Hunters Point Community) for a discussion of health 

outcomes in the Bayview community. 

Response to Comment 70-3 

This comment primarily contains introductory, closing, or general background information and is not a 

direct comment on environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, with 

respect to the request to address air quality questions, the commenter raises specific comments earlier in 

her letter, and responses to those comments are provided in Responses to Comments 70-1 and 70-2. Also, 

with respect to the local hiring and/or the creation of local jobs, one of the EIR’s objectives, as stated in 

Proposition G, is to create substantial affordable housing, jobs, and commercial opportunities for existing 

Bayview residents and businesses. Section III.C (Population, Employment, and Housing) of the Draft EIR 

discloses the employment opportunities that would be provided by the Project. Whether local residents 

choose to or are encouraged to apply for those jobs is an issue that is entirely outside of the scope of this 

EIR; however, this comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their consideration prior to 

approval or denial of the Project. 
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 Letter 71: California Department of Transportation—Transportation 

Planning (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 71-1 

The detailed trip generation calculations requested by the Department are described in Appendix J of the 

Transportation Study, which is provided in Appendix D to the Draft EIR and was provided to the 

Department. The Appendix includes tables showing the forecasted vehicle trip generation for each land 

use, as requested in the comment. Appendix K of the Transportation Study Technical Appendix includes 

a detailed description of the trip generation methodology. 

The commenter recommends using the trip internalization methodology contained in the Trip Generation 

Handbook, published by Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). The commenter is correct that this 

methodology is common for use in smaller development projects, when more accurate local data is not 

available. However, for an analysis on the scale of the Project, the ITE data on internal trip capture for multi-

use developments is not particularly useful. First, the Trip Generation Handbook contains the following caution: 

The data presented … quantify the influence of several key factors on internal capture rates. 
Numerous other factors have a direct influence on travel at multi-use sites, factors for which the 
current data do not account. Additional data and analysis are desirable to better quantify the 
relationships between these factors and multi-use development trip generation and internal trip 
capture rates. 

This caution acknowledges that although there are a number of factors that influence trip generation, the 

ITE Trip Generation Handbook methodology is limited in accounting for development scale and the mix of 

uses. The Trip Generation Handbook also acknowledges that the trip internalization factors presented are 

based on a very limited sample size (three smaller suburban sites), collected in the East Coast and that, if 

available, use of local data is preferable: 

The estimated internal capture rates presented … rely directly on data collected at a limited number of 
multi-use sites in Florida. While ITE recognizes the limitations of these data, they represent the only 
known credible data on multi-use internal capture rates and are provided as illustrative of typical rates. 
If local data on internal capture rates by land use pair can be obtained, the local data should be used. 

As described below, the analysis conducted for the Project uses local data, a more robust sample size, and 

is more sensitive to the multiple factors that influence trip generation than the ITE methodology. In 

addition, the commenter provides no evidence to support their recommended internalization value of 

14 percent. 

Summary of Analysis 

The methods commonly used for forecasting trip generation of projects in San Francisco are based on 

person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode split data described in the SF 

Guidelines. These data are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San 

Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in the complex 

environs of San Francisco than more conventional methods because of the relatively unique mix of uses, 

density, availability of transit, and cost of parking commonly found in San Francisco. However, the 

methods described in the SF Guidelines cannot be directly applied to the Project because of its large scale, 

unique location, and distinctive character. 
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Similarly, standard vehicle-traffic generation rates, such as those provided by Trip Generation, 8th Edition, 

2008, ITE, represent national data that may not accurately represent the unique characteristics of San 

Francisco and therefore, would not be suitable for the Project, unless appropriate adjustments were made 

to account for the Project size, mix, and availability of transit. 

Therefore, estimates of the Project’s travel demand were developed using state-of-the-practice methods 

for adjusting standard traffic generation rates. This method was originally developed for the USEPA and 

has been recommended for planning analyses by the California Transportation Commission (CTC) and 

the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) as documented in Assessment of Local Models and 

Tools for Analyzing Smart Growth Strategies (Caltrans and DKS Associates, July 2007). This method is 

commonly referred to as the “4D” method, and generally accounts for the following factors that may 

influence traffic generation: 

■ Development scale—this “D” is the only one of the 4D’s that is used in virtually all transportation 
impact analyses and accounts for the fact that as development scale increases, trip generation 
increases. 

■ Density of the Project—although trip generation increases with development scale, the higher the 
Project’s density, the less vehicular traffic generated per unit of development 

■ Diversity of uses—an appropriate mix of uses can lead to internalization of trips within a Project 

■ Design of Project—a walkable, pedestrian- and bicycle-oriented circulation system can help to 
reduce automobile dependence within a Project site 

The method can also take into consideration other site location factors such as “Destination accessibility” 

and “Distance from transit” under certain circumstances. The general concept behind the 4D method is 

that projects that deviate from the base case (in this case, ITE methods) with respect to the four bulleted 

variables above exhibit different traffic generation patterns. Elasticities have been derived from travel 

behavior surveys to help estimate how traffic generation changes as a function of changes in the 4D’s. 

Methodology 

The first step in the 4D method is to define the base case. In this case, the ITE Trip Generation (8th Edition, 

2008) methodology was selected as the base case, as it represents typical suburban, automobile-oriented 

development. Generally, the derivation of person-trip generation for the Project was taken by converting 

vehicle trip generation forecasts from ITE Trip Generation, 8th Edition (a more recent version of the 

source suggested by the commenter) to person-trips. This conversion was made by multiplying the total 

number of vehicle trips forecasted by 1.6 persons per auto, which is the national average vehicle occupancy 

for all trip types according to the results of the National Household Travel Survey conducted and published 

by the United States Bureau of Transportation Statistics117. 

Once the base case is defined, the next step in the 4D process is to define the application area (i.e., the 

catchment area for trip internalization). For purposes of this analysis the Candlestick Point and Hunters 

Point Shipyard were treated as separate catchment areas. 

                                                 
117 US Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration, Summary of Travel Trends, 2001 National 
Household Travel Survey, December 2004. 
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The third step in the 4D process is to determine the characteristics of the Project, as they relate to the 4D 

variables described earlier. This process was done by comparing the Project with typical suburban 

development patterns. The Project’s percentage differences from typical suburban developments were 

applied against elasticities developed from travel behavior surveys conducted by the Sacramento Area Council 

of Governments (SACOG) (SACOG 2009) and regional averages obtained from the Contra Costa 

Transportation Authority (CCTA) travel demand forecasting model.118 The regional averages from the CCTA 

model are reasonable for application to this Project as they represent typical, suburban development, similar 

to the ITE trip generation rates, but are also located in the Bay Area and account for regional differences 

between the Bay Area and the national average. The analysis found that approximately 34 percent of all AM 

peak hour trips and 28 percent of all PM peak hour trips would be internal to the development. 

Validation 

The conclusion that between 34 and 28 percent of all peak hour person-trips generated by the Project would 

be internal to the development is higher than trip internalizations for smaller development projects that don’t 

constitute full service communities. Further, the scale of the Project is on the order of other entire 

neighborhoods in San Francisco. Recent travel behavior surveys conducted by the Metropolitan Transportation 

Commission (MTC) have shown, for example, that 33 percent of all trips made in San Francisco’s Marina 

District (Census Tracts 126, 127, and 128) and 34 percent of trips made in the Inner Sunset neighborhood 

(Census Tracts 302.01, 302.02, and 303.01, excluding UCSF Parnassus campus) are internal to those 

neighborhoods (Bay Area Travel Survey, 2000). Therefore the analysis forecasts that the Candlestick Point and 

Hunters Point Shipyard neighborhood, both of which include a strong mix of residential, retail, recreational, 

and commercial uses, would function similar to other neighborhoods in San Francisco. 

The 4D approach has been validated for land use plans generally of up to ½-mile radius, as uses within 

that proximity of each other have been demonstrated to interact according to the elasticities used in the 

4D analysis. Both the Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard areas have a roughly ½-mile radius 

(1-mile diameter). All residential, retail, office, and other uses are within 1 mile of each other or less, and it 

is reasonable that they will interact. More detail on the appropriate catchment area for trip interaction is 

provided in Appendix K of the Transportation Study. 

As noted above, the average vehicle occupancy rate of 1.6 persons per vehicle is the national average 

vehicle occupancy for all trip types reported by the Bureau of Transportation Statistics. The comment does 

not include any evidence suggesting why 1.6 persons per vehicle would not be appropriate. The comment 

also suggests that 1.6 persons per vehicle would be more appropriate for use in the game day scenario; 

however, data provided by the San Francisco 49ers suggests that existing vehicle occupancy for game days 

is closer to 3.0 persons per auto. 

Response to Comment 71-2 

The requested figures are included in the Project’s Transportation Study (Figures 30A-D, 31A-D, and 

32A-D). The Transportation Study was included as Appendix D to the Draft EIR. 

                                                 
118 The CCTA travel demand model was refined to correct for accurate sidewalk cover and residential density in the 
region. 
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Response to Comment 71-3 

The traffic impact analysis includes four intersections along Palou Avenue (i.e., at Third Street, at Keith 

Street, at Ingalls Street, and at Crisp Avenue). The comment requests three additional study intersections 

on Palou Avenue. The additional intersections requested would be most similar in operations and traffic 

demand to two of the study intersections analyzed in the Draft EIR, Ingalls/Palou and Keith/Palou, 

because they would be signalized as part of the Project and would be generally located in the midst of the 

Bayview neighborhood street grid system. These two intersections were projected to operate at acceptable 

LOS C or better in each peak hour under year 2030 conditions with the Project. Because of similar 

configuration, context, travel demand, and traffic control, the intersections of Palou Avenue with Hawes 

Street, Jennings Street, and Lane Street would likely experience similar LOS and the Project’s impacts at 

these intersections would be less than significant. 

The comment also requests the intersection of Arelious Walker/Ingerson be added as a study intersection. 

This intersection would likely operate similar to the intersection of Arelious Walker/Gilman, which was 

projected to operate at acceptable LOS D or better in each study peak hour under year 2030 conditions with 

the Project. Traffic volumes at the intersection of Arelious Walker/Ingerson are projected to be less than at 

the intersection of Arelious Walker/Gilman. Because of similar configuration, context, and traffic control, 

and lower intersection volumes, the intersection of Arelious Walker/Ingerson would likely experience similar 

or better LOS, and the Project’s impacts at this intersection would be less than significant. 

Response to Comment 71-4 

The Draft EIR analyzes traffic impacts for Sunday conditions without a game and with a game. Because 

during post-game conditions, many traffic control devices would be manually operated and intersection 

levels of service would be impossible to calculate, no intersection LOS was calculated for the Sunday game 

day scenario. 

Response to Comment 71-5 

As noted in the Draft EIR, the Project would contribute to significant impacts in year 2030 at the 

intersections of Geneva Avenue/US-101 Southbound Ramps and Harney Way / US-101 Northbound 

Ramps. These two intersections would be constructed as part of the Geneva Avenue Extension, US-101 

Candlestick Interchange Reconstruction, and Harney Way Widening projects and would replace the 

existing Beatty Avenue/Alana Way and Alana Way/Thomas Mellon Circle intersections. These impacts 

were identified in Impact TR-6 in the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR also identified mitigation for these 

impacts. However, because implementation of the mitigation measure is under Caltrans jurisdiction and 

outside of the control of the City/Agency jurisdiction, its implementation is uncertain, and therefore the 

impacts were considered significant and unavoidable. 

Response to Comment 71-6 

The analysis in the Draft EIR assumes that traffic signal timings at ramp terminal intersections (and 

adjacent intersections) would be optimized to minimize queuing impacts on freeway mainlines. Therefore, 

no additional mitigations related to signal coordination is required. 
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The comment also notes that the Project should add additional queue storage space to mitigate queuing 

impacts to less than significant levels. Typical mitigation measures to resolve poor LOS operating 

conditions for ramp merge or diverge operations would be to add a lane to the ramp, or an auxiliary lane 

on the freeway. However, the City and County of San Francisco has a general policy not to increase the 

capacities of bridges, highways, and freeways for single-occupant vehicles.119 As a result, providing 

additional roadway capacity or ramp capacity was determined not to be feasible, and the ramp impacts 

would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Response to Comment 71-7 

As discussed throughout the Draft EIR section, the SFCTA is conducting a study, known as the Bi-County 

Study, through which funding and fair-share allocations for transportation improvements in the southeast 

section of San Francisco would be allocated to specific development proposals. This study will function 

similar to a regional impact fee program in that it will fully fund transportation improvements through 

contributions paid by private developers. 

Response to Comment 71-8 

Per Caltrans requirements for construction or modifications of on-ramps, the northbound on-ramp from 

Harney Way and the southbound on-ramp from Harney Way/Geneva Avenue Extension would have 

ramp meters installed as part of the new US-101/Harney Way/Geneva Avenue Extension Interchange 

project. The Project would not modify the northbound on-ramps at Alemany Boulevard or Bayshore 

Boulevard/Cesar Chavez and ramp meters are not proposed. Installation of isolated ramp meters would 

not mitigate the ramp junction LOS conditions at the identified locations. The metering of a number of 

on-ramps—for example, US-101 between San Jose and San Francisco, could help maintain stable flows on 

the mainline and improve ramp junction operations. However, additional studies would be necessary to 

evaluate the freeway and ramp system prior to determining the optimal configuration for US-101. 

Response to Comment 71-9 

The statement includes a typographical error. Impact TR-16, Draft EIR page III.D-97, has been revised as 

follows: 

Impact TR-16 Implementation of the Project would increase traffic volumes and, but 
would not contribute make a considerable contribution to cumulative 
traffic volumes on Harney Way. (Less than Significant with Mitigation) 
[Criterion D.a] 

With construction of Harney Way improvements, intersection levels of service on Harney Way, east of the 

US-101 interchange, would be acceptable. 

Response to Comment 71-10 

Post-game queuing conditions under 2030 No Project conditions were determined to be similar, not the 

same, as existing conditions, as referenced by the commenter. Transportation Study (Appendix D of the 

                                                 
119 City and County of San Francisco, General Plan Transportation Element, Objective 3, Policies 3.1 and 3.2; Objective 
18, Policy 18.3. 
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Draft EIR) pages 124 to 129 presents the future baseline transportation improvements that were assumed 

for the 2030 No Project conditions. Only planned regional roadway improvement projects of the Geneva 

Avenue Extension and the new US-101 Interchange at Geneva Avenue Extension/Harney Way would 

affect post-game conditions. Otherwise, pre-game and post-game circulation would remain similar to 

existing conditions. As indicated on Transportation Study page 324, due to projected increases in 

background traffic on the study area freeways and traffic associated with buildout of land uses already 

approved for HPS, congestion following a football game would worsen somewhat over existing conditions 

on area roadways and freeways. As part of the interchange project, additional capacity onto US-101 would 

be provided. As a result, although queuing and congestion due to background traffic may worsen compared 

to existing conditions, actual stadium clearance times may improve somewhat over existing conditions due 

to the increased capacity associated with the new interchange. However, the improved capacity may be 

limited in terms of game day operations, depending on the operation of ramp meters. Therefore, as 

indicated in the Transportation Study, with the existing stadium, the No Project post-game conditions 

would be similar to the existing congested and queued conditions. 

Response to Comment 71-11 

Refer to Master Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process) and Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer 

Shipyard Cleanup) for a discussion of status of the CERCLA process and the conditions surrounding the 

deed transfer from the United States Navy to the City, including any deed restrictions. 

Response to Comment 71-12 

Refer to the discussion of Alternative 2, presented in Chapter VI of the Draft EIR, for discussion of 

transportation and circulation conditions if the Project were constructed without the Yosemite Slough 

bridge. 

Response to Comment 71-13 

The analysis of impacts and mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR is based on travel demand 

forecasts, including transit ridership, vehicle trips, etc., that include a series of assumptions that represent 

the best available information to the analyst. CEQA does not require that these assumptions or the 

resulting forecasts be confirmed following completion of a project. Although SFMTA routinely monitors 

its transit and roadway system and makes adjustments and improvements as travel patterns warrant, this is 

not required as part of the Draft EIR to mitigate significant impacts. 
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 Letter 72: Muhammad, Colleen (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 72-1 

The comment is acknowledged. Refer to Response to Comment 72-2. 

Response to Comment 72-2 

Refer to Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup), and particularly the section on Residual 

Contamination Following Cleanup, for a discussion of contamination expected to remain in place after the 

cleanup. With regard to clean soil, Article 31 regulations establish minimum criteria for soil importation 

plans. While Article 31 is currently applicable only to Parcel A, the City presently anticipates that it will 

amend Article 31 to add contents to sections currently reserved for Parcels B, C, D, E, and F, as discussed 

throughout the Impacts section of Section III.K (refer to Section III.K.3, Draft EIR page III.K-38). As 

amended, Article 31 would similarly provide minimum criteria for soil importation plans in Phase II. Refer 

to Master Response 8 (Liquefaction) and Master Response 6 (Seismic Hazards) for discussions of 

liquefaction, seismic hazards, and public safety on those issues. 

Refer to Master Response 14 (Unrestricted Use Alternative) and Master Response 15 (Proposition P and 

the Precautionary Principle) for discussions of an unrestricted use alternative and Proposition P, 

respectively. 

With respect to construction debris, as the comment notes, 80 percent of the debris will consist of concrete, 

wood, and steel. Those materials will be recycled on site, or immediately transferred offsite where it will be 

recycled and/or disposed of. Where building demolition involves disruption of materials containing 

asbestos, lead-based paints, and other common hazards, the Project will comply with strict handling 

regulations and guidelines, as described in Section III.K.3 and Section III.K.4 of the Draft EIR (refer to 

Impact HZ-16). Also, through implementation of Article 22A, mitigation measures MM HZ-1a, 

MM HZ-1b, MM HY-1a.1, and MM HY-1a.2, potential impacts to the public related to handling, 

stockpiling, and transport of contaminated soil would be reduced to less-than-significant levels (refer to 

Impact HZ-6a and Impact HZ-6b). Refer also to Table III.K-2 for specific examples of methods employed 

to reduce environmental effects associated with certain remedial actions. For example, impacts associated 

with temporary soil stockpiling will be reduced by actions including covering the stockpiles, securing the 

site, monitoring the air, and implementing engineering controls. 
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 Letter 73: Lee, Mishwa (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 73-1 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) and Responses to Comments 36-2, 57-1, and 58-3 for a 

comprehensive discussion of the sea level rise documents reviewed, the levels of sea level rise taken into 

account for various Project components, and the plan to provide flood protection if higher levels of sea 

level rise occur. 

If sea level rise were to occur beyond that which the project will initially provide for, the perimeter will be 

raised to provide continued protection. As future improvements to the perimeter will not occur for decades 

and would be subject to regulatory approval at the time of need, fill quantities for the potential 

improvements are unknown. However, several concepts for perimeter improvement have been provided 

in Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise). 

With respect to the amount of fill necessary to accommodate sea level rise projections of 36 inches and 

National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) projections of up to 5 meters, Table II-12 

(Summary of Project Site Grading Requirements) of Section II.F.2 (Site Preparation and 

Earthwork/Grading) on page II-54 of the Draft EIR summarizes the Project’s grading requirements that 

will provide for a minimum sea level rise allowance of 36 inches in the development areas and 16 inches 

at the shoreline. As described in Section II.F.2, pages II-69 to II-70, and MM HY-12a.1 and MM HY-12a.2, 

pages III.M-100 to III.M-102 of the Draft EIR, and further outlined in Master Response 8, if sea level rise 

exceeds 16 inches an adaptive management strategy is in place to continue providing protection to the 

Project site for higher levels. 

Response to Comment 73-2 

Refer to Response to Comment 47-42 for a discussion of the manner in which fugitive dust was analyzed 

in the Draft EIR, as well as a description of the mitigation measure that would reduce fugitive dust impacts 

to a less-than-significant level. 

Response to Comment 73-3 

Fill material brought to HPS Phase II would be delivered via SFMTA-approved surface truck routes 

(SFMTA San Francisco Truck Route Figure, January 29, 2010, or future updates) and via barges from the 

San Francisco Bay. The Construction Traffic Management Program specified by mitigation measure 

MM TR-1 would establish approved haul routes. In general, truck traffic routes to HPS Phase II would 

utilize US-101, exit onto Cesar Chavez Street, use Cesar Chavez Street to 3rd Street, then utilize the Evans 

Avenue/Hunters Point Blvd/Innes Avenue corridor to HPS Phase II. Trucks bringing fill to Candlestick 

Point would utilize US-101, exit onto Harney Way as it is a designated Commercial Throughway and leads 

directly to Candlestick Point. Alternate routes as approved by SFMTA would be used if needed. 
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Response to Comment 73-4 

With Respect to the commenter’s questions related to costing and construction schedule the comment is 

noted and the responsibility of costing of operation and maintenance for the existing state parks will be 

clearly identified prior to the undertaking of any construction activities. 

With respect to the protection of trails the project characteristics, which are discussed in Section II.E 

(Project Characteristics), the Draft EIR, page II-7, second to last paragraph, states that: 

… Shoreline improvements would also be provided to stabilize the shoreline. … 

An analysis of the wave environment was completed and used to select improvements which would protect 

the shoreline from erosion. 

With respect to protection of the people who use the trails along the shoreline edge, the selected shoreline 

improvements have been designed to provide protection from a 100-year event. The crest elevation of 

shoreline improvements were developed based on the criteria set forth by the Federal Emergency 

Management Agency to prevent flooding and the Technical Advisory Committee on Flood Defense to 

ensure that shoreline edges would be safe for pedestrians during storm events. 

Examples of shoreline improvements that have been used in a similar type area to prevent trail collapse 

include Rock Revetments, Articulated Concrete Block (ACB) Mats, Beaches, and Marsh habitats 

(improvements are listed in order of use in relation to highest wave environment to lowest wave 

environment). The ACB Mats are provided as an alternative to Rock Revetments where the wave 

environment is relatively calm. These methods of shoreline stabilization have been used successfully at 

Treasure Island, Robert W. Crown Memorial State Beach, and Redwood Shores Levee Trails. 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) for a discussion of strategies to continue providing protection 

along the shoreline edge as sea levels increase in the future. 

Response to Comment 73-5 

The commenter incorrectly states that a “strong odor of methane” emanates from the embankment along 

the Bay near the group picnic area and restrooms. Methane is an odorless, nontoxic gas, but it can create 

a potential explosion hazard if it collects inside of a structure. Methane is typically associated with 

subsurface petroleum hydrocarbon degradation, landfills, and livestock operations. As stated in 

Section III.K.2 (Setting) on Draft EIR pages III.K-5 through -8, there are currently no known, 

unremediated, or active hazardous materials release sites at Candlestick Point. Due to the organic nature 

of material at the Bay margin, the odors the commenter has experienced, while not related to methane, 

may be due to the degradation of plant and marine debris commonly found at the Bay margin. These Bay 

margin odors are not a health threat to residents or workers. There are no studies planned in regards to 

the fill and seawater interaction, as the odor is not related to pollution and is not a source of air pollution. 

As stated in Draft EIR Section III.B (Land Use and Plans), the Project includes improvements to CPSRA, 

but these odors are not expected to impact the Project development process or the park improvements. 

The commenter does correctly point out an area of localized embankment sloughing along the park 

shoreline. Such localized slope failures are consistent with the dynamic natural environment along the 

shoreline and will require ongoing maintenance by State Parks staff. 



C&R-1015 

E. Comments and Responses 

E.2. Individual Responses 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Final EIR Volume V 
August 2017 

Response to Comment 73-6 

The commenter correctly states that the development plan will require substantial disturbance of the 

surrounding bodies of water, particularly within Yosemite Slough. Section III.M (Hydrology and Water 

Quality) of the Draft EIR includes mitigation measures that would reduce the impacts to water quality and 

beneficial uses of receiving waters to a less-than-significant level. Mitigation measure MM HY-1a.1 starting 

on page III.M-58 of the Draft EIR, and mitigation measure MM HY-1a.2 starting on page III.M-61 of the 

Draft EIR, require a preparation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan to protect receiving waters 

from sediment discharge caused by erosion, and other pollutants from construction activities occurring on 

land. Therefore, it is incorrect to state, as the comment does, that water quality and beneficial uses would 

be compromised, lowered, or diminished. 

Impacts to biological resources associated with disturbance of surrounding water bodies are primarily 

addressed in Section III.N (Biological Resources). Mitigation measure MM BI-4.a.1, starting on page 

III.N-59 of the Draft EIR addresses temporary and/or permanent impacts to wetland habitat, and requires 

the Project to comply with the various regulatory permits for in-water construction (such as a Clean Water 

Action Section 401 Water Quality Certification), to protect water quality and biological resources. 

Mitigation measure MM BI-4a.2 starting on page III.N-62 of the Draft EIR requires implementation of 

specific best management practices during in-water construction, such as installing sediment curtains 

around the worksite to minimize sediment transport. Implementation of these mitigation measures would 

reduce the impacts of in-water construction of the Yosemite Slough bridge to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation measure MM BI-4c on page III.N-68 of the Draft EIR mitigates the impacts on aquatic habitat 

from permanent shading caused by the Yosemite Slough bridge. Consequently, implementation of in-water 

construction would not lower water quality or diminish beneficial uses of Project receiving waters. Refer 

also to Master Response 3 (Impacts of the Project on Yosemite Slough [Biological Resources]). 

All five Project Variants, which are described in Chapter IV (Project Variants) of the Draft EIR, must be 

equally protective of water quality. Protection of water quality will be achieved by requiring the Project 

Applicant to implement mitigation measures (as described above) that would reduce water quality impacts 

to a less-than-significant level, such that the Project would not cause or contribute to a violation of water 

quality objectives, or contribute additional impairment to the Lower Bay, which is on the CWA 

Section 303(d) list of impaired water bodies. 

The Project Variants include changes in land use (such as research and development or residential land use 

in lieu of the 49ers Stadium) and a utility variant that allows for on-site wastewater treatment in lieu of 

conveying Project wastewater flows off site to the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant. It is anticipated 

that wastewater discharged from the on-site treatment plants into receiving waters would be subject to 

similar regulatory effluent discharge limits as the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant, which is 

described starting on page III.M-40 of the Draft EIR. One exception is that on-site wastewater treatment 

facilities would not be subject to the Federal Combined Sewer Overflow Policy, as this policy only applies 

to discharges to a combined sewer system (i.e., wastewater and stormwater), and on-site facilities would 

only treat wastewater and not stormwater flows. 
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Response to Comment 73-7 

The commenter requests a comparison of economic viability of various healthy wetland resources. This is 

not a direct comment on environmental issues or the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. Further, the 

comment is unclear; therefore, an appropriate response cannot be made. No further response is required. 

Response to Comment 73-8 

Refer to Response to Comment SFPC-30 for a discussion of potential impacts to fisheries. 

Response to Comment 73-9 

Figure III.N-5 in Section III.N (Biological Resources) provides a figure depicting the Project’s impacts to 

wetlands and other waters, including impacts of the bridge in the Yosemite Slough area, which is detailed 

in Area 2. With respect to non-bridge alternatives, no impacts to this area would occur. Figure III.N-5, 

including the accompanying calculations and explanatory text, has been revised in Section F (Draft EIR 

Revisions). 

Response to Comment 73-10 

Refer to Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American community 

under Senate Bill 18 SB 18. 

Response to Comment 73-11 

Refer to Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American community 

under SB 18. The comment notes that Draft EIR page III.J-2 states geoarcheology and Geographic 

Information Systems (GIS) are recent tools that have provided more complete information on archaeological 

sites in San Francisco. As discussed in that response, the City is undertaking outreach, separate from the EIR 

process, intended to elicit a full understanding of concerns that Native American tribes and organizations 

have about the Project, how the concerns may be addressed, and any other suggestions or recommendations 

the Native American tribes or organizations may have. Those suggestions or recommendations may include 

the use of specific research methods at Native American archaeological sites. 

Response to Comment 73-12 

Mitigation measure MM CP-2a, Section III.J, pages III.J-36 through -39, provides for a series of steps, 

including pre-construction testing under the direction of a qualified archeologist, to identify potential 

cultural resources. Implementation of the Project’s Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan 

(ARDTP), cited in the mitigation measure, would also include research guidance to determine factors such 

as dating of pre-historic sites.120 

                                                 
120 Archeo-Tec, Archaeological Research Design and Treatment Plan for the Bayview Waterfront Project, San Francisco, California, 
November 2009. The prior name of the Project was the Bayview Waterfront Project. Some of the technical studies 
completed for the Project use the former name if they were prepared prior to August 2009; however, regardless of 
name, the reports address conditions at the Project site. 
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Response to Comment 73-13 

The Draft EIR, as noted in the comment, acknowledges the potential for prehistoric resources to be 

present in shoreline areas of the Project site. Those areas would include Yosemite Slough. Construction 

activities at Yosemite Slough with the Project would be subject to implementation of mitigation measure 

MM CP-2a, which requires pre-construction testing and other evaluation prior to development. As 

discussed on Draft EIR page III.J-36 this would reduce impacts to archaeological resources to a less-than-

significant level. 

Response to Comment 73-14 

Refer to Response to Comment 73-13 regarding mitigation proposed to reduce impacts to archeological 

resources present in the shoreline. 

Response to Comment 73-15 

Refer to Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American community 

under Senate Bill 18 (SB 18). 

Response to Comment 73-16 

Draft EIR Chapter I (Introduction), Section I.B.2 (Redevelopment Plans – Hunters Point Shipyard 

Redevelopment), pages I-2 to I-4, discusses the approval of what is now referred to as Hunters Point 

Shipyard Phase I. Phase I is under construction and is not part of the proposed Project. Phase I 

development is subject to the mitigation measures identified in the Hunters Point Shipyard Reuse Final 

EIR, certified February 8, 2000, and subsequent Final EIR Addenda issued in November 2003 and July 

2006. The Final EIR included a background report addressing potential prehistoric sites at the Shipyard 

and the November 2003 Addendum discussed the presence of Native American sites. The Mitigation 

Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) for Hunters Point Shipyard Phase I required that, for any project 

disturbance below the layer of historic fill within four identified archaeological sensitivity zones, that 

archaeological consultants prepare an archaeological treatment plan and monitoring plan. Zone 1 in Phase 

1 specifically related to Native American sites. No Phase I activity has occurred in the four identified 

archaeological sensitivity zones that would trigger the preparation of an archaeological treatment and 

monitoring plan as required in the MMRP. No other disturbance of archaeological resources has been 

identified during Phase I development. 

The MMRP also required instruction of project construction contractors about the archaeological 

sensitivity of the area and the Final EIR adds the additional requirement of the distribution of the Planning 

Department “Alert Sheet” to all project contractors and that signed verification of this distribution be 

submitted to the Planning Department Environmental Review Officer (ERO). However, the ERO does 

not have a record of that verification. 
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 Letter 74: Matlock, Perry (1/11/10) 

Response to Comment 74-1 

Refer to Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American community 

under SB 18. 

Response to Comment 74-2 

The comment opposing development of the Yosemite Slough bridge is not a direct comment on the 

content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment will be forwarded to the decision makers for their 

consideration prior to approval or denial of the Project. 

Alternative 2: CP-HPS Phase II Development Plan; No Yosemite Slough Bridge, Draft EIR pages VI-30 

through VI-59, is a Project alternative with no Yosemite Slough bridge. 

Response to Comment 74-3 

Please refer to Master Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process) for a discussion of the cleanup process 

and the current status of each parcel undergoing the CERCLA process; Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer 

Shipyard Cleanup) for a discussion of cleanup activities for clarification regarding who will be responsible 

for any cleanups necessary after transfer and what types of residual contaminants will remain at the site 

after transfer; Master Response 14 (Unrestricted Use Alternative) for a discussion of the relationship 

between the remediation program and the project; Master Response 15 (Proposition P and the 

Precautionary Principal) for a discussion of how Proposition P and the Precautionary Principal relate to 

the remediation program and the project; and Master Response 16 (Notifications Regarding 

Environmental Restrictions and Other Issues) for a discussion of how future property owners and 

residents, adjacent property owners and residents, and neighboring schools and residents will be notified 

of the type of restrictions that will be imposed on the property, the type of contaminants remaining in the 

property, any releases or potential releases of contaminants, and violations of environmental regulations 

or mitigation measures by the Project Applicant. 

Response to Comment 74-4 

Refer to Master Response 1 (SB 18) for a discussion of consultation with the Native American community 

under SB 18. 

Response to Comment 74-5 

This comment contains information on the history of the Muwekma Ohlone tribe and its legal status as a 

Native American tribe and is not a direct comment on the content or adequacy of the Draft EIR. No 

response is required. 
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