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 Letter 34: San Francisco Architectural Heritage (1/11/10) 

Response to Comment 34-1 

This comment contains introductory information and refers to specific historic resource topics in the Draft 

EIR in subsequent paragraphs in the letter. Those comments are addressed below. 

Response to Comment 34-2 

Refer to Response 39-1 with regard to the Draft EIR evaluation of Hunters Point Shipyard, and the 

adequacy of conclusions on historic resources and potential historic districts. 

Response to Comment 34-3 

Refer to Response to Comment 39-4 with regard to the evaluation of Candlestick Park stadium under NRHP 

and CRHR criteria. That response cites and summarizes a recent study that evaluates Candlestick Park 

Stadium, as a 50-year-old structure in 2010, for eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), 

the California Register of Historical Resources (CRHR), and San Francisco historic registers. As discussed in 

Response to Comment 39-4, Candlestick Park stadium would meet NRHP and CRHR criteria as an historic 

resource for association with events, the introduction of major league baseball on the West Coast; and for 

association with persons, the career of Willie Mays with the San Francisco Giants. But the stadium lacks 

integrity related to its period of significance under both associative criteria, due to the extensive alteration of 

the stadium in the 1970s. Therefore, the stadium would not be considered a historic resource. 

Response to Comment 34-4 

The Draft EIR found that the Project would not have a significant adverse effect on the NRHP-eligible 

Hunters Point Commercial Drydock District. As stated on Draft EIR pages III.J-33 to -34: 

The Project proposes to retain the buildings and structures in the potential Hunters Point 
Commercial Dry Dock District, identified in 1998 as eligible for listing in the NRHP. Drydocks 2 
and 3 and Buildings 140, 204, 205, and 207 would be rehabilitated using the Secretary of the Interior 
Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. Page & Turnbull, 
architects and historic resource consultants, reviewed the proposed treatment and rehabilitation of 
Drydocks 2, 3, and 4. The treatments would include repair of concrete surfaces of the drydocks and 
addition of guardrails along their perimeter. Page & Turnbull found that the proposed treatments 
would provide a methodology for resolving severe deterioration issues, and ultimately provide for 
the longevity of the historic resources; the treatments would be consistent with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation266 (refer to Appendix J [Drydock Assessment]). Heritage Park is 
proposed at Drydocks 2 and 3 and would include interpretive display elements related to the history 
of HPS. Per CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3), these impacts would be mitigated to a less-
than-significant level. 

As discussed on in Section III.J, pages III.J-33 to -34, the Project would demolish structures identified as 

part of the CRHR-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock and Naval Shipyard Historic District; this 

would be a significant and unavoidable adverse effect. 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 
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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 Draft EIR includes supplementary information on the historic treatment of the Drydocks 2, 3, and 4 

as atypical structures. All buildings to be retained in the NRHP-eligible Hunters Point Commercial 

Drydock Historic District, would, as noted, be rehabilitated under the Secretary of the Interior Standards 

for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. The Draft EIR, page III.J-29, third 

full paragraph, notes: 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3) states that “generally, a project that follows the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for Preserving, 
Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings shall be considered 
as mitigated to a level of less than a significant impact on the historical resource. 

Draft EIR Figure III.J-2 (Potential Historic District), page III.J-23, 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 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. (It should be 

noted that Building 208 would now be retained as part of the Project and all variants and alternatives.) 

Response to Comment 34-5 

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. As discussed therein, Subalternative 4A would retain and rehabilitate 

the structures in the CRHR historic district, including structures in the National Register of Historic Places 

(NRHP)-eligible Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic District: Drydocks Nos. 2 and 3, and 

Buildings 104, 204, 205, and 207. Subalternative 4A would maintain the land use program at HPS Phase II 

and avoid significant adverse effects on historic resources. 

Response to Comment 34-6 

The Project would develop interpretive materials and displays related to the history of the site at 

appropriate locations, including Heritage Park—the Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic 

District—and other locations related to the nineteenth and twentieth century history of the Shipyard. 

The following underlined text changes on Draft EIR page III.J-21, paragraph two, note that the Navy is 

completing the National Register process for the Hunters Point Commercial Drydock Historic District 

identified in 1998: 

The HPS Phase II site contains buildings and structures identified historic significance. Since 
Shipyard decommissioning in 1974, two studies evaluated historic resource at the Shipyard. In 1988, 
a report concluded that four properties were eligible for listing on the NRHP: Drydock 4; Building 
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253; the 450-ton Re-gunning crane, and the Hunters Point Commercial Dry Dock Historic District 
(including Drydock 2, Drydock 3, remnants of Drydock 1 and Buildings 140, 204, 205, and 207).252 
The Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with the findings of the 1988 
report. In 1997, JRP Historical Consulting Services completed an updated report for HPS and 
concluded that Drydock 4 and the potential Hunters Point Commercial Dry Dock Historic District 
appeared eligible for listing in the NRHP. The JRP report concluded that Building 253 and the Re-
gunning crane, identified in the 1988 study, were not eligible due to integrity issues. In 1998, the 
SHPO concurred with findings that the Drydock 4 and the potential Hunters Point Commercial Dry 
Dock Historic District appeared eligible for inclusion in the NRHP.253 The Navy is currently 
completing National Register nominations and Historic American Engineering Records 
documentation for the Hunters Point Commercial Dry Dock Historic District, pursuant to the 
Memorandum of Agreement with SHPO and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, 
discussed under “Regulatory Framework,” below. 

Response to Comment 34-7 

This comment contains concluding information and refers to preceding specific historic resource topics in 

the Draft EIR. Those comments are addressed above. 
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 Letter 35: Hamman, Michael (1/12/10) 

Response to Comment 35-1 

The commenter notes that the transportation analysis is based on full build-out of the project, which 

includes a mix of uses that reduce the external vehicle traffic generation, since many trips can be made 

within the project site. The commenter suggests that the residential component of the project would be 

constructed prior to construction of essential neighborhood-serving retail services and that the reductions 

taken in the transportation analysis are not valid until those retail services are constructed. 

While the commenter is correct that the Project would be built out over many years, it is important to note 

that each major phase of development would include a mix of uses, including residential units and 

neighborhood-serving retail. In addition, transit lines serving the development phases would be extended 

and increased in frequency to support transit-oriented travel behavior. This would be matched with street 

and sidewalk improvements to support increased walking and bicycle trips. 

As described in Section B (Project Refinements), since publication of the Draft EIR, the development 

schedule has been updated to reflect that site preparation activities would begin 1 to 2 years later than 

originally planned, and the completion of building construction would be extended from 2029 to 2031, 

with full occupancy by 2032. Section F (Draft EIR Revisions) contains updated text and figures (including 

Table II-15). As shown in Table II-15 on page II-79 of the Draft EIR, the first phase of development 

includes 2,160 residential dwelling units, 583,000 square feet of research and development space, and 

84,000 square feet of neighborhood-serving retail space at the Hunters Point Shipyard site. Ultimately, as 

shown on the table, all of the neighborhood-serving retail in HPS and Candlestick Point (a total of 250,000 

square feet) would be constructed by the third development phase (out of four). The fourth development 

phase consists of additional residential development at Candlestick Point, such that the retail referenced 

by the commenter would be constructed prior to the full residential program. 

Therefore, even in early phases, when the overall trip generation would be less than it would be under full 

build-out, the Project would contain a mix of uses that would offer essential neighborhood serving retail 

trips that could be made within the project site. The analysis presented in the transportation study, which 

is based on full project build-out, presents a worst-case analysis, since the trip generation would be less 

during interim years. 

Response to Comment 35-2 

The commenter states that residents of the Project would live far away from retail, which would cause 

them to be more likely to travel by auto than by transit. Refer to Response to Comment 35-1, above, which 

describes that the retail component of the Project would actually be fully built out prior to build-out of the 

residential component. 

The commenter also questions the validity of the transit mode share forecasts. The predicted transit usage 

is based on a statistical regression analysis developed from travel patterns currently made by travelers within 

other neighborhoods of San Francisco. The forecasting model accounts for type of trip (work vs. non-

work), parking costs, and travel times as influential predictors of transit use. Other variables were 

considered but found to not be statistically significant (i.e., they were not useful predictors of transit use). 
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The commenter also notes that if large amounts of development occur prior to implementation of transit 

services, auto-oriented travel patterns would develop that are difficult to change making transit less 

successful once implemented. The transit phasing plan has been designed with this concept in mind, such 

that transit services would be implemented earlier in the Project schedule, and transit-oriented travel 

patterns would be encouraged from the early stages. New transit service would be established at 

approximately 20 percent of completion of the first major development phase, and transit services to each 

development area would largely be fully in place by the time approximately 50 percent of completion of 

build-out of each of the Candlestick Point and Hunters Point Shipyard sites. 

Response to Comment 35-3 

As described on page III.D-63 of the Draft EIR, parking demand was estimated based on the SF 

Guidelines methodology. The parking demand rates in the SF Guidelines were based on citywide average 

demand surveyed throughout the City. As described on pages II-34 and II-35, the Project would include a 

number of Transportation Demand Management (TDM) strategies designed to reduce automobile travel 

and encourage residents, employees, and visitors to the Project to walk, bicycle, and use transit. These 

strategies, in addition to the robust transit service planned for the new neighborhoods, should reduce 

automobile dependence, thereby reducing parking demand. The parking demand analysis presented in the 

Draft EIR does not include any reduction or credit for the TDM strategies described above, and is thus 

considered conservatively high. 

The project’s forecasted parking demand, supply, and projected parking shortfall is discussed as part of 

Impact TR-35, presented on pages III.D-120 through III.D-125. As described, in San Francisco, parking 

supply is not considered a permanent physical condition, and changes in the parking supply would not be 

a significant environmental impact. Therefore, the parking shortfall associated with the Project is 

considered a less than significant environmental impact. 

Response to Comment 35-4 

As noted on page III.D-125, Impact TR-36 discusses the impact of removing on-street parking. The 

provision of a bicycle lane on Innes Avenue would result in removal of 51 parking spaces on the south 

side of the street. Parking would still be available on the north side of Innes Avenue, adjacent to residential 

development. In addition, off-street parking would likely be provided as part of any new development 

along Innes Avenue (i.e., new development not part of this Project). Project-related parking impacts 

discussed in Impact TR-36 are considered less than significant because the parking demand could be 

accommodated along other portions of Innes Avenue and other streets in the study area. At some locations, 

residents and visitors would have to walk further between their parking space and destination. In addition, 

the City of San Francisco does not consider loss of parking supply to be a significant impact. 

Finally, the commenter suggests that removal of public on-street parking spaces would be considered a 

taking. On-street parking spaces are publicly owned and not for the sole use of adjacent uses, and are 

therefore, not considered a taking. 

The commenter suggests that BRT and/or light rail is proposed for Innes Avenue. Neither BRT nor light 

rail is proposed for Innes Avenue. Further, the commenter suggests that bicycle lanes adjacent to truck 

routes would be dangerous. While Innes Avenue is identified as an existing route with substantial truck 
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traffic, redevelopment of the Shipyard would transform the roadway’s character from primarily industrial 

traffic to traffic from residential and office uses, which would be less truck-intensive. 

A Class II bicycle lane, as proposed for Innes Avenue, is consistent with the bicycle lanes for Innes Avenue 

included in the San Francisco Bicycle Plan, which was cleared in its own environmental review process. 

Further, the proposed roadway design would meet City of San Francisco design standards. These standards 

were developed to safely accommodate all roadway users, including transit, bicycles, trucks, pedestrians, 

and private automobiles. 

Although there is a separate planning study underway contemplating potential future development along 

Innes Avenue, there is no planning that identifies that a separate driveway would be provided for each 25-

foot-wide parcel on Innes Avenue. The existing and potential future conditions on Innes Avenue would not 

be unlike other streets in San Francisco. However, even if there were driveways for each 25-foot-wide parcel, 

they would be designed according to City standards and exiting vehicles would be visible to bicyclists. 

As shown on Figure III.D-5 in the Draft EIR, the Bay Trail is not proposed to extend on Innes Avenue. 

The Project would not affect the Bay Trail west of Earl Street. 

The commenter suggests an alignment of the Bay Trail through the India Basin site along Hudson Street 

be considered as a mitigation measure. As discussed above, no impact to bicycles was identified and 

therefore no mitigation is required. Further, the Project Applicant does not have control over the Hudson 

Avenue alignment, which is part of a separate development project. However, the Project would not 

preclude the use of Hudson Avenue as a continuation of a recreational Bay Trail, and such a use could be 

studied as part of the planning for redevelopment of India Basin. The analysis of bicycle impacts on Innes 

Avenue is therefore adequate and additional analysis for the EIR is not required. 

Response to Comment 35-5 

Continued analysis of the low-pressure water systems since issuance of the Draft EIR has confirmed no 

off-site modifications to the City system are required and that the systems will meet or exceed the City’s 

pressure requirements.104 Specifically, an analysis of the low-pressure water system has shown that no 

improvements to the City water system are required between the Project site and the University Mound 

water storage/supply (located in the vicinity of the intersection of Bacon Street and Bowdoin Street), as 

existing piping will provide the required pressure and flow without any modifications. The Draft Low 

Pressure Water Analysis for CP-HPS Phase II has been reviewed by the SFPUC and the SFPUC has not 

required any improvements to the existing system outside of the Project site. 

Response to Comment 35-6 

The scientific evidence suggesting that electromagnetic field exposures pose any health risk is weak, 

according to a report published by the National Institutes of Health.105 According to the World Health 

                                                 
104 Candlestick Point/ Hunters Point Shipyard Infrastructure Concept Report (2007) prepared by Winzler & Kelly Consulting 
Engineers. 
105 NIEHS Report on Health Effects from Exposure to Power-Line Frequency Electric and Magnetic Fields, NIH 
Publication 99-4493, May 1999. 
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Organization (WHO),106 some individuals have reported a variety of health problems that they relate to 

exposure to electromagnetic fields (EMF). This reputed sensitivity to EMF has been generally termed 

“electromagnetic hypersensitivity” or EHS. EHS is characterized by a variety of non-specific symptoms 

that differ from individual to individual. EHS has no clear diagnostic criteria and there is no scientific basis 

to link EHS symptoms to EMF exposure. Further, EHS is not a medical diagnosis, nor is it clear that it 

represents a single medical problem. Not only has there been no accepted link between EHS symptoms 

and EMF exposure, there has been no determination of a threshold of exposure, expressed in length of 

exposure or magnitude of the field, beyond which there are substantiated adverse health effects. There is 

no demonstrable impact related to EMF exposure as a result of the Project, and this impact does not 

require further analysis. 

Overhead power lines exist all over the City, and could represent a safety hazard if a vehicle collides with 

a power pole with sufficient force or a seismic event causes power lines to break. These events could cause 

interruption in service. However, interruption in service is not an identified CEQA threshold and requires 

no further analysis. While traffic would increase on Innes Avenue as a result of the Project, there is no 

measurable increased risk of collisions with power poles that independently warrants undergrounding of 

the power lines along Innes Avenue. The undergrounding of utility lines is within the purview of 

Department of Public Works: Utility Undergrounding Program. Within the Bayview, major corridors 

contain undergrounded utilities, including 3rd Street, Mendell Avenue, and Evans Avenue.107 

The Project has not yet selected an electricity provider. The electricity provider may service the project via 

new extensions of the 12KV distribution and or 115KV transmission lines into the Project site and 

improvements could include a new substation within HPS Phase II (page III.Q-61 of the Draft EIR). 

Because the exact connection is unknown, it is also unknown what voltage increases would occur along 

the High Capacity Trunk Line on Innes Avenue as a result of Project connections. Page III.Q-61 of the 

Draft EIR states: 

… all utility connections would be constructed in accordance with the Uniform Building Code, City 
ordinances, and Department of Public works standards to ensure an adequately sized and properly 
constructed electrical transmission and conveyance system. 

Thus, voltage increases along this distribution line, if any, are regulated, and would not represent a 

substantial safety risk to area residents. With regard to reliability of the power supply, that is within the 

purview of the utility providers. PG&E and California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) have indicated 

there is sufficient capacity to accommodate the needs of the Project. 

Response to Comment 35-7 

The reliability of telecommunications services are outside the scope of the CEQA process. There are no 

known safety problems associated with existing telecommunications service in the City. Further, no 

evidence is provided by the commenter to substantiate that there are safety problems associated with 

existing telecommunications service in the City, and there is no reason to believe that there would be any 

safety concerns arising as a result of the Project. 

                                                 
106 World Health Organization, “Electromagnetic Fields and Public Health,” Fact Sheet No. 296, December 2005. 
107 http://www.sfgov.org/site/sfdpw_page.asp?id=32694. Accessed March 12, 2010. 

http://www.sfgov.org/site/sfdpw_page.asp?id=32694
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Response to Comment 35-8 

Whether overhead power lines would be the subject of a terrorist attack is speculative and outside the 

scope of the CEQA process. Comment is noted. 
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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. 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 the 

condition of the buildings ranges from good to fair, the Circa Report found that the potential CRHR 
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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 potential significance 

of each structure. As presented in the Circa Report and the Draft EIR, the Hunters Point Shipyard, while a 



C&R-417 

E. Comments and Responses 

E.2. Individual Responses 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Final EIR Volume IV 
August 2017 

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. 

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 

                                                 
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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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 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 
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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 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 



C&R-420 

E. Comments and Responses 

E.2. Individual Responses 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Final EIR Volume IV 
August 2017 

(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; 

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. 

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

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 
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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 

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 
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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 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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