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 Letter 36: San Francisco Green Party (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 36-1 

This comment contains introductory 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 36-2 

Refer to Master Response 8 (Sea Level Rise) and Responses to Comments 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. 

Thousands of journal articles, newspaper stories, and publications on the topic of climate change, and 

associated sea level rise, have been published in the past 20 years, and no document of reasonable size 

could summarize them all. Instead, the EIR selected eight peer-reviewed documents that are not only 

widely recognized as very credible sources in the scientific community, but are also accepted as the most 

relevant to the specific subject of sea level rise. 

Additional documents that are either not refereed (peer-reviewed) or are less high-profile, but are 

illustrative of ongoing development in the scientific, engineering, and planning communities, were also 

reviewed. Most of these publications do not include specific analysis of sea level rise; instead, they 

present observations of ice sheet melt rates, carbon dioxide (CO2) levels, temperature changes, etc. along 

with empirical or hypothetical Projections of sea level rise. For example, the recent Copenhagen Diagnosis—

Updating the World on the Latest Climate Science report was a summary of ongoing literature rather than new 

analysis. A few quotes from the report that are specific to sea level rise are reproduced below: 

Future sea level rise is highly uncertain, as the mismatch between observed and modeled sea level 
already suggests. 

Based on a number of new studies, the synthesis document of the 2009 Copenhagen Climate 
Congress (Richardson et al. 2009) concluded that ―updated estimates of the future global mean sea 
level rise are about double the IPCC Projections from 2007.‖ 

Although it is unlikely that total sea level rise by 2100 will be as high as 2 meters (Pfeffer et al. 
2008), the probable upper limit of a contribution from the ice sheets remains uncertain. 

Additionally, commentaries on the methods which have been used to determine sea level rise estimates 

have been published by individuals such as James Hansen. Hansen‘s commentary states: 

As an example, let us say that ice sheet melting adds 1 centimetre to sea level for the decade 2005 
to 2015, and that this doubles each decade until the West Antarctic ice sheet is largely depleted. 
This would yield a rise in sea level of more than 5 metres by 2095. 

Of course, I cannot prove that my choice of a 10-year doubling time is accurate but I'd bet $1000 
to a doughnut that it provides a far better estimate of the ice sheet's contribution to sea level rise 
than a linear response. 

These types of articles do not provide fact-based scientific analysis of sea level rise, but rather provide 

illustrative cases. As such, they have not been reviewed or included in our sea level rise estimates. 
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Also, it is recognized that recent reports published by NASA scientists show that there is active ice sheet 

melting which has the potential to impact estimates of sea level rise. However, the reports referenced by 

the commenter provide no scientific analysis of the relation of this ice sheet‘s melting rate to the estimate 

of sea level rise by 2100, or over the next century. 

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

evolve into the future; therefore, Project plans do not include a specific upper limit of sea level rise. 

Rather a risk-based analysis was conducted, based on 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. 

With respect to the effects of sea level rise on the design of Yosemite Slough bridge, Draft EIR 

Appendix N2 (MACTEC, Yosemite Slough Bridge Drawings—Stadium and Non-Stadium Options) 

states that 55 inches of sea level rise are incorporated into the design to the bridge clearance over the 

existing 100-year flood elevation. 

Response to Comment 36-3 

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

liquefaction potential and potential interaction with and leaching of hazardous materials. 

Response to Comment 36-4 

Refer to Master Response 6 (Seismic Hazards), Master Response 7 (Liquefaction), Master Response 8 

(Sea Level Rise), as well as Impacts GE-5, GE-7, and HY-12, and mitigation measures MM GE-5a and 

MM HY-12a.1 for discussions on the interrelationship between potential liquefaction and sea level rise. 

Liquefaction occurs in loose, non-plastic soils below the groundwater table. The comment presents a 

concern that sea level rise will cause a subsequent rise in the groundwater table, thereby increasing the 

amount of soil susceptible to liquefaction. As indicated in Master Response 7, design-level liquefaction 

analysis will factor in a 36-inch rise in groundwater elevation to account for the impacts of predicted sea 

level rise on liquefaction susceptibility of site soils. 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. 

Response to Comment 36-5 

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

interaction with hazardous materials and a discussion of sea level rise considered and how the Project will 

deal with higher levels of sea level rise should they occur. 

Refer to Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard Cleanup) for a discussion of the residual 

contaminants that may remain at the Hunters Point Shipyard site after transfer of Shipyard property 

from the Navy. 
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Response to Comment 36-6 

Refer to Master Response 9 (Status of CERCLA Process for a discussion of the current status of the 

Navy‘s progress on the cleanup of hazardous materials. Refer to Master Response 11 (Parcel E-2 

Landfill) for a discussion of landfill investigation and cleanup. Refer to Master Response 12 (Naturally 

Occurring Asbestos) for a discussion of the asbestos monitoring and control measures that would be 

implemented during soil-disturbing activities. Refer to Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer Shipyard 

Cleanup) for a discussion of the cleanup of hazardous materials. Refer to Master Response 15 

(Proposition P and the Precautionary Principle) regarding concerns about toxins. Refer to Master 

Response 16 (Notification Regarding Environmental Restrictions and Other Cleanup Issues) for a 

discussion of the notice that will be given to property owners, residents, and neighbors on the 

environmental restrictions and other cleanup issues. 

Response to Comment 36-7 

Refer to Master Response 9 (Status of the CERCLA Process) and Master Response 13 (Post-Transfer 

Shipyard Cleanup) regarding ionizing radiation. 

Response to Comment 36-8 

Refer to Master Response 12 (Naturally Occurring Asbestos) and Master Response 15 (Proposition P 

and the Precautionary Principle) regarding removing toxins. 
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 Letter 37: San Francisco Bay Herring Fisherman's Association 

(1/12/10) 

This letter is identical to Letter 95. To avoid duplication, all responses are provided to Letter 37, which is 

the first occurrence of these two letters in this C&R document. 

Response to Comment 37-1 

The Draft EIR identifies known herring spawning areas near the project site, as discussed on page 

III.N-34 of the Draft EIR and depicted in Figure III.N-4: 

According to NMFS, known herring spawning areas within the area immediately adjacent to the 
Project site include several piers and areas of shoreline both north and south of the proposed 
marina (refer to Figure III.N-4 [Pacific Herring Spawning Habitat]). 

With respect to the type of piles to be used, as discussed in Impact BI-9b, page III.N-82 (and Table ES-

2, page ES-104) , the current design for the Yosemite Slough bridge would have columns supported by 

steel piles. Nevertheless, unsheathed creosote-soaked pilings are not proposed and will not be used. In 

response to the comment, the text in mitigation measure MM BI-9b, to add a third design measure, has 

been revised as follows: 

MM BI-9b … 

2. Design structures that can be installed in a short period of time (i.e., during periods of slack 
tide when fish movements are lower). 

3. Do not use unsheathed creosote-soaked wood pilings. 

… 

With respect to the placement of pilings during the herring spawning season (December through 

February), mitigation measure MM BI-9b also requires installation of steel piles during the June 1 to 

November 30 work window, or as otherwise recommended by National Marine Fisheries Services 

(NMFS). However, in response to the comment, the text in mitigation measure MM BI-9b has been 

revised to add the following construction measure: 

MM BI-9b … 

3. Avoid installation of any piles during the Pacific herring spawning season of December 
through February. Consult with the CDFG regarding actual spawning times if pile 
installation occurs between October and April. 

34. If steel piles must be driven with an impact hammer, an air curtain shall be installed to 
disrupt sound wave propagation, or the area around the piles being driven shall be dewatered 
using a cofferdam. The goal of either measure is to disrupt the sound wave as it moves from 
water into air. 

45. If an air curtain is used, a qualified biologist shall monitor pile driving to ensure that the air 
curtain is functioning properly and Project-generated sound waves do not exceed the threshold 
of 180-decibels generating 1 micropascal (as established by NMFS guidelines). This shall 
require monitoring of in-water sound waves during pile driving. 

56. Unless the area around the piles is dewatered during pile driving, a qualified biologist shall be 
present during pile driving of steel piles to monitor the work area for marine mammals. 



C&R-400 

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  

Comments & Responses 

May 2010 

Driving of steel piles shall cease if a marine mammal approaches within 250 feet of the work 
area or until the animal leaves the work area of its own accord. 
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 Letter 38: Da Costa, Francisco (1/11/10) 

Response to Comment 38-1 

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

community under SB 18. 

Response to Comment 38-2 

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 39: City and County of San Francisco, Historic Preservation 

Commission (1/12/10) 

All of the comments provided in this letter are substantially similar to the comments provided in Letter 

77; however, where this letter was submitted as a ―final‖ letter by the Historic Preservation Commission, 

Letter 77 represents their ―draft‖ letter. For that reason, full responses are provided in this letter. 

Response to Comment 39-1 

Draft EIR Section III.J (Cultural Resources and Paleontological Resources), pages III.J-8 through 

III.J-15 describes the historic context of the HPS from nineteenth century development of private 

shipyards, Navy involvement in the early twentieth century, the World War II period of Navy control 

and expansion, to the post-World War II activities of nuclear testing support and the Naval Radiological 

Defense Laboratory (NRDL). The Draft EIR context and analysis is based on Circa: Historic Property 

Development Bayview Waterfront Project Historic Resources Evaluation: Volume II, Historic Resource Survey and 

Technical Report, October 2009, as cited on p. III.J-1 (―Circa Report‖). The CIRCA Report is also included 

as Appendix J2 (CIRCA, Historic Resources Survey, October 2009) of this C&R document. 

Citing the Circa Report, Draft EIR pages III.J-21 through III.J-25 evaluate the buildings and structures at 

HPS. The Draft EIR notes that some structures at HPS have been previously identified as significant 

historic resources as part of the NRHP-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic District 

(refer to Draft EIR page III.J-21). Additionally, Drydock 4 was previously identified as individually 

eligible for the NRHP. On pages III.J-22 through III.J-25, the Draft states that the Circa Report 

identified the CRHR-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District. 

As stated in the Circa Report and on Draft EIR pages III.J-24 through III.J-25, the proposed Hunters 

Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District represents the broad history of HPS. 

The potential Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District is comprised of 

a collection of buildings, structures, and objects associated with the area‘s transition from early 

commercial drydock operation through its period of radiological research. The district encompasses a 

range of buildings from each of the three primary periods of significance for HPS: early drydocks, Navy 

use in World War II, and radiological research in the World War II and post-war periods. Related site 

features associated with the district include light standards, rail spurs, crane tracks, drydock perimeter 

fencing, bollards, and cleats. 

The potential Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District encompasses a 

cross section of buildings, structures and objects, varying in age and function from the early commercial 

drydock operations (1903), through the Shipyard‘s function as a high tech naval ship repair and 

decontamination facility in World War II, and as a ship repair and radiological research facility in the 

post-war period (1946-1969). The industrial buildings (140, 204, 205, 207, 208, 211, 231, 224, and 253), 

Drydocks 2 and 3, and other related site features represent a microcosm of the historical development 

and context of HPS. The potential district contains the previously determined National Register eligible 

buildings (automatically listed as a district on the CRHR) as well as recommended contributors to an 

expanded, potential CRHR historic district (including Drydock 2, Drydock 3, and Buildings 140, 204, 

205, 207, 208, 211, 224, 231, and 253). The proposed contributors to the CRHR-eligible district include 

the previously eligible NRHP district contributors plus Buildings 208, 211, 224, 231, and 253. Though 
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the condition of the buildings ranges from good to fair, the Circa Report found that the potential CRHR 

district as a whole retains a high degree of integrity of location, design, setting, workmanship, materials, 

association, and feeling. 

A district can comprise both features that lack individual distinction and individually distinctive features 

that serve as focal points. While Buildings 208, 211, 224, 231, and 253 may not be individually eligible for 

listing on the CRHR, when combined with the historic drydocks and associated buildings, the district is a 

physical representation of the broad history of HPS. Draft EIR Figure III.J-3 (Potential Historic 

Structures), page III.J-26, illustrates views of buildings 211, 231, and 253. Figure III.J-3 has been revised 

in Section F (Draft EIR Revisions) to include a photograph of building 224. Draft EIR Figure III.J-2, 

page III.J-23, depicts the boundaries and location of structure in the CRHR-eligible district. 

Among the structures identified as part of CRHR-eligible district, Circa found, as stated on Draft EIR 

pages III.J-9 to -10: 

The first building built by the Navy in World War II was Building 321 (1942-1945), the Inside 
Machine Shop. Constructed in 1942 by the San Francisco-based firm of Barret & Hilp and situated 
adjacent to Drydock 2, the curtain-wall building was for a brief period the only major functional 
shop at the Shipyard as the United States headed into the war. Building 211 was also one of the 
first erected by the Navy. The building was the original Shipfitters Shop and is a good 
representation of the typical semi-permanent, monitor-room shop building constructed throughout 
the Shipyard during the World War II era. Building 224, a concrete air raid/bomb shelter building 
built in 1944, and later used as an annex for the NRDL, is a unique representative of its type at the 
Shipyard. The only building within the district completed after World War II is the Optical, 
Electronics and Ordinance Building, Building 253, finished in 1947 and attached to the west 
elevation of Building 211. This concrete frame curtain-wall building, designed for the Navy by local 
architect Ernest J. Kump, was a highly specific repair and research facility. 

Buildings 208, 211, 231, 224, and 253 thus represent important range of structures from the World War 

II and post-war era in terms of Navy history at HPS (Building 231), design (Building 211), uniqueness 

(Building 224), and a specific research and repair facility by a noted architect (Building 253). 

The Circa Report evaluated other World War II– and post-war-era structures at HPS, and concluded that 

those structures would not meet criteria for eligibility for the CRHR or NRHP as individual resources, or 

as part of an historic district. The Circa Report includes individual discussions of World War II–era 

buildings and structures, Buildings 101, 110, 134, 214, 215, 351/351A, 400, 404, 405, 406, 407, 505, and 

809, and Drydocks 5, 6, and 7 (Circa Report, pages 77–84). The Circa Report discusses the design 

historic associations, condition, and, if known, the architect of each of these structures. The Circa Report 

provides conclusions on lack of eligibility for National, California, or local historic registers. The Circa 

Report also describes the design, historic associations and, if known, the architect of four post-war era 

buildings, Building 411, 521, 707, and 709 (Circa Report, pages 84–88). The report provides conclusions 

as to their lack of eligibility for National, California, or local registers. In addition, the Circa Report 

includes Table 1 (Remaining World War II Buildings Not Found to Be Significant) and Table 2 

(Remaining Post World War II Buildings Not Found to be Significant) (Circa Report, pages 91–93). 

Overall, the Circa Report evaluates every structure extant at the HPS as of 2008, with regard to eligibility 

for National, California, and local historic registers. Information on each structure was compiled in a 

CDPR Primary Naval Forms (DPR 523a). The forms provide the basis for initial screening of the 
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potential significance of each structure. As presented in the Circa Report and the Draft EIR, the Hunters 

Point Shipyard, while a large site, currently includes only a limited number of structures that meet criteria 

for listing on the NRHP or the CRHR, and does not contain resources that would meet criteria for a 

larger historic district. 

The Circa Report found that the extant buildings located outside of the proposed Hunters Point 

Commercial Drydock and Shipyard Historic District do not qualify as contributors to a larger historic 

district because (1) better examples of these types of buildings are found within the proposed district, 

within the Bay Area, and on military bases throughout the United States; (2) inclusion of these Shipyard 

buildings within the proposed historic district would not expand or augment the historic context or 

architectural value of the proposed historic district; and (3) the site does not retain enough integrity as a 

whole to justify an expansion of the proposed district. The Circa Report, as cited in the Draft EIR and as 

discussed above, includes substantial information to support those conclusions. 

In addition, with regard to the ―rarity‖ of the World War II–era military/industrial buildings at Hunters 

Point Shipyard, Circa conducted additional research and site visits of such buildings at other military 

bases in the Bay Area (―Circa Memo,‖ also provided as Appendix J3 [CIRCA, Historic Resources 

Evaluation for Candlestick, April 2010] of this C&R document).108 The Circa Memo reported on research 

and site visits for bases that had (1) proximity, (2) reasonably similar historic context, and (3) similar 

building typologies. The site visits were conducted at Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Richmond Shipyards, 

Alameda Naval Air Station, and Oakland Army. The Circa Memo noted that selected former military 

sites with similar World-War-II shipyard context were compared to identify the extent to which a 

―common‖ building typology was represented. The general building types at HPS outside the CRHR-

eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District once considered 

common with the potential to now be considered rare due to the extent of base closures and 

redevelopment are (1) warehousing, supply and industry support, (2) shops, shipbuilding and repair (large 

machine/assembly shops, wood clad shops and metal-clad shops), and (3) residential/personnel services. 

The Circa Memo found that, in most cases, the HPS buildings (for example, Buildings 117, 251, 274, 400, 

404, and 810) were inferior to similar buildings at other bases in regard to physical integrity and 

condition. Most, if not all, of the similar buildings at the other bases retain their original cladding 

materials and windows, among other character defining features. Many of these similar buildings types 

are being retained and are planned for reuse. Portions of many of these former bases have been found 

eligible for the NRHP or are listed as NRHP historic districts. Circa reported that Mare Island Naval 

Yard has a superior and more comprehensive collection of similar shop, storehouse, and residential and 

related building types from the World War II period, and that these buildings have a higher level of 

physical integrity than those at Hunters Point Shipyard. The Circa Memo includes an appendix with 

comparative photographs of buildings at HPS, Mare Island, Oakland Army Base, and Alameda Naval Air 

Station. The appendix documents the occurrence and general condition of similar buildings at those 

other bases. 

                                                 
108 Circa: Historic Property Development, Memorandum on Comparative Rarity of World-War-II Era Buildings at Hunters Point 
Shipyard, April 2010 (refer to Appendix J4 [CIRCA, Draft HPS Rarity Memorandum (April 2010)]). 
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The Circa Memo therefore concluded that the boundaries of the CRHR-eligible Hunters Point 

Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District encompass a district that is contiguous, with 

buildings, structures, and objects that are representative of all phases of historic development at Hunters 

Point Shipyard (through the period of significance) and retain a high level of integrity. The same cannot 

be said of the remaining portions of HPS given the extent of loss of integrity and lack of rarity compared 

to other intact military installations in the Bay Area. 

With regard to architects associated with HPS buildings, the Circa Report includes information where 

available. Most structures dating from the pre-World War II, and later periods, at HPS cannot be 

attributed to an individual architect or firm. Many World War II–era structures are noted, as based on 

standard plans of the Navy Bureau of Yards and Docks: 

Though the buildings were constructed as part of a vast support facility built to assist with the 
activities carried out at Mare Island and at Hunters Point through 1974, simple association with 
historic events or trends is not enough, in and of itself, to qualify under Criterion A/1. Each 
property‘s specific association must be considered important. Since none of the buildings appear to 
have made particularly significant contributions to the Navy‘s war effort or to the operations of the 
NRDL during that time, they don‘t exhibit a level of associative significance necessary for listing 
on the NRHP, CRHR or for local listing. From a design standpoint, the majorities of these 
buildings were build using standard Bureau of Yards & Docks plans or variations thereof and are 
similar to other WW II-era military installations located through the Nation. While some notable 
architects, engineers and contractors were involved in the design and construction of a number of 
buildings at the shipyard, this owes more to the fact that civilian architectural contracts were scarce 
during the WWII-era and military contracts abundant. Even in cases where noted architectural 
firms were involved in the design/construction process, it was common practice to use the many 
standardized Bureau of Yards & Docks plans available, adapting them to specific conditions at 
each base. As none of the buildings appear to be distinguished examples of their type, period or 
method of construction, do not represent the work of a master or possess high artistic value, they 
do not appear to be eligible for the NRHP, CRHR or for local listing under Criterion C/3. Further, 
many exhibit diminished integrity due to additions, alterations and exposure to the elements. 

In general, the buildings do not qualify as contributors to a larger historic district because 1) better 
examples of these types of buildings are found within the proposed district, within the Bay Area, 
and on military bases through the United States; 2) inclusion of these buildings within the 
proposed historic district would not expand or augment the historic context or architectural value 
of the proposed historic district; and 3) the buildings do not retain enough integrity as a whole to 
justify an expansion of the proposed district. (Circa Report, pages 88-89) 

Building 253, the Optical, Electronics and Ordnance Building, was, as noted on Draft EIR p. III.J-10, 

designed by San Francisco architect Ernest J. Kump. Building 253, identified as a contributory structure 

in the potential CRHR Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District is the 

only World War II or post-war era structure at HPS directly attributed to a specific notable architect. 

Ernest J. Kump, Jr. (1911–1999), achieved recognition among American modernist architects of the late 

1930s and early 1940s. His work is primarily for known for educational facilities, including in the Bay 

Area, for example, Acalanes High School, in Lafayette, 1939–55; Encinal High School, in Alameda, 

1951–52; and Foothill College, in Los Altos, 1961. 

The Circa Report notes that for Building 505, the Navy Exchange/Gymnasium, ―Navy records also 

indicate Timothy Pflueger designed the barber shop and chaplain‘s office portions of this otherwise 

standard plan building.‖ (Building 505 was not accessible at the time of the Circa Report for review of 
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the condition of the interior spaces attributed to Pflueger.) Timothy Pflueger was a prominent architect, 

but the Circa Report, page 83, concludes: 

The involvement of notable architects and engineers in the design of military buildings during 
wartime was not uncommon and the portions of Building 505 designed by the firm of Timothy 
Pflueger are not distinguished examples of his work. Therefore, the building does not appear to 
qualify for individual listing on the National, California or local registers. 

Among post-war structures, for Building 411, the Shipfitters, Welders, & Boilermaker Building, Circa, 

pages 85–86, notes: 

Austin Willmot Earl, a San Francisco Structural Engineer designed Building 411 for the Navy and 
Albert Kahn & Associates Architects & Engineers, Inc. appears to have been contracted as for 
additional design consultation. Retained as the consulting structural engineer for a number of 
projects at hunters Point Shipyard, Austin W. Earl received the Civilian Merit Award for his work 
during World War II for the Navy‘s Bureau of Yards and Docks. Earl became a recognized 
authority on waterfront construction and was responsible for the engineering of many industrial 
structures at Mare Island, Hunters Point and Port Chicago. It is unclear to what extent the firm of 
Albert Kahn & Associates was involved in the design of this building; however, Albert Kahn 
himself was not involved n the design or construction for Building 411 as he died in 1942. The 
architectural plans are dated 1945 and the building was not completed until 1947. Barret & Hilp 
constructed the building. 

Austin Earl was involved with engineering design for tunnels, wharves and other facilities, but 

Building 411 is not considered the work of a master. Therefore, the Circa Report evaluation of historic 

resources at HPS presented in the Draft EIR provides a sufficient basis for the identification of the 

significance of contributory structures and boundaries of the CRHR-eligible Hunters Point Commercial 

Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District. The Circa report appropriately evaluated other buildings 

and structures at HPs and provides sufficient basis for concluding that those structures would not meet 

criteria as individual historic resources or as contributors to a larger historic district. 

Response to Comment 39-2 

Refer to Response to Comment 28-1 with regard to Alternative 4 (Reduced CP-HPS Phase II 

Development, Historic Preservation) and Subalternative 4A (CP-HPS Phase II Development Plan with 

Historic Preservation) as preservation alternatives that would retain the structures in the CRHR-eligible 

Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District and would avoid significant 

adverse effects on historic resources. 

Response to Comment 39-3 

The Project would retain and interpret historic features of Hunters Point Shipyard, including Heritage 

Park (essentially the NRHP-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic District), as described 

in Draft EIR Chapter II (Project Description), Hunter Point Shipyard Piers, Drydocks and Waterside 

Uses, page II-23, and Section III.J, pages III.J-33 to -34. Draft EIR Section III.P (Recreation), page 

III.P-27 identifies other features that would reference the history of the site. Near Northside Park, the 

open-air African Marketplace would form an east-west promenade crossing the park, and would relate to 

the African-American community history in the Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood. The Waterfront 

Promenade would provide evidence of the historic qualities of the industrial waterfront, which would be 
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incorporated into tree bosques, seating areas, lawn panels, artworks, and interpretive gardens. Grasslands 

Ecology Park at Parcel E would contain a visitor/interpretive center. Figure III.P-2 (Proposed parks and 

Open Space), Draft EIR page III.P-14, illustrates the location of these Project features. 

Mitigation measures MM CP-1b.1 and MM CP-1b.2 would provide for documentation of the Shipyard 

consistent with Historic American Building Survey (HABS)/Historic American Engineering Record 

(HAER) Historical Report Guidelines, under HABS/HAER Level II and Level III standards and for 

interpretive displays at the Shipyard of a number and type subject to the approval of the Historic 

Preservation Commission. 

Response to Comment 39-4 

Draft EIR page III.J-21, Historic Resources—Candlestick Point, discusses Candlestick Park stadium 

under NRHP and CRHR criteria. On the basis of documents cited, the Draft EIR found that Candlestick 

Park stadium, built in 1960, would not meet NRHP or CRHR criteria as an historic resource. Draft EIR 

page III.J-33, Impact CP-1a: Change in Significance of Historic Architectural Resources at Candlestick 

Point, therefore concluded that demolition of Candlestick Park stadium with the Project would be a less 

than significant effect on historic resources. 

Because Candlestick Park stadium will be 50 years old in 2010, an additional Historic Resource 

Evaluation (HRE) for Candlestick Park stadium was completed (refer to Appendix J3 [CIRCA, Historic 

Resources Evaluation for Candlestick, April 2010] of this C&R document).109 The HRE reviews the 

history of Candlestick Park stadium, and evaluates the structure under NRHP and CRHR criteria. The 

NRHP criteria are summarized on Draft EIR pages III.J-27 and III.J-28: 

[E]eligible resources comprise districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess 
integrity of location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and any of 
the following: 

a) Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of our history 

b) Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past 

c) Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that 
possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction 

d) Have yielded or may be likely to yield, information important to history or prehistory 

CRHR criteria are similar, as presented on Draft EIR page III.J-29: 

In general, an historical resource is defined as any object, building, structure, site, area, place, 
record, or manuscript that: 

(a) Is historically or archaeologically significant, or is significant in the architectural, 
engineering, scientific, economic, agricultural, educational, social, political or cultural annals 
of California; and 

(b) Meets any of the following criteria: 

1) Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns 
of California‘s history and cultural heritage; 

                                                 
109 Circa: Historic Property Development, Historic Resource Evaluation for Candlestick Park Sports Stadium, San Francisco, CA, 
April 2010. 



C&R-425 

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  

Comments & Responses 

May 2010 

2) Is associated with the lives of persons important in our past; 

3) Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of 
construction, or represents the work of an important creative individual, or possesses 
high artistic values; or 

4) Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history. 

The HRE presents the history of development of Candlestick Park stadium as part of the expansion of 

Major League Baseball to the West Coast in the late 1950s, with the New York Giants moving to San 

Francisco and the Brooklyn Dodgers moving to Los Angeles. The newly renamed San Francisco Giants 

played their first two seasons at the existing Seals Stadium (since demolished). Candlestick Point stadium 

opened in the 1960 season. The site was owned by Charles Harney, one of San Francisco‘s most well 

known contractors, who sold the property to the City for $2.7 million. Harney was also the contractor 

for the stadium. The stadium and the site are owned by the San Francisco Recreation and Park 

Department. The original stadium was a 43,765-seat baseball park, with a two-level grandstand around 

the infield, and bleacher seating around the outfield. Extensive surface parking was provided around the 

stadium. As discussed below, the stadium has been altered since 1960 and now serves as football stadium 

for the San Francisco 49ers. 

The HRE analyzes each of the NRHP and CRHR criteria noted above and concludes that Candlestick 

Park stadium meets certain of the criteria for association with events or persons, but does not possess 

sufficient integrity to qualify for listing on the NRHP or CRHR. The HRE also notes that Candlestick 

Park stadium would not appear to meet criteria as a San Francisco landmark under Planning Code Article 

10. The HRE cites and concurs with earlier evaluations of the stadium that similarly found significant 

associations with events or persons, but that the property does not possess integrity as an historic 

resource. 

Therefore, Candlestick Park stadium is not an historic resource, and the Draft EIR correctly concludes 

that demolition of Candlestick Park stadium with the Project would be a less than significant effect on 

historic resources. 

For information, key findings of the HRE are summarized below: 

Association with Events 

Candlestick Park stadium meets criteria for association with significant events, the expansion of Major 

League Baseball to the West Coast in the late 1950s, While the HRE notes other events associated with 

the stadium, such as important baseball and football games, and the San Francisco Giants – Oakland 

Athletics World Series game during the October 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake, the HRE concludes that 

those other events would not meet NRHP and CRHR associative criteria. 

Association with Persons 

Candlestick Park stadium meets criteria for association with significant persons, the baseball career of 

Willie Mays, regarded as one the greatest baseball players of all time. Mays joined the New York Giants 

in 1951, and played with the San Francisco Giants at Candlestick Park from 1960 to 1972. As stated in 

the HRE, ―he is the one player in San Francisco Giants history whose achievements could be considered 

to be of exceptional significance in the history of baseball. In addition, enough time has passed to 
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accurately evaluate the significance of Mays' career, and his stature among the greatest players of all time 

will not diminish in the future, even as later players surpass his accomplishments.‖ 

The HRE discussed other persons associated with the stadium, including prominent baseball players 

such as Orlando Cepeda, Juan Marichal, Willie McCovey, Gaylord Perry, and Barry Bonds, and 

prominent San Francisco 49ers football players, including Joe Montana and Jerry Rice, and concluded 

that those persons would not meet NRHP or CRHR associative criteria. 

Design/Construction 

The HRE found that the structure does not meet criteria for design and construction. 

John S. Bolles (1905–1983) was the architect of Candlestick Park stadium and some of the later 

alterations.‖ Bolles was responsible for other buildings in the Bay Area, including residential structures, 

including Ping Yuen public housing in Chinatown, the Anna Waden branch public library in Bayview, 

and other commercial buildings in Northern California. His IBM campus in San Jose includes Building 

25, found eligible for the NRHP and CRHR. Bolles considered Candlestick Park stadium his most 

important project. However, the HRE found that Bolles would not be considered a ―master‖ architect. 

Candlestick Park stadium is not the work of a master. 

Candlestick Park stadium is a transitional design between baseball parks before the 1950s and dual-use 

stadiums developed in the 1970s. While Candlestick Park stadium includes features such as concrete 

construction and a set-back grandstand that reduced impaired sightlines compared to older stadiums, the 

HRE found that it does not represent an example of contemporary stadium design form the 1960s and 

1970s as was found in Los Angeles, Oakland, St. Louis, or New York. 

The original design as a 43,765-seat baseball stadium was eventually altered to dual baseball- football use 

in 1971, and by 1994 had 71,000-seats. Since 2000, when the Giants opened the baseball park at China 

Basin, now known as AT&T Park, Candlestick Park stadium is football only. Many other modifications 

have compromised the integrity of the original design. Extensive alterations include (but are not limited 

to): an increase of the seating capacity from the original 43,765 to 58,000 in 1993 and 71,000 in 1994, 

major reconfiguration of the grandstand, enclosure of the baseball outfield and installation of retractable 

seating in right field, replacement of 30,000 original wood seats with plastic seats, eight new ticket 

booths, enlarged and rehabbed press box, new lights, and the replacement of bluegrass field with 

Astroturf. These and other alterations have resulted in the stadium‘s current primary football-use design. 

The HRE found that the structure does not possess distinctive or unique design or construction features 

of those periods. 

Information Value 

The HRE found that demolition of Candlestick Park stadium would not have a significant effect on the 

information value of archaeological resources at the site. The Draft EIR found that archaeological 

resources expected to be found on the Candlestick Point site could have important research value and 

would, therefore, be legally significant under CEQA. Any potential archeological resources that are 

covered by existing development would remain covered and unavailable unless the site is redeveloped. 

Adverse effects of construction-related activities to archaeological resources at Candlestick Point would 
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be less-than-significant through implementation of the CP-HPS Phase II ARDTP, as discussed on Draft 

EIR pages III.J-36 through 39. 

Integrity 

The HRE evaluates the integrity of Candlestick Park stadium according to NRHP and CRHR criteria. To 

retain integrity a property must have most of the seven aspects of integrity as defined by the NRHR. The 

property has been evaluated for integrity by Caltrans, the State Office of Historic Preservation, Jones & 

Stokes, and Circa, all of whom have found that Candlestick Park has a significantly diminished level of 

integrity due to 30 years of ongoing alterations resulting in cumulative degradation of the historic 

significance of the property. These alterations, both major and minor, diminished the stadium‘s integrity 

of design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. 

Design. The stadium has been extensively altered over the course of thirty-years since the early 
1970s, especially with the enclosure of the stadium seating and removal of the baseball diamond 
for football use. The property does not retain integrity of design. 

Setting. The stadium is on an 81-acre site and is surrounded by a paved parking lot with a chain 
link fence. Landscaping is minimal and consists primarily of clusters of trees around both the north 
and south (main) gates; a succession of trees defines the outside border of the main access road 
immediately surrounding the stadium. The setting has been somewhat altered due to the 
modification of the stadium envelope. The property retains some integrity for setting. 

Materials. The stadium is primarily comprised of reinforced concrete and steel that has been 
enlarged, altered, repaired and painted over the course of 30-years. A majority of character defining 
elements of a baseball field (diamond field layout, bases, pitcher's mound, catcher's box, home 
plate, in-filed, out-field and foul lines) and stadium (score board, original seating, original press 
boxes, hospitality suites, concession stands, offices, entrances/exists turnstiles, ticket booths, 
stairwells, elevators) have been removed or significantly altered. The property does not retain 
integrity of materials. 

Workmanship. The stadium has been extensively altered over as noted in the HRE; therefore, it 
has lost much evidence of craft. The property does not retain integrity of workmanship. 

Feeling. Candlestick Park was designed and constructed as a baseball stadium. The enclosure of 
the stadium seating around the original outfield, reconfiguring of the seating and alteration of the 
diamond configuration eliminated the feeling of a baseball field. While it reflects the feeling of a 
stadium, it does not reflect that of a baseball stadium. The property does not retain integrity of 
feeling. 

Association. Candlestick Park's historic association was once that of the first Major League 
Baseball park on the West Coast. Its change to a dual purpose, and then to primarily a football 
stadium have removed the baseball association. The property‘s association with the introduction of 
Major League Baseball on the West Coast would not extend to the 1970s. By that time, there were 
Major League Baseball teams in Anaheim, Oakland, and San Diego, in addition to San Francisco 
and Los Angeles. The property‘s association with the career of Willie Mays would extend only to 
1972, before Mays was traded to the New York Mets. Almost all of the home games that Mays 
played during his Candlestick Park years were in the pre-expansion stadium, with its open outfield 
and upper deck seating only in the infield areas. The property does not retain integrity of 
association. 

To clarify the evaluation of Candlestick Park stadium, the following text is revised on Draft EIR page 

III.J-21, under Historic Resources—Candlestick Point, first paragraph, replacing sentence four, and 

adding footnote 251a: 
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The Candlestick Point site does not contain historic resources. In 2007, Jones & Stokes completed 
a review of Candlestick Park stadium, built in 1960, for potential eligibility in the NRHP.251 The 
evaluation determined that the stadium did not meet the criteria to qualify as an exceptional 
property less than 50 years old. The report noted extensive alterations since its construction, 
including the expansion and enclosure in 1970 and more recent modifications to convert the 
stadium into a football-only facility. The stadium, if reviewed at the 50-year mark, would not meet 
criteria for listing on the NRHP or CRHR due to lack of physical integrity resulting from the 
extensive alterations discussed above. A recent Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) reviewed the 
stadium as a 50-year-old structure and the HRE concluded that, while the stadium would meet 
certain NRHP and CRHR criteria for association with events and persons, specifically the 
expansion of Major League Baseball to the West Coast and the career of Willie Mays with the San 
Francisco Giants, the stadium does not retain sufficient integrity to qualify as an historic resource 
under NRHP or CRHR criteria.251a … 

_______________ 

251a Circa: Historic Property Development, Historic Resource Evaluation for Candlestick Park Stadium, San Francisco, CA, 
April 2010 (refer to Appendix J3 [CIRCA, Historic Resources Evaluation for Candlestick, April 2010]). 

The following text is revised on Draft EIR page III.J-33 under Impact CP-1a (Change in Significance of 

Historic Architectural Resources at Candlestick Point), first paragraph: 

The Project would demolish Candlestick Park stadium, and would demolish and redevelop the 
Alice Griffith public housing site. Neither Candlestick Park stadium, nor the Alice Griffith public 
housing sites are considered eligible for listing on the NRHP, CRHR, or City landmark registers. 
As discussed above, Jones & Stokes completed a review of Candlestick Park stadium in 2007 and 
determined that the stadium did not meet the eligibility criteria for the NRHP while the stadium 
would meet certain NRHP and CRHR criteria for association with events and persons, the stadium 
does not retain sufficient integrity to qualify as a historic resource. … 

Response to Comment 39-5 

Draft EIR Section III.K (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) presents complete information on existing 

conditions, potential hazards, remediation measures, and legal and administrative procedures that would 

address hazardous conditions. Section III.K concludes that all Project hazardous material impacts related 

to site conditions would be less than significant with implementation of mitigation measures. (Refer to 

Draft EIR pages III.K-53 to -109.) For many areas of HPS Phase II, remediation activities already are 

underway as part Navy responsibilities under CERCLA. Remediation activities for groundwater 

contamination would in general assume that existing buildings would be demolished prior to soil 

remediation. As discussed in the Draft EIR and in Response to Comment 39-1 above, removal of most 

buildings at HPS Phase II would not affect significant historic resources, and, therefore, remediation 

activities would not have an adverse effect on such resources. Section F (Draft EIR Revisions) of this 

document discusses Subalternative 4A (CP-HPS Phase II Development Plan with Historic Preservation), 

which would retain the structures in the CRHR-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval 

Shipyard Historic District and would avoid significant adverse effects on historic resources identified in 

the Draft EIR. Refer also to Response to Comment 28-1. 

Subalternative 4A would retain and rehabilitate identified historic buildings in the Historic District using 

the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic 

Buildings (Secretary‘s Standards). As with the Project, Subalternative 4A would also retain the buildings 

and structures in the potential NRHP Hunters Point Commercial Drydock District. Subalternative 4A 
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assumes that the Navy would transfer the identified historic buildings to the Agency and would not 

demolish them before transfer. 

As part of Subalternative 4A, the retained buildings would require abatement of existing hazardous 

materials such as asbestos, PCBs from electric fixtures, and lead-based paint. Those abatement activities 

would be a typical step in a reuse and rehabilitation plan. The Navy is responsible for identifying the 

required extent of soil and groundwater remediation needed through the CERCLA process, as explained 

in Draft EIR Section III.K. The Navy will also clear all transferred buildings of any radiological hazards. 

Whether remediation activities would preclude rehabilitation or reuse of any of the buildings in the 

identified Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District is not known at this 

time. Buildings 211 and 253 have been identified as radiologically impacted buildings. The Navy will not 

make a determination as to whether these buildings can be cleared for reuse until at the earliest fall 2010. 

As noted in Draft EIR Section III.K, pages III.K-27 to -28, Basewide Historical Radiological 

Assessment: 

The overall conclusion of the [Historical Radiological Assessment] HRA was that although low 
levels of radioactive contamination exist at HPS, no imminent threat or substantial risk exists to 
tenants, the environment of HPS, or the local community. This conclusion has been reinforced by 
subsequent Finding of Suitability for Lease (FOSL) issued by the Navy for areas in Parcel B and 
Building 606 in Parcel D and approved by the regulatory agencies authorizing leases for various 
uses involving hundreds of employees, artists, and visitors in close proximity to various ―impacted‖ 
sites each day. A Basewide Radiological Work Plan was subsequently prepared, describing survey 
and decontamination approaches to be implemented in support of radiological release of buildings 
and areas. 

In sum, before the Navy transfers property to the Agency, it will address all radiologically impacted 

buildings, and will either complete all remediation or complete a plan for remediation and transfer 

implementation to the Agency (early transfer). The extent to which Navy remedial work or remedial 

plans will impact the ability to reuse the historic buildings has not been definitely determined by the 

Navy at this time. 

Response to Comment 39-6 

Refer to Response to Comment 28-1 and Section F (Draft EIR Revisions) of this document, which 

discuss Subalternative 4A (CP-HPS Phase II Development Plan with Historic Preservation), which 

would retain the structures in the CRHR-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval 

Shipyard Historic District. Subalternative 4A would reuse structures in the CRHR-eligible Hunters Point 

Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District with a mix of R&D and parking uses, as 

presented in the Page & Turnbull and CBRE feasibility studies cited in the Draft EIR (Appendices VI 

and V2, respectively). Subalternative 4A, as discussed in Section F, would include a reconfigured site plan 

and building program at HPS such that all Project uses would be accommodated. 

Response to Comment 39-7 

Draft EIR Figure III.J-2, page III.J-23, Potential Historic District, illustrates historic resources identified 

in the Draft EIR. The legend indicates the boundary of the NRHP-eligible Hunters Point Commercial 

Drydock Historic District, and the location of Drydocks 2 and 3, and Buildings 140, 204, 205, and 207 

that are contributory to that district. Figure III.J-2 also indicates the boundary of the CRHR-eligible 
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Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District (which encompasses the 

smaller NRHP district), and the locations of Buildings 208, 224, 211, 231, and 253 that are contributory 

to that district. Additionally, Drydock 4 was previously identified as individually eligible for the NRHP. 

(It should be noted that Building 208 would now be retained as part of the Project and all variants and 

alternatives.) 

New Figure VI-3a (Subalternative 4A Land Use Plan) illustrates the site plan for Subalternative 4A (CP-

HPS Phase II Development Plan with Historic Preservation Alternative), which would retain the 

structures in the CRHR-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic 

District and would avoid significant adverse effects on historic resources. 
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 Letter 40: Gould, Corrina (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 40-1 

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

community under Senate Bill 18 (SB 18). 
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 Letter 41: Hamman, Michael (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 41-1 

Draft EIR Section III.J (Cultural Resources and Paleontological Resources) recently evaluated all 

structures at Hunters Point Shipyard, as described on Draft EIR pages III.J-21 through -25, and cited in 

the Circa Historic Property Development, Bayview Waterfront Plan Historic Resources Evaluation, Volume II: 

Draft Historic Resource Survey and Technical Report, October 2009, on III.J-1. The reference to the Baumberg 

report in Draft EIR footnote 252, page III.J-21, is background information. That source did not come 

from the basis of conclusions about the significance of historic structures at the Shipyard. 

Response to Comment 41-2 

Refer to Response to Comment 39-1, for a discussion of the adequacy of the evaluation of historic 

resources at Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II. Refer to Responses to Comments 28-1 and 39-3, and to 

Section F (Draft EIR Revisions) of this document, with regard to Alternative 4 (Reduced CP-HPS 

Phase II Development, Historic Preservation) and Subalternative 4A (CP-HPS Phase II Development 

Plan with Historic Preservation) as preservation alternatives that would retain the structures in the 

CRHR-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District and would 

avoid significant adverse effects on historic resources. 

Response to Comment 41-3 

As noted in the comment, mitigation measure MM CP-1b.1, pages III.J-34 to -35, requiring 

documentation of the CRHR-eligible resources before demolition, would reduce, but not avoid, the 

significant effect on CRHR-eligible resources. Refer to Responses to Comments 28-1 and 39-3, and to 

Section F (Draft EIR Revisions) of this document, with regard to Alternative 4 (Reduced CP-HPS 

Phase II Development, Historic Preservation) and Subalternative 4A (CP-HPS Phase II Development 

Plan with Historic Preservation) as preservation alternatives that would retain the structures in the 

CRHR-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District and would 

avoid significant adverse effects on historic resources. 

The comment regarding funding an endowment for preservation of historic buildings in the Bayview 

neighborhood as mitigation for loss of historic resources at Hunters Point Shipyard is noted. Such a 

funding mechanism would not fully mitigate the loss of those structures. In addition, there is no program 

in place to implement the funding measure proposed by the commenter, and there would be no 

assurance that such a program would be implemented. 
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 Letter 42: Californians for Renewable Energy, Inc. (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 42-1 

This comment contains introductory 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. 
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 Letter 43: People Organized to Win Employment Rights (1/12/10) 
1 of 3 
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 Letter 43: People Organized to Win Employment Rights (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 43-1 

The process and assumptions used in developing future year 2030 No Project cumulative conditions are 

presented in Draft EIR pages III.D-39 and III.D-40. As indicated on page III.D-40, the analysis of 

future cumulative transportation impacts included traffic expected to be generated as part of the India 

Basin/Area C development. Therefore, the cumulative effects of Area C traffic, traffic from the Project, 

and traffic from other reasonably foreseeable developments were incorporated into the analysis and 

informed the mitigation measures. None of the foreseeable projects are in any way dependent on the 

other taking place, and could occur regardless of whether the other takes place or not. 

Although the NOP for this Draft EIR included the Area C development as part of the Project, Agency 

and Planning Department staff decided to separate the environmental review of the Area C 

redevelopment program from the Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Plan EIR. 

This separation was to allow this Draft EIR to fully focus on the Candlestick Point-Hunters Point 

Shipyard Redevelopment Plan and to accommodate the continuing community participation process on 

planning for the proposed Area C redevelopment program. 

Response to Comment 43-2 

The Bayview Transportation Improvement Project (BTIP) began almost a decade ago to review options 

to provide a major truck and auto route between US-101 and the Hunters Point Shipyard and to the 

South Basin industrial area, and to reduce through truck traffic on Third Street and east/west residential 

streets. Auto and truck activity is an essential component of the BVHP commercial and industrial 

businesses and will continue to be so. Providing designated truck access routes as proposed by the BTIP 

study would help to: 

■ Provide a roadway for traffic accessing the BVHP community that minimizes travel time, to 
attract traffic off of Third Street and other residential streets 

■ Reduce the wear and tear, and excessive damage to residential streets 

■ Reduce conflicts between truck traffic and residential uses, including pedestrians and light rail 

As the project sponsor for the BTIP, the City & County of San Francisco will comply with state and 

federal environmental laws requiring analysis and disclosure of the potential environmental impacts of 

the project. To do so, the San Francisco Department of Public Works has been working with the San 

Francisco Planning Department, Caltrans, and the Federal Highway Administration to develop a joint 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)/Draft EIR to satisfy provisions of the CEQA and the 

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The DEIS/Draft EIR for this project, which is as yet 

unpublished, is intended to ensure a thorough decision-making process—including the identification of 

alternatives; assessment of potential impacts; and coordination with environmental permitting agencies 

and the public. 

The BTIP requires an extensive environmental review process. Special studies to address the issues 

identified in the initial site assessments and conceptual engineering reports were completed during 2008 

and the information was compiled into an Administrative DEIS/Draft EIR. The BTIP DEIS/Draft EIR 
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was proposed to be published in the summer of 2009; however, reviewing delays were encountered 

which were out the control of the City & County of San Francisco. 

Subsequently, the Candlestick Point-Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II Development Plan Project 

proceeded and published this Draft EIR on November 12, 2009, with more recent assessments. 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 are 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, the City 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 decision makers do not have conflicting descriptions of improvements 

and analysis results. 

Response to Comment 43-3 

As currently proposed, nearly all of the Project development would be within ¼ mile of a transit stop. 

The portions of the development that would not be within this distance include the southernmost 

portion of the dual-use sports fields, parts of the R&D area, and parts of the parks and open space. As 

proposed, they would be within ½ mile. Refer to Figure C&R-6 (Transit Routes and Stops) illustrating 

locations of transit stops within the Project and the land uses contained within a ¼-mile radius of those 

stops. Existing transit services are described on Draft EIR pages III.D-12 to III.D-15, and existing 

transit routes are depicted on Figure III.D-3 (Existing Transit Network). 

Because the new and expanded Muni lines serving the Project would run through surrounding 

neighborhoods in the Bayview Hunters Point area to varying extent, as well as other city neighborhoods, 

these areas would generally experience increased transit frequencies and extended access in conjunction 

with the transit service plan proposed by the Project. These reliabilities of lines would also benefit from 

transit-priority treatments within and in the Project vicinity. The Muni lines planned for increased 

coverage, reliability improvements, and/or frequency include the 23-Monterey, 24-Divisadero, 28L-19th 

Avenue Limited, 29-Sunset, 44-O‘Shaughnessey, 48-Quintara-24th Street (replacing portions of the 19-

Polk as proposed in the TEP), 54-Felton, and the T-Third. 



CP North

R&D

HPS Village 
Center

CP South

Jamestown

CP Center

HPS South

HPS North

44

24

54

54

23

T

Harney
BRT

tnioPkcitseldnaC
spotSTRB

tnioPsretnuH
Shipyard
Transit Center

TRByenraH

Hunters
Point

draypihS
spotSTRB29

29

JameJ

44

54

23

T

N

Residential Density I

Residential Density II

Residential Density III

Residential Density IV

Regional Retail

Neighborhood Retail

Research & Development

Hotel

Arena

Parking

Community Facility

Parks & Open Space*

District Boundary
* For a detailed description of the open space 
network, see the diagram “Public Parks and 
Open Space”

1/4 mile from Transit

PBS&J 04.12.10 02056 | JCS | 10SOURCE: Fehr & Peers, 2010.

Candlestick Point — Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II EIR
TRANSIT ROUTES AND STOPS

FIGURE C&R-6



C&R-592 

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  

Comments & Responses 

May 2010 

Response to Comment 43-4 

Section II.E.3 of the Draft EIR (on pages II-35 through II-38) states that some of the Project's proposed 

transportation improvements would require property acquisition. In order to complete both the Harney 

Way widening improvements described in Section II.E.3 (on page II-35) and the Crisp Road and 

Arelious Walker Drive improvements described in Section II.E.3 (on page II-38), some property 

acquisition would need to be required. None of the other transportation improvements proposed by the 

Project would require the acquisition of private property. The City and the Agency have met with several 

of the property owners whose property is envisioned to be affected by the roadway improvements. In 

addition, all property owners received a copy of the Draft EIR. Owners include the State, Lowpensky 

Family Trust, Regents of the University of California, Murphy Properties, George and Rosalie Yerby, 

Tuntex Properties, and Sunpark Properties, and several of them have participated in public meetings 

where the Project has been discussed. In addition, as required by Chapter 31 of the Municipal Code, a 

Notice of Availability indicating that the Draft EIR was available was also sent to owners and occupants 

within the 94124 zip code, as well owners and occupants within the Project site and a 300-foot radius 

beyond the Project site. 

BVHP Redevelopment Area Acquisitions 

For the improvements to Arelious Walker Drive between Gilman Avenue and Bancroft Avenue 

proposed by the Project, a total of approximately 2.32 acres would need to be acquired. These include 

portions of Blocks 4876, 4886-807, 4886-808, 4886-828, 4917-003, and 4935-003. These properties are 

currently owned by one private owner and the California Department of Parks and Recreation. The 

acquisition of the California Department of Parks and Recreation property is authorized under SB 792. 

This is discussed further in the Section III.P (Recreation) of the Draft EIR. There are currently no 

permitted residences on these properties and no businesses operating on these parcels other than game 

day parking. The privately owned property is zoned M1. 

The properties that would need to be acquired to complete the proposed improvements to Arelious 

Walker Drive between Gilman Avenue and Bancroft Avenue are within the boundaries of the Bayview 

Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area and are subject to the eminent domain limitations and 

prohibitions of Proposition G, state law, and the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan. 

Proposition G expressly prohibits, in implementing the Project, the use of eminent domain to acquire 

any property that is currently residentially zoned, is improved with a building that contains one or more 

legally occupied dwelling units, is a church or other religious institution, or is publicly owned, including, 

without limitation, property owned by the Housing Authority of the City and County of San Francisco. 

Under state law, eminent domain cannot be used until the Agency ―make[s] every effort to acquire 

property by negotiation, instead of by condemnation or eminent domain; that the Agency pay just 

compensation based upon fair market value; and that the Agency adopt at a public hearing by a vote of 

not less than two-thirds of all members of the Agency Commission, a resolution finding that acquisition 

of such property through eminent domain is in the public interest, and necessary to carry out the 

Redevelopment Plan.‖ 
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In addition, the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan provides that the use of eminent domain 

shall be subject to the following limitations and prohibitions: 

■ The Agency shall not use eminent domain to acquire property without first receiving a 
recommendation from the PAC or appointed citizens advisory committee. As stated in 
Section 1.1.6 [of the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan], the Agency commits to 
maintain a PAC or an appointed citizens advisory committee for the duration of this 
Redevelopment Plan. 

■ The Agency shall not use eminent domain to acquire publicly owned property including without 
limitation, property owned by the San Francisco Housing Authority. 

■ Eminent domain proceedings, if used in Project Area B [which includes Candlestick Point], must 
be commenced within 12 years from the Effective Date. This time limitation may be extended only 
by amendment of this Redevelopment Plan, as adopted and approved by the Board of Supervisors 
and the Agency Commission, following a community process. 

■ The Agency shall not acquire, through the use of eminent domain, real property in a Residential 
(R) District, as defined by the Planning Code (―R‖ zone), as of the Effective Date, in Project 
Area B. 

■ The Agency shall not acquire, through the use of eminent domain, property that contains legally 
occupied dwelling units. 

■ The Agency shall not acquire, through the use of eminent domain, property owned by Churches or 
other religious institutions, as defined in Planning Code Section 209.3(j). 

■ The Agency shall not acquire real property in Project Area B to be retained by an owner pursuant 
to an Owner Participation Agreement, unless the owner fails to perform under that agreement and 
as a result the Agency exercises its reverter rights, if any; or successfully prosecutes a 
condemnation or eminent domain action. 

■ The Agency shall use eminent domain on a parcel not zoned ―R‖ (Residential) only as a last resort 
after the property owner has failed, after reasonable notice, to correct one or more of the following 
conditions: 

 The property contains an unreinforced masonry building (UMB) that has not been seismically 
retrofitted by the date required by City ordinance. 

 The property contains a building in which it is unsafe or unhealthy for persons to live or work 
as determined by the Department of Building Inspection, after failure to comply with an order 
of abatement of such conditions pursuant to Section 102 of the Building Code. 

 The property contains uses that pose a threat to the public‘s safety and welfare as formally 
determined through major citations by the appropriate City agencies or departments, including, 
but not limited to the San Francisco Police Department, San Francisco Fire Department, San 
Francisco District Attorney‘s Office, San Francisco Department of Public Health, San 
Francisco Department of Building Inspection, and San Francisco Planning Department. 

 A parcel that is vacant, used solely as a surface parking lot (not accessory to another use), or 
contains a vacant or substantially vacant (approximately 75 percent or more of the rentable 
area) building(s) and the owner has no active plans for a new use or development. 

 Under-utilization of a property of irregular form and shape, and of inadequate size that 
substantially hinders its economically viable uses for development consistent with this 
Redevelopment Plan. 



C&R-594 

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  

Comments & Responses 

May 2010 

Consistent with the BVHP Redevelopment Plan, owners of real property in the BVHP Project Area may 

participate in the redevelopment of the Project Area by new development or rehabilitation in accordance 

with the standards for development or the standards for rehabilitation, which are set forth in the OPA 

Rules that were adopted on March 7, 2006, after a public hearing. The OPA Rules governing 

participation by property owners are subject to amendment from time to time. The Agency may require 

as a condition to participate in redevelopment in the Project Area that each participant enter into a 

binding written OPA with the Agency by which the property will be developed, maintained or 

rehabilitated for use in conformity with the Redevelopment Plan, the Planning Code, the OPA Rules, 

declaration of restrictions, if any, and applicable design guidelines promulgated by the Agency. The 

proposed amendments to the BVHP Redevelopment Plan provide that owners of property in Zone 1 of 

the Project Area, which covers Candlestick Point, must enter into an OPA in order to coordinate the 

delivery of public infrastructure with the development of publicly owned land in the Candlestick Point 

sub-area. Properties whose owners choose not to participate in development pursuant to an OPA with 

the Agency will be permitted to continue existing uses as nonconforming uses. 

The Agency has a number of avenues available for completing the roadway improvements in the BVHP 

Redevelopment Plan area. SB 792 authorizes acquisition of the California Department of Park and 

Recreation property. The private property could be acquired by negotiation, through an OPA process, or 

by eminent domain as a last resort. The Agency would comply with the requirements of the BVHP 

Redevelopment Plan and Proposition G provisions in carrying out the roadway improvements. 

Acquisitions outside the Redevelopment Project Areas 

For the Harney Way widening improvements proposed by the Project, a total of approximately 0.7 acre 

of property located north of Harney Way between Thomas Mellon Drive and Executive Park East, 

currently zoned C-2, would need to be acquired. These include portions of Blocks 4991-075 and 4991-

074. There are two separate private owners of these properties. On these portions of the respective 

properties, there are currently no permitted residences or any operating businesses. 

Additionally, approximately 1.3 acres of property containing no structures, and located within the 

Candlestick Point State Recreation Area south of Harney Way, would need to be acquired from the 

California Department of Parks and Recreation; such an acquisition is authorized under SB 792. This is 

discussed further in the Section II.P (Recreation) of the Draft EIR. These include portions of Blocks 

5076-008, 5076-010, and 5023-101. 

In addition, to complete the improvements connecting Arelious Walker Drive to Crisp Road near the 

HPS Phase II area, approximately 0.81 acres of property on Blocks 4591A-007 (zoned M2) and 4591A-

002 (zoned P/M2) would need to be acquired. There are two separate owners for these properties and 

there are no permitted residences on these properties. Uses currently operating on these properties are a 

commercial woodshop and institutional research, respectively. No structures would be affected except 

for a small shed structure on Block 4591A-002, which is on land owned by the Regents of the University 

of California (UCSF). The Arelious Walker Drive improvements also require approximately 0.24 acres of 

property on Block 4805-025, which contains no structures and would need to be acquired from the 

California State Lands Commission as authorized under SB 792. This is discussed further in the Section 

II.P (Recreation) of the Draft EIR. 
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The properties that would need to be acquired to complete the Harney Way widening improvements and 

the connections between Arelious Walker Drive and Crisp Road are not within the boundaries of the 

Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Project Area or the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment 

Project Area. The proposed amendments to the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan and 

Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Plan do not change the existing zoning for these properties. 

Regardless of whether these properties are located within any redevelopment project area, Proposition G 

expressly prohibits, in implementing the Project, the use of eminent domain to acquire any property that 

is currently residentially zoned, is improved with a building that contains one or more legally occupied 

dwelling units, is a church or other religious institution, or is publicly owned, including, without 

limitation, property owned by the Housing Authority of the City and County of San Francisco. The 

Project implementation would be carried out in a manner that would comply with these provisions. 

None of the property is residentially zoned, improved with dwelling units, or is a church. With the 

exception of a small portion of property owned by UCSF, use of eminent domain could be employed, 

consistent with Proposition G. If for any reason negotiation with UCSF were unsuccessful, the Agency 

could modify the roadway configuration. For example, instead of routing the roadway in a manner that 

required acquisition of UCSF property, the roadway could be accommodated on adjacent property that 

the Navy would transfer to the Agency. 

With respect to when property acquisitions could occur, they could occur any time after certification of 

the EIR, if the EIR is ultimately certified by the Lead Agencies. Page II-80 of the Draft EIR further 

clarifies the time periods during which off-site roadway improvements would be constructed, indicating 

that it would only be during a portion of the Project‘s overall construction schedule. (The indicated text 

changes are a result of updating the development schedule since publication of the Draft EIR.): 

Construction activities in Candlestick Point would occur from 20112012 through 20282031.39 Off-
site roadway, utility, and shoreline improvements would be constructed during years 2013 through 
2021 beginning in 2013 and would align with vertical development. … 

Construction activities in HPS Phase II would occur from 20102011 through 20232031.40 Off-site 
roadway, utility, and shoreline improvements would be constructed during years 2011 through 
2016 beginning in 2013 and would align with vertical development. 

Response to Comment 43-5 

As described on page II-35 of the Draft EIR, one of the strategies of the TDM would require that 

homeowner‘s dues include the cost of transit passes for all households. As currently described in the 

Draft EIR, a rental household would not specifically include the cost of transit passes. 

Response to Comment 43-6 

The forecasts for transit usage in the Draft EIR are based on transit mode share forecasting models 

developed specifically for this analysis and validated based on observed transit usage in other 

neighborhoods in San Francisco. The models have been designed to account for differences in trip type 

(work vs. non-work), travel time, parking costs, and transit service levels. Ultimately, the analysis 

forecasted that 20 percent of weekday AM and PM peak hour trips would occur by transit. The current 

transit mode share in the Bayview neighborhood is 15 percent. Given the substantial increase in transit 

service proposed as part of the Project, the slight increase predicted in this analysis is reasonable. 
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The Project‘s transit improvements described on Draft EIR pages III.D-48 through III.D-50, and 

included in mitigation measure MM TR-17 on Draft EIR page III.D-99, would be implemented to meet 

the needs of the Project. The phasing plan for implementing this service was designed to ensure that the 

level of transit provided is generally substantially greater than the Project‘s transit demand, to ensure that 

the Project maintains its ―transit orientation‖ throughout the development horizon. If transit use 

generated by the Project falls short of expectations, measures included in the Project‘s TDM Plan could 

be implemented to encourage transit use and discourage auto use. 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 parking, traffic-calming, and congestion-alleviating measures. 

Response to Comment 43-7 

The traffic impact analysis includes 14 study intersections on Third Street, four intersections on Evans 

Avenue/Innes Avenue, four intersections along Harney Way, and four intersections along Palou Avenue. 

The impacts of Project traffic and traffic associated with cumulative development on study area roadway 

facilities, including Third Street, Evans Avenue/Innes Avenue, Harney Way, and Palou Avenue were 

analyzed and are described in Impacts TR-3, TR-5, TR-6, and TR-9. The potential for area congestion to 

cause traffic to ―spill‖ into adjacent neighborhood streets was described in Impact TR-10. No further 

analysis is required. 

Response to Comment 43-8 

Chapter IV of the Draft EIR describes transportation conditions associated with Project Variants 1 and 

2, in which case additional development would be provided in the Hunters Point Shipyard site instead of 

a new NFL stadium. Four intersections along Palou Avenue were analyzed in the Draft EIR including 

Palou Avenue at Third Street, at Keith Street, at Ingalls Street, and at Crisp Avenue. Under the Project, 

Variant 1 and Variant 2, traffic operating conditions at the intersection of Third/Palou would be LOS F, 

due primarily to the cumulative traffic volume increases on Third Street. Under the Project, Variant 1 

and Variant 2, the intersections of Keith/Palou, Ingalls/Palou and Crisp/Palou would be signalized as 

part of the Project. Under Variant 1 and Variant 2, intersection LOS at Ingalls/Palou and Keith/Palou 

would be LOS C or better, indicating acceptable operating conditions even with the additional 

development proposed for these project variants. At the intersection of Crisp/Palou, operating 

conditions would be LOS D for Variant 2. Under Variant 1 the additional R&D development would 

cause the intersection of Crisp/Palou to fail (i.e., LOS F). As indicated on Draft EIR page IV-19, a 

mitigation measure was identified that would reduce Variant 1 impacts at this location to less than 

significant levels. 

More detailed analysis of these variants is provided in the Project Transportation Study, which was 

included as Appendix D of the Draft EIR. 
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Response to Comment 43-9 

As indicated on Draft EIR page II-38 (Project Description), the Yosemite Slough bridge would primarily 

function for transit, bicycle and pedestrian use. The bridge would have a 40-foot-wide greenway, which 

would be converted for peak direction auto travel lanes on 49ers game days only. Refer to Response to 

Comment 17-1 for a discussion of the process that would be required for the bridge to be open for 

public use. The Project‘s Infrastructure Plan, which the Board of Supervisors will approve through the 

Interagency Cooperation Agreement, would require that the bridge be closed to autos except on football 

game days. Before the bridge is open for use, the Board of Supervisors, by a legislative act must accept 

the bridge and designate it as a transit use only lane, except for the limited purpose specified in the 

Infrastructure Plan. Any subsequent changes to the use of the bridge would require Board of Supervisors 

approval. 

Response to Comment 43-10 

As shown on Figure III.D-6, the Project would provide improvements along portions of seven east-west 

streets outside of the Project Boundary, including Jamestown Avenue, Ingerson Avenue, Gilman 

Avenue, Carroll Avenue, Thomas Avenue, Palou Avenue, and Innes Avenue/Hunters Point Boulevard. 

Generally, these improvements consist of resurfacing and some lane reconfiguration within the existing 

right-of-way, although the sidewalks would be narrowed on Gilman Avenue from existing 15 feet to 

12 feet to accommodate two travel lanes in each direction and to maintain on-street parking. (Note that 

the proposed 12-foot-wide sidewalks would remain consistent with the City‘s Draft Better Streets Plan 

guidelines). 

As of the date of publication of this document, there have been approximately 236 workshops and public 

meetings on the Project, including four focused workshops in the spring of 2008 on the topics of 

transportation, urban design, and open space. A number of design features and priorities from those 

workshops have been incorporated into the roadway improvements, including maintaining existing on-

street parking, provision of new street trees, better connections to the City bicycle network, and generally 

safer and more walkable sidewalks. In summer 2009, several street-specific community workshops were 

held in the Bayview and India Basin area, with a focus on design and engineering treatment options for 

Palou Avenue, Gilman Avenue, Harney Way, and Innes Avenue, among other corridors, the input from 

which has led to final design decisions for each street. 

Response to Comment 43-11 

The existing Alice Griffith housing site sits at the eastern end of the Bayview Neighborhood. Internally, 

the character of the street configuration within the Alice Griffith site is considerably different from the 

rest of the Bayview neighborhood, offering a more suburban-style, curvilinear street design. As a result, 

the Alice Griffith site has only two connections to the existing neighborhood, at the intersections of 

Griffith Street/Gilman Avenue and Hawes Street/Fitzgerald Avenue. These limited connections isolate 

the site and discourage walking and bicycling. It is currently served by the 29-Sunset bus route, which 

operates with frequencies of 10 minutes during typical weekday peak periods. 



C&R-598 

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  

Comments & Responses 

May 2010 

The Project would reconstruct the Alice Griffith housing site and extend the existing street grid network 

in the Bayview neighborhood through the site, providing a substantial increase in the number of roadway 

connections and better integrating the site with the rest of the neighborhood. The street grid would 

continue east into the Candlestick Point development, such that the Alice Griffith site is connected to 

both the Bayview neighborhood and the Project via a continuous street grid network. 

The Project would also double the frequency of service on the 29-Sunset from existing 10 minutes 

during peak commute periods to 5-minute frequencies. The Alice Griffith site would also be a short walk 

(less than ¼ mile) from the proposed new BRT service, which would offer high-quality rapid service in 

exclusive right-of-way to the Hunters Point Shipyard site to the northeast and across US-101 to the west 

toward the Geneva Avenue corridor and regional transit connections at the Bayshore Caltrain station and 

the Balboa Park BART station. The Alice Griffith site would also be within ¼ mile of the new 

Candlestick Point Express (CPX) bus route offering express service to Downtown San Francisco and 

connections to other regional transit service (ferries, AC Transit, etc.). 

Response to Comment 43-12 

As noted on page II-43 of the Draft EIR, ―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.‖ This would include grocery stores. 

The Project calls for 125,000 square feet of neighborhood-serving retail each in the Candlestick Point 

and Hunters Point Shipyard developments. A grocery store is not specifically proposed as part of the 

Project, but would be allowed under the proposed land uses. Adequate space is proposed at either site to 

accommodate a grocery store. 

Generally, the neighborhood-serving retail spaces are provided adjacent to the primary transit nodes 

within each site, specifically including both local transit and the proposed BRT. This would allow high-

quality and frequent transit access to the retail space. Further, with the proposed extension of the existing 

street grid system in the Bayview neighborhood into the Project site, patrons could access the 

neighborhood-serving retail via a direct walk, bicycle ride, or vehicle trip, if desired. 

Response to Comment 43-13 

The parcel along Crisp that is labeled Not a Part of the Project is owned by the Regents of the University 

of California and is occupied by an animal testing facility, APN 4591A-002. The property is zoned P 

(Public uses) (north portion) and M-2 (Heavy Industrial) (south portion). 

Response to Comment 43-14 

The Project has been designed to transition in a pleasing manner from the adjacent neighborhoods 

through the use of setbacks, landscaping treatments, and stepped-up building heights and massing 

oriented primarily toward the center of the development. The street grid system will be extended to 

connect the Project with adjacent neighborhoods, including HPS Phase I. Although architectural finishes 

have not yet been chosen, they will be selected to blend harmoniously with existing neighborhoods while 

still attaining a distinct sense of place. 
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Response to Comment 43-15 

In response to the comment, Figure II-13 (Proposed Transit Improvements), page II-40, in the Draft 

EIR has been revised to delete ―Phase I Improvements‖ from the legend, and rename ―Phase II 

Improvements‖ to ―Bus Rapid Transit.‖ Figure 7 (Proposed Transit Improvements) from Draft EIR 

Appendix D (the Transportation Study) is correct. Refer to Response to Comment 7-1 for the revised 

Figure II-13. 

Response to Comment 43-16 

Phasing of transit improvements is shown in Table 2 on page 31 of the Project Transportation Study, 

included as Appendix D of the Draft EIR. A more detailed roadway and transit service timing and 

phasing plan would be provided as part of the Project‘s Infrastructure Plan, which would be included in 

the Project‘s DDA. The Project would be implemented in four overlapping phases, with transportation 

infrastructure improvements (both transit and roadway) linked to the development phases. The majority 

of development and infrastructure improvements would be completed by the end of the second phase, 

which has a scheduled completion date of 2021. 

Response to Comment 43-17 

The new Alice Griffith housing is proposed to be constructed as part of the first phase of development, 

along with construction of the new stadium. Following completion of the new stadium, the old stadium 

would be deconstructed and new roadway network in Candlestick Point would be constructed. However, 

access to Alice Griffith would be maintained as the Candlestick Point development proceeds. 

Response to Comment 43-18 

Land uses, including gas stations, in the Project site will ultimately be dictated by the amended Bayview 

Hunters Point and Hunters Point Redevelopment Plans and not by the Planning Code. Gas stations have 

not been identified as a Principal use in these amendments. 

Response to Comment 43-19 

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

various Project components and how the Project will provide continued flood protection with greater 

levels of sea level rise. The shoreline will remain at or very close to the as-proposed Project shoreline 

location, which implies that only groundwater effects need to be considered for the subject roadway 

improvements. 

Response to Comment 43-20 

Figure C&R-7 (Location of New Traffic Signals) presents the locations of proposed on-site and off-site 

traffic signals. The 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. 
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Off-site intersections that would be signalized as part of the Project are also listed on Draft EIR page 

III.D-46. 

The following currently unsignalized off-site intersections would be signalized as part of the transit 

preferential treatment on Palou Avenue, or when traffic volumes warrant signalization: 

■ Crisp Road/Arelious Walker Drive 

■ Crisp Road/Outer Ring Road (West) 

■ Crisp Road/Inner Ring Road (West) 

■ Crisp Road/Inner Ring Road (East) 

■ Crisp Road/Outer Ring Road (East) 

■ Robinson Street/Fisher Street 

■ Robinson Street/Donahue Street 

■ Innes Avenue/Donahue Street 

■ Palou Avenue and Griffith Street 

■ Palou Avenue and Hawes Street 

■ Palou Avenue and Ingalls Street 

■ Palou Avenue and Jennings Street 

■ Palou Avenue and Keith Street 

■ Palou Avenue and Lane Street 

■ Carroll Avenue and Ingalls Street 

■ Thomas Avenue and Ingalls Street 

■ Arelious Walker Drive and Carroll Avenue 

■ Arelious Walker Drive and Gilman Avenue 

■ Arelious Walker Drive and Ingerson Avenue 

■ Arelious Walker Drive and Harney Way 

■ Pennsylvania Avenue and 25th Street 

■ Evans Avenue, Jennings Street and Middlepoint Road 

Intersection control for new intersections within the Project site will be included in the Project 

Infrastructure Plan. The following intersections would be signalized: 

■ Arelious Walker Drive/Harney Way/P Street 

■ Arelious Walker Drive/Jamestown Avenue 

■ Arelious Walker Drive/Bill Walsh Way 

■ Arelious Walker Drive/Ingerson Avenue 

■ Arelious Walker Drive/Gilman Avenue 

■ Arelious Walker Drive/Egbert Avenue 

■ Arelious Walker Drive/Carroll Avenue 

■ Harney Way/8th Street 

■ Harney Way/Ingerson Avenue 

■ West Harney Way/Ingerson Avenue 

■ West Harney Way/Gilman Avenue 

■ West Harney Way/Egbert Avenue 

■ Earl Street/Egbert Avenue 
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A pedestrian and bicycle-actuated signal would be installed at the Bay Trail crossing of the Yosemite 

Slough Bridge, about 150 feet north of the slough. 

At intersections on major roadways where traffic signals are not installed, STOP signs would be installed 

on streets intersecting the following major roadways: 

■ Donahue Street, at Galvez Street 

■ Robinson Street, between Donahue Street and Fischer Street 

■ Spear Avenue, between Fischer Street and B Street 

■ Arelious Walker Drive, between Harney Way and Carroll Avenue 

■ Harney Way, between Arelious Walker Drive and 4th Street 

■ West Harney Way, between 8th Street and Donner Avenue 

■ Palou Avenue and Jennings Street 

As noted above, the on-site intersection of Donahue/Innes would be signalized as part of the Project 

and the intersection of Donahue/Galvez would be STOP-sign controlled (the westbound approach of 

Galvez Street would have a STOP sign, while Donahue would not be controlled). These two 

intersections reflect the proposed street network for Hunters Point Shipyard, which differs somewhat 

from the roadway design in the Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Plan adopted in 1997. The 1997 

Redevelopment Plan featured a four lane curved roadway bypassing the intersection of Innes/Donahue 

in the northeast quadrant of HPS (known as the ―S-Curve‖). The S-Curve plan included traffic signals at 

the intersections of Innes/S-Curve and S-Curve/Donahue/Galvez. As the current CP-HPS Phase II 

planning and design progressed, the roadway was refined, leading to the removal of the S-Curve. 

Intersection analyses were conducted for 2030 Cumulative plus Project conditions to determine the 

intersection LOS conditions and if the removal of the S-Curve would affect transit operations. 

■ Removal of the S-Curve would not affect intersection operations, and both intersections would 
operate at acceptable levels. During both the AM and PM peak hours, the signalized intersection of 
Innes/Donahue would operate at LOS C, while at the intersection of Donahue/Galvez, the 
westbound approach of Galvez Street would operate at LOS C (Donahue Street would be 
uncontrolled and therefore not be subject to intersection control delays). 

■ Removal of the S-Curve from the plan would not affect the proposed transit routes that would 
serve Hunters Point Shipyard (i.e., the 48-Quintara, the 54-Felton and the Hunters Point 
Expresses). While the proposed plan would increase the bus routes by an additional 300 feet than 
under the S-Curve plan, the modest increase in travel distance would be offset by the removal of a 
traffic signal at the intersection of S-Curve/Donahue/Galvez that would be required under the S-
Curve plan. 

The traffic analysis is detailed in the memorandum Supplemental Intersection Analysis in the Hunters Point 

Shipyard, Fehr and Peers, January 12, 2010. 
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