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SAN FRANCISCO REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY  
SAN FRANCISCO PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

 
NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT  

 
Project Title:  BAYVIEW WATERFRONT PROJECT 

 
(SFRA File No. ER06.05.07  Planning Department File No. 2007.0946E) 

 
The Bayview Waterfront Project would include new plans for the Candlestick Point, Hunters 
Point Shipyard, and India Basin Shoreline areas of San Francisco.  The Project encompasses an 
approximately 780-acre area east of US 101 in the southeast area of the City and occupies the 
waterfront area from India Basin to approximately Candlestick Point.  The plans consists of a 
new stadium for the San Francisco 49ers and a mixed-use community with residential, retail, 
office/research & development(R&D)/industrial, civic and community uses, and parks and 
recreational open space. To implement the Project, the existing Bayview Hunters Point (BVHP) 
Redevelopment Plan and Hunters Point Shipyard (Shipyard) Redevelopment Plan would need to 
be amended and conforming changes made to zoning and the Design for Development for the 
Shipyard Redevelopment Plan.  The Bayview Waterfront Project also would include rezoning of 
Area C of the BVHP Survey Area.  That portion of the BVHP Survey Area was not incorporated 
in the Bayview Hunters Point Project Area adopted by the Agency in March 2006.  Area C is 
also referred to as the India Basin Shoreline. 
 
PROJECT LOCATION:  The Project site is the Bayview Hunters Point (BVHP) 
Redevelopment Project Area B (Candlestick Point), the Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area, 
and Area C (India Basin Shoreline) of the BVHP Survey Area.  The site is approximately 780-
acres in area, occupying the waterfront from India Basin to approximately Candlestick Point, and 
extending inland from the waterfront.  The BVHP and Shipyard areas are in the southeast portion 
of San Francisco, generally bounded by Cesar Chavez Avenue Street to the north, US 101 to the 
west, the Visitacion Valley and Executive Park neighborhoods and the City and County of San 
Francisco – San Mateo County line and the City of Brisbane to the south, and San Francisco Bay 
to the east.  See Figures 1 and 2.  
 
CURRENT LAND USE:  The Candlestick Point area of the BVHP Project Area is immediately 
east of Executive Park, with the Hunters Point Shipyard to the north and east, and Candlestick 
Point State Park along the Bay frontage.  See Figure 2. Current land uses at Candlestick Point 
include Monster Park, the stadium owned by the City and County used by the San Francisco 
49ers National Football League team, and associated parking lots and access roadways. The 
stadium and parking are under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation & Park 
Department.  The Candlestick Point area also includes the Alice Griffith Housing, owned by the 
San Francisco Housing Authority, and several private parcels near Gilman Street and Jamestown 
Avenue, to the north of the stadium. 
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The Shipyard, as shown on Figure 2, has extensive frontage on San Francisco Bay, and is 
bounded by the BVHP Project Area, and Area C of the BVHP Survey Area (India Basin 
Shoreline), to the west. The Shipyard includes many structures associated with ship repair, with 
piers and dry-docks, and ancillary storage, administrative, and other former Navy uses. Several 
former Navy buildings are currently leased and occupied as artist studios, and by light industrial 
tenants. In 1997, the Agency and City adopted a redevelopment plan for the Shipyard.  Phase 1 
of that redevelopment plan, a 75-acre portion of the Shipyard, is under construction with new 
housing on Parcel A. The Phase 1 area is not part of the proposed Project.  Most of the Shipyard 
currently remains under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Navy.   
 
The India Basin Shoreline area is northwest of the Shipyard, as shown on Figure 2.  The India 
Basin Shoreline area currently contains residential uses and light industrial and boatyard 
operations along Innes Avenue, a 28-acre privately owned vacant parcel fronting the Bay east of 
Innes, India Basin Shoreline Park, and the former PG&E Hunters Point power plant, and an 
associated fuel tank farm, now being demolished. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  The Bayview Waterfront Project to be evaluated in the EIR 
encompasses, as noted above, the new plans for the Candlestick Point, Hunters Point Shipyard 
and India Basin Shoreline areas of San Francisco.  The Candlestick Point - Hunters Point 
Shipyard Development Plan portion of the project would consist of a new stadium for the San 
Francisco 49ers and a mixed-use community with residential, retail, office/R&D/industrial, civic 
and community uses and parks and recreational open space.  This proposal also includes new 
infrastructure necessary to serve the development.  The India Basin Shoreline Plan proposes to 
rezone a largely industrial zoned area to support a mix of residential, commercial and industrial 
uses. 

Lennar is the lead developer for the Candlestick Point - Hunters Point Shipyard Development 
Plan.  The EIR will provide project-level review of the development plan.  The India Basin 
Shoreline Plan will be a programmatic plan expected to be developed by various private parties. 
The EIR will provide program-level review for India Basin Shoreline area. 
 
Table 1 below identifies the land area of the Project sites, totaling about 780 acres.  
 
The Candlestick Point - Hunters Point Shipyard Development Plan 
 
The proposed Candlestick Point - Hunters Point Shipyard Development Plan would be a mixed-
use community with residential, retail, office/R&D/industrial, civic/community, parks/ 
recreation/open space, and a new stadium for the San Francisco 49ers, as shown in Figure 3, and 
outlined in Table 2, below. 
 
At Hunters Point Shipyard, the Project would include approximately 2,500 new residential units, 
with a range of housing types that would include: stacked flats, attached townhomes, mid-rise 
and high-rise structures.  The residential development would range from two to four story 
structures over parking, to buildings of 12 to18 stories.  The Project may include residential 
towers up to 35 stories. The residential land density would range from 50 units per acre up to 170  
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TABLE 1 

BAYVIEW WATERFRONT PROJECT SITE AREAS 

 

Existing 
Redevelopment 
Project Areas 

(acres) 

Proposed 
Redevelopment 
Project Areas 

(acres) 
Proposed Project 

(acres) 
Bayview Hunters Point 1,499 1,499  

Candlestick Point a [284]  284 
India Basin Shoreline b 

Total BVHP  
                     

1,499 
   +76 
1,575 

   +76 
360 

Hunters Point Shipyard c 493 493  
Phase I d [75]    -75  

  418    418 
Total Project  778 
Source: San Francisco Redevelopment Agency; Lennar. 
Notes: 
a. Candlestick Point is within total existing BVHP Project Area of 1,499 acres. 
b. India Basin Shoreline Survey Area to be added to BVHP Project Area. 
c. Land area only. Shipyard Project Area also includes 443 acres of submerged lands. 
d. Phase I of the existing Shipyard Project Area now under construction would not be part of Bayview 

Waterfront Project. 
 

 
 

TABLE 2 
CANDLESTICK POINT –  

HUNTERS POINT SHIPYARD DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

 Shipyard 
Candlestick 

Point TOTAL  
Residential 2,500 6,500 9,000 dwelling units 
Retail     

Regional - 585,000 585,000 sq. ft. 
Neighborhood 60,000  60,000 sq. ft. 
Total Retail   645,000 sq. ft. 

Office/R&D/Industriala 2,000,000 150,000 2,150,000 sq. ft. 
Football Stadium 69,000  69,000 seats 
Arena/Performance 
Venue 

 8,000 8,000 seats 
 

Source: Lennar. 
Notes: 
a.  R&D: Research and Development 
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units per acre.  The housing would be intended for a range of income levels, and would provide 
both rental and for-sale units.  
 
Pursuant to the 1997 Shipyard Redevelopment Plan, development would include a mix of 
research and development space, possible biotechnology space, and other industrial uses.  The 
commercial uses would also provide approximately 80,000 square feet of neighborhood-serving 
retail. 
 
The Shipyard would accommodate a new approximately 69,000-seat National Football League 
stadium for the San Francisco 49ers.  The stadium parking plan would include “green parking” 
surfaces that would accommodate parking for stadium events, and would serve public 
recreational uses such as playing fields at other times. The Shipyard would also include 
approximately 2 million square feet of office/R&D/industrial uses in three- to six-story 
buildings. 
 
Additionally, the EIR may consider a Candlestick Point - Hunters Point Shipyard Development 
Plan option with up to 10,000 residential units.  
  
The EIR will also consider a Candlestick Point - Hunters Point Shipyard Development Plan that 
would substitute other uses for the football stadium.  Without the stadium, there would be 
additional R&D space and residential uses distributed across the Candlestick Point - Hunters 
Point Shipyard area. 
  
The Candlestick Point area of the BVHP Project Area is approximately 284 acres.  It includes 
Monster Park, the existing San Francisco 49ers home stadium (also known as Candlestick Park 
Stadium) on a 77-acre site; Candlestick Point State Recreation Area, totaling approximately 134 
acres; the 20-acre San Francisco Housing Authority site of the Alice Griffith Housing; 12 acres 
of land owned by the Port of San Francisco; privately owned parcels totaling 21 acres; and 
approximately 20 acres of streets and roadways. See Figure 3, above.  
 
At Candlestick Point, the proposed Project would include approximately 6,500 new residential 
units (in addition to the 2,500 units in the Hunters Point Shipyard) and a regional retail center.  
Approximately one-third of the units are planned to be low-rise apartments and townhomes 
concentrated on the easternmost portion of the Candlestick Point area.  About one-third would be 
in mid-rise buildings and the remaining one-third of the units in high-rise towers.  Residential 
development proposed near existing neighborhoods and the Candlestick Point State Recreation 
Area would be primarily three- to four-story buildings.  Remaining areas would be mid-rise 
buildings ranging from seven to 18 stories; and taller high-rise buildings in certain locations.  
Figure 3 shows the location of the proposed uses. 
 
The residential land density at Candlestick Point would range from approximately 40 units per 
acre up to 130 units per acre.  The housing would be intended for a range of income levels, and 
would provide both rental and for-sale units. 
 
The Project would redevelop the San Francisco Housing Authority’s Alice Griffith site (also 
known as Double Rock Housing), replacing the 263 existing units with a total of  about 925 
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units, consisting of one-for-one replacement public housing, affordable homeownership/rental 
and market rate for-sale units.  These homes would be a mix of townhomes, stacked townhomes 
and four-story stacked flats. 
 
The proposed regional retail center at Candlestick Point would be approximately 735,000 square 
feet, of which 150,000 square feet would be office space. The center would also include an 
8,000-seat arena/performance venue.  The proposed retail program would also include 
neighborhood-serving uses such as a grocery store; entertainment uses such as a multi-screen 
movie theatre and clubs with live music; large format retail; and restaurants.  The center would 
be oriented around a retail ‘Main Street’ and might include some housing above retail.  
 
The Candlestick Point - Hunters Point Shipyard Development Plan would include open space 
improvements.  Through a proposed land exchange with the California Department of Parks and 
Recreation, portions of the existing Candlestick Point State Recreation Area would be improved 
and new State park area would be created at the Shipyard. There would be a net increase in State 
park land.  The Project open space improvements would also allow for realignment of the Bay 
Trail in the southeastern portion of San Francisco.  The Project would include a number of 
recreation facilities and sports fields, and smaller, neighborhood-oriented parks.  At the Hunters 
Point Shipyard, a heritage park is proposed that would focus on the Shipyard’s past.  
 
To implement the Project, the U.S. Navy may transfer the Shipyard property to the City or 
Agency for reuse after the Navy has completed remediation in accordance with the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act ("CERCLA"), 
Section 120, 42 U.S.C. Section 9620.  Reuse may also occur concurrently with remediation 
under the provisions of CERCLA that authorize a title transfer prior to completion of 
remediation under certain conditions (referred to as an Early Transfer). Finally, CERCLA may 
authorize interim reuse activities to occur concurrently with remediation activities through a 
lease, either with or without provision for later deed transfer, provided the property is found 
suitable for the planned interim reuse activities. 
 
It is anticipated that the Candlestick Point - Hunters Point Shipyard Development Plan would be 
under construction by the end of 2009 and that the 49ers football stadium would be completed by 
2012. Full buildout of the plan is anticipated by 2025. 
 
India Basin Shoreline Plan  
 
The BVHP Survey Area included the “Hunters Point Shoreline Activity Node.” Within that 131-
acre Activity Node is an approximately 76-acre area that was not included in the adopted BVHP 
Project Area. See Figure 2, above.  At the time of consideration of the BVHP plan in 2006, the 
Agency found that further land use analysis was needed before adoption of a future plan 
amendment and area-specific controls. This excluded portion of the BVHP Survey Area was 
designated Area C.  Also referred to as the India Basin Shoreline, Area C, as noted above, has an 
existing mix of residential uses; a vacant parcel fronting the Bay; and the former PG&E Hunters 
Point power plant, currently being demolished. The India Basin Shoreline area is currently zoned 
for industrial use. 
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The Planning Department is considering rezoning to accommodate a mix of residential and 
commercial uses, along with some continued industrial use and development controls to facilitate 
mixed use development.  The EIR will analyze an overall land use program for the India Basin 
Shoreline as a detailed site plan has yet to be undertaken.  It is anticipated that the rezoning and 
other planning controls for the India Basin Shoreline would reflect community goals expressed 
earlier during BVHP planning to provide: 
 

� New housing on available infill development sites northwest of Innes Avenue 
� Mixed-use neighborhood southeast of Innes Avenue 
� Small industrial or R&D businesses 
� Neighborhood-serving retail and commercial services and some residential units 
� Water-oriented neighborhood 
� Space for artists 
� New waterfront open space and recreational activities 

 
Transportation Improvements 
 
The Bayview Waterfront Project would require substantial transportation infrastructure to 
support new development.  Transportation improvements related to or affecting the Project 
generally would fall into three categories including: 
 
1.  Transportation improvements within the Project boundaries and necessary to serve the 
Project uses.  This category would encompass improvements such as new and improved streets 
and related circulation improvements including a new roadway on the Shipyard from the Innes 
gateway to the Crisp Road gateway and a new Candlestick Point arterial, transit-related 
improvements, and pedestrian and bicycle circulation improvements.  Additionally, a new ferry 
terminal on the Hunters Point Shipyard shoreline to accommodate additional ferry service, and 
the construction of a bridge over Yosemite Slough are under consideration.  A Hunters Point 
Shipyard Transit Center would be constructed adjacent to the new ferry terminal and a 
Candlestick Transit Center would be included in the Candlestick Point area.  A traffic control 
center would be developed near the new stadium on the Shipyard to assist in managing game-day 
traffic.  The transportation improvements in this category will be analyzed in the EIR. 
 
2.  Transportation improvements that may be necessary to serve the Project and other local and 
regional development.  This category would include transportation improvements in the general 
area of the Project that would serve the Project but other local and regional development as well.  
Among transportation improvements that could be included in this category are, the widening of 
Harney Way from US 101 to Jamestown Avenue; Carroll Avenue improvements (reconstruction 
and re-striping); a Carroll Avenue extension from Third Street to Bayshore Boulevard; a Harney 
Way Bus Rapid Transit system from Bayshore Boulevard, possibly extending to the Shipyard, a 
Palou Transit Preferential Bus route, improvements on Illinois Street from Cesar Chavez to 25th 
Street and on 25th Street from Illinois to Pennsylvania Street, including the possible widening of 
the existing Illinois Street Bridge; and improvements to local intersections, including the 
intersection of Evans and Cesar Chavez.  The EIR will evaluate whether, and the extent to 
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which, these or other improvements are necessary to serve the Project and other nearby 
development. 
 
3.  Major transportation improvements proposed as separate projects.  Several major 
transportation projects are planned in the Project vicinity as part of local or regional 
transportation system improvements.  Included in this category is a new US 101/Geneva/Harney 
interchange, with an extension of Geneva Avenue from Bayshore Boulevard, a Bayshore Transit 
Center, the Bayview Transportation Improvements Project (BTIP), and a new Oakdale Caltrain 
Station.  The EIR will evaluate the implications of these transportation projects on the Project 
and other development in the area. 
 
Infrastructure Improvements 

 
The Project would require substantial new or improved utility infrastructure improvements, 
including but not be limited to, new water, sewer, drainage, and other services throughout the 
Project site: 
 

� Low Pressure Water system – potable water and fire protection water from the University 
Mound Reservoir.   

� Reclaimed Water – network of reclaimed water mains to serve future availability of 
reclaimed water used for dual plumbing in buildings and for irrigation of landscaped 
areas.   

� High Pressure Water system – to serve fire flows and high-rise buildings.  
� Separated Sanitary Sewer – to collect wastewater flows to be conveyed to the southeast 

Water Pollution Control Plant.  
� Storm Drainage -- storm sewer system separate from the combined sewer system, 

designed to handle up to a five-year storm and ultimately discharge to San Francisco Bay.  
� Overland Flow - for an event above a five-year storm and up to a 100-year storm, excess 

stormwater will be routed to San Francisco Bay by overland flow along the network of 
street gutters and roadway. 

� Joint Trenches – to serve electrical, communications and gas utilities. 
 
The EIR will evaluate the need for new or improved infrastructure and the proposed 
infrastructure improvements. 
 
Redevelopment Plan Amendments 
 
The Bayview Waterfront Project would require changes in the Redevelopment Area land use 
controls in the BVHP and Shipyard Redevelopment Plans.  The adopted Shipyard 
Redevelopment Plan allows for a different mix of industrial and commercial uses on Shipyard 
Parcels C and D than the now-proposed Shipyard plan, either with or without the football 
stadium.  The adopted BVHP Redevelopment Plan Candlestick Point Activity Node included a 
new San Francisco 49ers football stadium, and 1.2 million square feet of retail, instead of the 
now-proposed residential mixed-use plan.  Accordingly, both the Shipyard and BVHP 
Redevelopment Plans would need to be amended to accommodate the proposed Project. 
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The BVHP Redevelopment Plan would be amended to add the India Basin Shoreline (Survey 
Area C) to the BVHP Project Area, and to add the zoning and land use controls resulting from 
the Planning Department rezoning efforts.  The BVHP Plan would also be amended to allow 
public improvements to be financed and implemented. 
 
PROJECT APPROVALS AND IMPLEMENTATION:  The Bayview Waterfront Project 
requires numerous review and approval actions from the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 
the City and County of San Francisco, regional agencies, state agencies, and federal agencies, 
including: 
 

San Francisco Redevelopment Agency Commission 
 
City and County of San of San Francisco 
 

Planning Commission 
Municipal Transportation Agency 
Recreation and Park Commission 
Public Utilities Commission  
San Francisco Housing Authority 
Port Commission 
Board of Supervisors 

 
Regional Agencies 
 

State Regional Water Quality Control Board 
San Francisco Bay Conservation & Development Commission 
Association of Bay Area Governments 

 
State of California 
 

Department of Parks & Recreation 
Department of Fish & Game 
Department of Transportation 
State Lands Commission 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 

 
Federal Agencies 
 

US Navy 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
US Fish & Wildlife Service 
US Department of Housing & Urban Development 

 
The Bayview Waterfront Project EIR will be a new EIR that will not supplement or tier off prior 
EIRs for the Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment Plan or the Hunters Point Shipyard 
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Redevelopment Plan.  The EIR will include a discussion of the projects compatibility with 
existing zoning and plans.  Current public plans, policies and regulations pertinent to the Project 
site, based on the BVHP Plan, the Shipyard Plan, and nearby plans such as the proposed 
Executive Park General Plan Amendment, and the Visitacion Valley Project Area will be 
reviewed and summarized.  The proposed Project will be evaluated in light of the General Plan, 
the Planning Code, and applicable City ordinances and regulations.  Jurisdictions, regulations, 
policies, and guidelines of other City, regional, state, and federal agencies will be addressed. 
Plans for lands under the jurisdiction of Candlestick Point State Recreation Area will be 
reviewed. 
 
PROBABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECT TOPICS:  The EIR will include the following 
topics, addressing existing conditions, Project-specific and cumulative effects, mitigation 
measures, and alternatives.  The EIR will evaluate effects of a Candlestick Point-Hunters Point 
Shipyard Development Plan without a football stadium.   
 

� Land Use and Zoning 
� Visual Resources 
� Population and Housing 
� Cultural Resources 
� Transportation and Circulation 
� Noise 
� Air Quality 
� Wind 
� Shadow 
� Recreation 
� Public Services and Utilities 
� Biological Resources 
� Geology and Soils 
� Hydrology and Water Quality 
� Hazards and Hazardous Materials 
� Energy 
� Growth Inducement 

 
 
DATE:  August 31, 2007 
 
 
 
 
Environmental Review Officer   Acting Environmental Review Officer 
San Francisco Redevelopment Agency   San Francisco Planning Department 
 
FILE NO. ER06.05.07 FILE NO. 2007.0946E 
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SAN FRANCISCO REDEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

Date: October 9, 2007 

To: File 

From: Stanley Muraoka 

RE: Bayview Waterfront Project EIR 

 

 
Call received October 4, 2007:  
 
Brad McCrea 
Acting Chief of Permits 
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 
50 California Street, Suite 2600 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
bradm@bcdc.ca.gov 
415-352-3615 
  
Mr. McCrea left the following voicemail message: 
 
The project area shown in the NOP is within (1) BCDC priority use areas and the (2) 100 foot 
jurisdiction band; these should be shown on the map.  Refer to the San Francisco Bay Plan at the 
BCDC website, particularly the plan maps that show recreation use areas at Candlestick Point 
and India Basin and a port priority use area [at the Shipyard]: 
http://www.bcdc.ca.gov/index.php?p=633. 
 
[BCDC] will be commenting on the Draft EIR. 
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Appendix B Bayview Jobs, Parks, and Housing 

Initiative (Proposition G), 

November 20, 2007 





































































 

 

Appendix C1 PBS&J Environmental Justice 

Report, November 2009 
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Appendix C1  Environmental Justice 

I.A Air Quality (Toxic Air Contaminants) 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

Administrative Draft EIR—Subject to Change 

November 2009 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Appendix C1  Environmental Justice 

A. INTRODUCTION 

This Environmental Justice section discusses existing Environmental Justice (EJ) communities within 

and surrounding the Project site and examines the potential for construction or operation of the Project 

to result in disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority 

populations or low-income populations. Environmental Justice is not a required area of study under the 

California Environmental Quality Act. This analysis is being provided for informational purposes only and 

for Navy use in their supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Hunters Point Shipyard 

Base Reuse. 

Environmental Justice 

Executive Order (EO) 12898 (1994), ―Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 

Populations and Low-Income Populations,‖ provides that ―each Federal agency shall make achieving 

environmental justice part of its mission by identifying and addressing, as appropriate, disproportionately 

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

minority populations and low-income populations.‖ (Council of Environmental Quality [CEQ] 1997) 

Federal agencies should consider the composition of the affected area to determine whether minority 

populations, low-income populations, or Indian tribes are present in the area affected by the proposed 

action, and if so whether there may be disproportionately high and adverse human health or 

environmental effects on minority populations, low-income populations, or Indian tribes (CEQ 1997). 

An EJ community is defined when one or more of the following three criteria are met: 

1. The minority population in the community is equal to or greater than 50 percent 

2. The minority population in the community is 10 or more basis points higher than that of the 
―base‖ community (city or county, depending on location) 

3. The poverty level in the community is 10 or more basis points higher than the ―base‖ community 

Protection of Children 

EO 13045 (2007), ―Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks‖ requires 

that ―each Federal agency (a) shall make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks 

and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children: and (b) shall ensure that its policies, 

programs, activities, and standards address disproportionate risks to children that result from 

environmental health risk or safety risks.‖ 
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B. SETTING 

Minority Populations 

Ethnicity data were obtained from Claritas (2008), a company specializing in demographic data, United 

States Census Bureau (US Census) (2000) data, and from the California Department of Finance (DOF) 

(2007). 

The study area for the Project includes 28 Block Groups within the Bayview neighborhood, as illustrated 

by Figure 1 (Environmental Justice Communities). As the name implies, Block Groups are a combination 

of census blocks. Census blocks are a subdivision of a census tract or block numbering area and are the 

smallest geographic entity for which the decennial census tabulates and publishes sample data. 

The proportion of ethnic minorities were estimated for each community by dividing the total number of 

Black, Indian/Alaskan, Asian, Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, and Hispanic persons by the total number of 

persons per block group. Statistics for San Francisco, the San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont Metropolitan 

Statistical Area (MSA), and the State of California were included in this study for comparison purposes 

and to be used as the base community. Refer to Table 1 (Study Area Ethnic Profile) for a breakdown of 

ethnicity by block group and base community. 

On average there is a larger percentage of ethnic minorities in the study area than in the larger base 

communities that consist of San Francisco, the San Francisco–Oakland-Fremont MSA, and the State of 

California. With respect to the Project site, the HPS Phase II site consists of the majority of Block Group 

60750606001, which has a total minority population of 92 percent. The Candlestick Point site is made up 

predominantly of almost all of Block Group 60750610001, which has a total minority population of 

84.3 percent, a portion of Block Group 60750234001, which has total minority population of 

89.2 percent, and a sliver of Block Group 60750234002, which has a total minority population of 

89.3 percent, as shown in Table 1. 

The Block Groups in the study area combined have almost a 90 percent total minority population; only 

one Block Group in the study area has a total minority population less than 50 percent (Block Group 

60750251003).The minority population of the study area and the Project site are well over 10 percentage 

points higher when compared to any of the base communities, which range from 54.3 percent to 

57.0 percent minority population, as reflected in Table 1, and all but one Block Group is also equal to or 

greater than 50 percent minority. Therefore, the entire study area, including the Project site, is an EJ 

community based upon the minority population. 

Child Population 

Population data were obtained from Claritas (2008), for the child population by Block Group in 2004. 

The Claritas data contained a breakdown of population by age; all residents under the age of 18 years 

were counted to derive the child population in both the study area and Project site. 
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Table 1 Study Area Ethnic Profile 

Area Block Groups (Key to Figure 1) Population 

Percent 

White 

Percent 

African American 

Percent 

American Indian/ 

Alaska Native 

Percent 

Asian 

Percent 

Hawaiian/ 

Pacific Islander 

Percent 

Hispanic 

Percent 

Minority Races (all) 

(Total Pop minus White) 

Project Site 

60750234001 (Candlestick Point) 986 10.8% 54.4% 0.3% 1.8% 13.5% 26.9% 89.2% 

60750610001 (Candlestick Point) 971 15.7% 31.3% 0.0% 31.7% 0.3% 27.4% 84.3% 

60750234002 (Candlestick Point)* 2,182 10.7% 25.9% 0.1% 23.9% 3.8% 40.9% 89.3% 

60750606001 (Hunters Point Shipyard) 678 8.0% 60.8% 0.9% 20.5% 1.6% 13.4% 92.0% 

Average percentage of the Project Site Block Groups 4,817 11.3% 43.1% 0.3% 19.5% 4.8% 27.1% 88.7% 

Study Area (Includes Project Site) 

60750230011 2,182 9.9% 16.3% 0.7% 56.3% 0.6% 20.9% 90.1% 

60750230012 2,972 8.4% 18.6% 0.2% 62.7% 1.2% 10.4% 91.6% 

60750230021 2,587 12.5% 36.6% 0.4% 15.7% 0.1% 37.6% 87.5% 

60750230031 2,758 10.1% 23.3% 0.0% 53.0% 1.3% 14.5% 89.9% 

60750230032 1,243 7.7% 42.1% 0.5% 22.1% 2.2% 29.6% 92.3% 

60750231011 1,268 16.1% 33.4% 0.5% 30.8% 0.6% 25.9% 83.9% 

60750231021 3,314 7.9% 67.3% 0.2% 13.1% 0.8% 12.5% 92.1% 

60750231031 4,397 3.6% 73.0% 0.2% 2.4% 13.5% 6.1% 96.4% 

60750232001 546 4.6% 45.4% 0.0% 11.5% 2.0% 37.7% 95.4% 

60750232002 1,056 5.0% 51.0% 0.9% 17.0% 3.5% 24.2% 95.0% 

60750232003 1,044 7.3% 53.1% 0.3% 4.1% 0.5% 37.5% 92.7% 

60750232004 1,084 14.7% 39.7% 3.1% 11.1% 1.0% 37.6% 85.3% 

60750232005 672 10.1% 37.8% 1.3% 27.1% 0.7% 22.2% 89.9% 

60750233001 2,740 6.8% 12.4% 0.5% 65.3% 1.2% 15.4% 93.2% 

60750234003 251 12.7% 57.0% 0.0% 12.0% 2.8% 11.2% 87.3% 

60750251003 798 51.8% 7.8% 0.1% 18.3% 0.1% 25.7% 48.2% 

60750257001 2,254 15.0% 3.0% 0.2% 67.5% 0.0% 18.2% 85.0% 



C1-5 

Appendix C1  Environmental Justice 

I.A Air Quality (Toxic Air Contaminants) 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

Administrative Draft EIR—Subject to Change 

November 2009 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Table 1 Study Area Ethnic Profile 

Area Block Groups (Key to Figure 1) Population 

Percent 

White 

Percent 

African American 

Percent 

American Indian/ 

Alaska Native 

Percent 

Asian 

Percent 

Hawaiian/ 

Pacific Islander 

Percent 

Hispanic 

Percent 

Minority Races (all) 

(Total Pop minus White) 

60750257002 1,729 12.3% 2.7% 0.3% 62.3% 1.8% 22.3% 87.7% 

60750257003 1,193 14.2% 4.4% 0.6% 55.0% 0.3% 26.8% 85.8% 

60750258002 812 14.7% 14.9% 0.1% 50.6% 0.0% 22.9% 85.3% 

60750264022 1,534 11.8% 9.9% 0.2% 60.9% 0.9% 17.3% 88.2% 

60750609001 260 28.5% 43.8% 0.0% 10.0% 3.1% 25.0% 71.5% 

60750609002 353 44.5% 38.0% 0.3% 0.8% 0.0% 20.4% 55.5% 

60750610002 1,846 11.2% 5.3% 0.0% 75.6% 1.3% 6.8% 88.8% 

Average percentage Total of the Study Area Block Groups 43,710 11.0% 32.2% 0.4% 36.0% 2.7% 20.4% 89.0% 

Base Communities 

San Francisco City/County 810,078 45.1% 6.7% 0.3% 31.1% 0.5% 13.5% 54.9% 

San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont Metropolitan Area 4,379,449 45.7% 8.3% 0.4% 21.2% 0.7% 21.0% 54.3% 

California State 38,246,598 43.0% 5.9% 0.8% 11.4% 0.6% 36.2% 57.0% 

SOURCE: Claritas 2008. State of California, Department of Finance 2007. 

* Minority Environmental Justice Community 

a. Total population of Project Site/Study Area Block Groups  
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The HPS Phase II site, which consists of the majority of Block Group 60750606001 has a total child 

population of 27.1 percent, while the three block groups that make up the Candlestick Point site; 

60750610001, 60750234001 and 60750234002, has a child population 25.6 percent, 45.0 percent, and 

21.9 percent respectively in 2004 (Clarita 2008). Overall, the child population in the study area in 2004 

was 27.6 percent of the total population of 44,220 residents. Although children do not constitute a 

substantial percentage of the population within the study area, children are present in residential and 

recreational areas, and in certain institutions (e.g., schools, daycares, private schools). A substantial 

number of schools and daycares, as well as parks and playgrounds where children typically congregate, 

can be found in the study area. 

Poverty Levels 

Economic data were also obtained from Claritas (2008). The Claritas data contained household and 

poverty estimates by block group within the study area. City and county level data was obtained from the 

US Census (2008a and 2008b). 

The US Census defines the average poverty level in the United States for a family of four as a maximum 

annual income of $21,203 or less for the year 2007 (US Census 2008b). Table 2 (Study Area Poverty 

Statistics) shows the percentage of the total number of households within the given Block Group that are 

below the poverty level. With respect to the criteria that determines whether a Block Group would be 

considered an EJ community, it must have a poverty level (in this case, expressed as a percent of total 

households below the poverty level) that is 10 or more basis points higher than the base community. 

 

Table 2 Study Area Poverty Statistics 

Area Block Groups (Key to Figure 1) 

Percent of Households 

Below Poverty Level 

Environmental Justice 

Community 

60750234001 (Candlestick Point) 40.1% Yes 

60750610001 (Candlestick Point) 3.9%  

60750234002 (Candlestick Point) 15.9%  

60750606001 (Hunters Point Shipyard Phase II) 16.7%  

Average of the Project Site Block Groups 23.1%  

60750230011 8.5%  

60750230012 11.8%  

60750230021 24.8% Yes 

60750230031 3.5%  

60750230032 16.3%  

60750231011 15.9%  

60750231021 25.2% Yes 

60750231031 53.4% Yes 

60750232001 19.2%  

60750232002 15.0%  



C1-7 

Appendix C1  Environmental Justice 

I.A Air Quality (Toxic Air Contaminants) 

Candlestick Point–Hunters Point Shipyard  

Phase II Development Plan EIR 

Administrative Draft EIR—Subject to Change 

November 2009 

SFRA File No. ER06.05.07 

Planning Department Case No. 2007.0946E  

Table 2 Study Area Poverty Statistics 

Area Block Groups (Key to Figure 1) 

Percent of Households 

Below Poverty Level 

Environmental Justice 

Community 

60750232003 20.1%  

60750232004 8.7%  

60750232005 4.1%  

60750233001 10.7%  

60750234003 48.0% Yes 

60750251003 6.8%  

60750257001 15.1%  

60750257002 12.8%  

60750257003 2.4%  

60750258002 1.8%  

60750264022 1.3%  

60750609001 24.2% Yes 

60750609002 0.0%  

60750610002 11.1%  

Average of the Study Area Block Groups 15.6%  

Base Communities   

City and County of San Francisco  10.6%  

San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont Metropolitan Area 9.0%  

California State 12.4%  

SOURCE: Claritas 2008. 

 

The poverty populations of the Block Groups in the study area range from zero to 53.4 percent. Using 

the City and County of San Francisco as the base community, any Block Group on Table 2 that reflects 

at least 20.6 percent of the total households below the poverty level (which is 10 percentage points above 

the percentage reflected for the City and County) would be considered an EJ community from the 

perspective of income. As shown in Table 2, there are six Block Groups identified as low-income EJ 

communities based on the percentage of households below the poverty level that are 10 or more basis 

points higher than the base community. 

The HPS Phase II site, which consists of the majority of Block Group 60750606001, is not an EJ 

community based upon income because it has a poverty population level of only 16.7 percent, which is 

less than 10 percentage points higher than the base communities. Candlestick Point is made up of almost 

all of Block Group 60750610001, which has a poverty population level of 3.9 percent, a portion of Block 

Group 60750234001, which has a poverty population level of 40.1 percent, and a sliver of Block Group 

60750234002, which has a poverty population level of 15.9 percent. As such, only a portion of 

Candlestick Point (Block Group 60750234001) is considered an EJ community based on income (refer to 

Table 2). 
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For informational purposes, the median household income of the Block Groups in the study area ranges 

from $14,537 to $91,146. The median household incomes of the base communities range from $59,928 

for the State of California to $75,747 for the San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont MSA. 

Indian Tribes and Trust Assets 

There are 564 Indian Tribes recognized by the federal government.1 This recognition establishes a tribe 

as an entity with the capacity to engage in government-to-government relations with the United States or 

individual states, and also as one eligible to receive federal services. Federal recognition is established as a 

result of historical and continued existence of a tribal government by EO or legislation, and through the 

federal recognition process recently established by Congress. 

The relationship between the United States government and those tribes is characterized as one between 

sovereigns (i.e., between a government and a government). The federal government is obligated under 

the Federal-Tribal Trust to protect Tribal interests, a duty that is referred to as trust responsibility. This 

trust doctrine is further defined through laws, EOs, judicial decisions, and agreements (Bureau of Indian 

Affairs [BIA] 2009). 

Indian trust assets (ITAs) are legal interests in assets that are held in trust by the United States 

Government for federally recognized Indian tribes or individuals. The trust relationship usually stems 

from a treaty, EO, or act of Congress. The Secretary of the interior is the trustee for the United States on 

behalf of federally recognized Indian tribes. ―Assets‖ are anything owned that holds monetary value. 

―Legal interests‖ means there is a property interest for which there is a legal remedy, such a 

compensation or injunction, if there is improper interference. Assets can be real property, physical assets, 

or intangible property rights, such as a lease, or right to use something. Indian trust assets cannot be sold, 

leased, or otherwise alienated without United States’ approval (Department of the Interior [DOI] 2007). 

Trust assets may include lands, minerals, and natural resources, as well as hunting, fishing, and water 

rights, Indian reservations, rancherias, and public domain. The Native American Heritage Commission 

(NAHC) did not indicate that ITAs exist in the vicinity of the project or study areas, as further discussed 

in Section III.J (Cultural Resources and Paleontological Resources) of the EIR. 

No Native American tribes, groups, or individuals have identified any specific ITAs during the public 

participation process for this project. Refer to Section III.J for an extensive discussion of the history of 

Native Americans in the study area and steps taken to coordinate with local Indian Tribes. 

C. IMPACTS 

Significance Criteria 

The purpose of EO 12898 and EO 13045 is to avoid placing a disproportionately high share of the 

adverse environmental or economic effects resulting from federal policies and actions on minority and 

low-income populations or children. 

                                                 
1 Department of the Interior. www.doi.gov/bia (accessed on October 12, 2009). 

http://www.doi.gov/bia
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The purpose of an EJ analysis is to determine whether adverse environmental impacts would 

disproportionately affect minority and low-income communities or children compared to other 

communities in the project area. Impacts related to EJ would be significant if a project-related activity 

would have a disproportionate effect on EJ populations. A disproportionate effect is defined as an effect 

that is predominantly borne, more severe, or of a greater magnitude in areas with EJ populations than in 

other areas (CEQ 1997). 

Analytic Method 

This section was prepared primarily by compiling and evaluating existing information, obtained from 

Claritas, the US Census, and DOF. An EJ community is defined when (1) the minority population in the 

community is equal to or greater than 50 percent; (2) the minority population in the community is 10 or 

more basis points higher than that of the base community (city or county, depending on location); or 

(3) the poverty level in the community is 10 or more basis points higher than the base community. Using 

this criteria it was determined that the entire study area, including the Project site, is an EJ community 

based upon the minority population and a portion of the study area is an EJ community based upon 

income levels. A review of the potential effects of the Project was conducted to identify if significant 

effects could disproportionately fall on minorities, low-income populations, or children. 

Project Impacts 

 No Action 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Project would not be constructed and no disturbance to 

populations in any of the Block Groups would occur. Therefore, no direct or indirect impacts to any of 

the populations within the Study Area Block Groups would occur. However, none of the beneficial 

impacts associated with the Project, as decribed in Chapter II (Project Description), such as the 

revilatization of the Bayview Hunters Point community through increased business and employment 

opportunities; housing options at a range of affordability levels; improved public recreation and open 

space amenities; an integrated transportation, transit, and infrastructure plan; and other economic and 

public benefits would occur. Blighted and impoverished conditions in the Bayview area would remain 

and the community could deteriorate further due to the lack of job opportunities, which can contribute 

to high unemployment rates and a high concentration of low-income residents. The lack of quality open 

space and recreation opportunities in the area, as well as the limited public transportation providing 

connections through the area, and the City as a whole, and the diminishing quality of affordable housing 

in the area would continue. Moreover, the improvements to the public recreation and open space 

amenities would not occur and the community would not benefit from the improvements to be 

constructed by the Project, such as the extension and enhancmenet of the Bay Trail. Similarly, the 

community would continue to have disconnected public transportation and pedestrian connectivity. In 

short, the Block Groups would continue to be disadvantaged. 
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 Proposed Action 

The Project proposes development of 10,500 residential units with an associated population of 24,465 

residents; 885,000 gross square feet (gsf) of retail; 150,000 gsf of office; 2.5 million gsf of Research & 

Development uses; a 220-room, 150,000-gsf hotel; 255,000 gsf of artist/art center space; 100,000 gsf of 

community services; 240 acres of new parks, sports fields, and waterfront recreation areas, as well as 96.7 

acres of new and improved State parkland; a 69,000-seat 49ers stadium; and a 75,000 gsf performance 

arena. The permanent employee population associated with the Project would be 10,730. Development 

would occur on two sites: Candlestick Point and HPS Phase II. Development on Candlestick Point 

would include demolition (and replacement on a 1:1 basis) of 256 public housing units, demolition of the 

70,207-seat 49ers stadium, and a net reduction of CPSRA land. However, 96.7 acres of the 120.2-acre 

CPSRA would remain and the Project would provide significant funding for park improvements and 

ongoing operation and maintenance as described in Section III.P (Recreation). There is no existing 

housing in HPS Phase II. In addition, all of the vacant, and some leased, Navy buildings would be 

demolished, except for Buildings 140, 203, 204, and 205, which would be rehabilitated, and Drydocks 2 

and 3. 

According to EO 12898 an EJ analysis should identify whether a proposed federal action would result in 

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

and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.‖ Similarly, EO 13045 states federal 

agencies must make it a priority to determine whether a proposed federal action would result in 

―environmental health risks and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children.‖ 

Chapter III (Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation Measures) of the EIR analyzes and discloses 

all of the adverse impacts of the Project. The environmental topics that could result in human health or 

environmental effects and are addressed in this EJ analysis include Section III.H (Air Quality), 

Section III.K (Hazards and Hazardous Materials), Section III.I (Noise), and Section III.M (Hydrology 

and Water Quality). Additional issues areas that could affect quality of life, and are also addressed in this 

EJ analysis, include: Section III.C (Population, Housing, and Employment), Section III.E (Aesthetics), 

and Section III.O (Public Services). The following paragraphs summarize the findings of the EIR with 

regard to these topics. 

I.A AIR QUALITY (TOXIC AIR CONTAMINANTS) 

The Project would include sources of hazardous or toxic air emissions including processes; vehicle use; 

and proximity to existing or relocated sources of diesel or other toxic air emissions, such as freeways and 

railroads and off-site industries and businesses, as discussed extensively in Section III.H of the EIR (and 

the associated air quality technical appendix). The Health Risk Assessment prepared for the Project 

estimated the cumulative excess lifetime cancer risk and chronic noncancer Hazard Index (HI)2 due to 

toxic air contaminants emissions and determined that the maximum estimated cumulative excess lifetime 

cancer risks and HIs within areas designated for residential use were found not to exceed the Bay Area 

Air Quality Management District current or proposed significance thresholds for carcinogenic and 

                                                 
2 The Hazard Index reflects that standard or criteria above which an impact would occur. The specific HI assumed in 
the HRA for this Project is defined and described in Section III.H (Air Quality). 
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noncarcinogenic health risks. The HRA also concluded that during construction of the Project the 

maximum non-cancer hazard index (HI) would be below the BAAQMD’s significance threshold of 1.0 

and the proposed revised HI threshold of 0.5, and the Project would not result in the exposure of people 

to diesel particulate matter of airborne concentrations of contaminated dust In addition, the Project 

would not expose receptors to concentrations of PM2.5, associated with increased vehicle trips and 

vehicle emissions along local roadways, in excess of the San Francisco Department of Public Health 

threshold. Implementation mitigation measure MM AQ-1.1 would reduce potentially significant impacts 

to a less-than-significant level. 

One significant and unavoidable impact relating to air quality was identified. As a result of increased 

external motor vehicle trips, Project emissions of ROG, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 would exceed the 

BAAQMD thresholds. Although no feasible mitigation is available to reduce this impact, the Project 

would incorporate features intended to reduce motor vehicle trips, and would be designed as a dense, 

compact development with mixed land uses that would facilitate pedestrian, bicycle, and transit travel. 

Increased vehicle traffic is a direct result of increased development and densities in the area, as well as the 

increased availability of housing and employment opportunities, and is necessary for the revitilization of 

the Project site; these impacts would not fall disproportionately high or adversely on the EJ communities 

in the study area. Any development that would occur in the study area would result in similar impacts, 

which are not unique to this particular Project and would not disproportionately affect residents. As 

such, although this impact is considered significant and unavoidable, it would not disproportionately 

affect EJ communities located in the Bayview community. Refer to Section III.H for a greater discussion 

of air quality impacts. 

I.B HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Potentially adverse effects relating to hazardous materials and waste have been reduced through 

implementation of mitigation measures MM HZ-1 through MM HZ-23, which are identified in 

Section III.K of the EIR. The Project does not propose any uses that would require the handling of 

acutely hazardous materials. In the event that hazardous materials or previously unknown contamination 

are discovered during construction, implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, as well as 

adherence to applicable regulations would reduce the likelihood of contaminants being conveyed to 

people or near shore and aquatic habitats and associated species. Remediation of the HPS Phase II site is 

ongoing due to the presence of chemicals and radioactive materials in various locations, and would 

continue to be implementation with or without the Project. No significant and unavoidable impacts 

relating to hazards would occur. Therefore, no disproportionate impacts on the EJ populations would 

occur. 

I.C NOISE 

Construction of the Project would result in a significant and unavoidable impact relating to ground-borne 

vibration levels in residential neighborhoods; however, this is a temporary impact. Operation of the 

Project would result in an increase in local traffic volumes that would cause a substantial permanent 

increase in ambient noise levels in existing residential areas, as described in Section III.I of the EIR (and 

the associated stadium noise technical appendix). This impact is a direct consequence of increased 
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development and densities, and would occur in any area targeted for growth and redevelopment. 

Although this impact is considered significant and unavoidable, it would not be considered a 

disproportionate effect on EJ communities located in the Bayview community, as the Project site was not 

selected in order to avoid impacts in other areas, but rather to improve the conditions of the Project site 

through revitalization and development. All other noise impacts have been reduced to a less than 

significant level through implementation of mitigation measures MM NO-1 through MM NO-5, which 

are identified in Section III.I of the EIR. 

I.D HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

No significant and unavoidable impacts relating to hydrology and water quality would occur as a result of 

the proposed project, as discussed in Section III.M of the EIR. The Project would result in the 

introduction of additional impervious surfaces on the Project site causing more contaminates to flow 

through the sewer and stormwater system; however, through implementation of MM HY-1 through 

MM HY-14, which are identified in Section III.M, and compliance with all applicable regulations, all 

impacts would be reduced a less-than-significant level. Therefore, no disproportionate impacts on the EJ 

populations would occur. 

I.E EMPLOYMENT 

Development at the Project site would create approximately 10,730 permanent jobs by 2030 (refer to 

Table III.C-7 provided in Section III.C of the EIR). The increased availability of jobs in the Bayview 

community would address the needs of the community and would contribute to the revitalization of the 

neighborhood. Anticipated growth would not exceed the City’s population projections, and would not 

result in any adverse impacts. Instead, the creation of jobs could be considered a beneficial impact for EJ 

communities and those households living below the poverty level. Therefore, no disproportionate 

impacts on the EJ populations would occur. 

I.F AESTHETICS 

The Project would not result in any significant impacts relating to the visual quality of the Project site or 

the Bayview area, as described in Section III.E of the EIR. The Project would replace degraded urban 

areas, vacant parcels, expanses of asphalt and dirt, and outdated residential development with new, well-

designed urban development. The Project would improve the existing quality of the site by providing 

new areas of open space, enhanced connectivity to the shoreline, and pedestrian amenities such as 

outdoor plazas, walking paths, outdoor eating areas, sidewalks, street-side landscapes, and improved 

lighting. Therefore, the Project would not substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the 

Project site or its surroundings, rather the Project would improve the visual quality of the Project site, 

which contains vacant properties, expanses of parking lot, deteriorated structures, and piles of rubble. 

Therefore, no disproportionate impacts on the EJ populations would occur. 
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I.G POLICE AND FIRE SERVICES 

The level of service provided by both the San Francisco Police Department and San Francisco Fire 

Department would not be reduced as a result of the Project, as described in Section III.O of the EIR. As 

part of the Project, up to 100,000 gsf divided equally between Candlestick Point and HPS Phase II would 

be designated for community serving uses, such as fire, police, healthcare, daycare, places of worship, 

senior centers, library, recreation center, community center, and/or performance center uses. A portion 

of the designated community serving uses could be utilized for a new SFPD facility (counter, storefront, 

or other configuration) and/or a new SFFP station to address increased demands created by the Project. 

Potential impacts associated with the construction of these facilities have been addressed and would not 

require further environmental review beyond the review provided in the Candlestick Point-Hunters Point 

Shipyard Phase II EIR. As such, the quality and level of police and fire services provided to the Project 

site would not be degraded, and the EJ communities would not be disproportionately affected as a result 

of the Project. 

Conclusion 

As described above under the Air Quality and Noise discussions, three significant and unavoidable 

impacts would occur. Temporary construction impacts associated with noise would occur; however, 

these effects are short-term in nature and effects would not fall disproportionately on an EJ community 

because they are a consequence of development intended to revitalize that community. Significant and 

unavoidable air quality and noise impacts occuring during operation of the Project are a result of 

increased vehicle traffic in the area due to the proposed increase in both residential and commercial 

development. As increased vehicle traffic is a direct result of increased development and densities in the 

area, as well as the increased availability of housing and employment opportunities, and is necessary for 

the revitilization of the Project site, these impacts would not fall disproportionately high or adversely on 

the EJ communities in the study area. Any development that would occur in the study area would result 

in similar impacts, which are not unique to this particular Project and would not disproportionately affect 

residents. Because the Project would meet the Project objectives, thereby beneficially affecting EJ 

communities in the study area and improving the quality of life for the residents, implementation of the 

Project would not pose disproportionately high or adverse impacts to minority or low-income 

populations or environmental health and safety risks to children. 

 Project Objectives/Proposition G 

In May 2007, the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor approved a resolution endorsing a Conceptual 

Framework for the integrated planning of both Hunters Point Shipyard and Candlestick Point. The City’s 

overarching goal for the Project is to revitalize the Bayview Hunters Point community by providing 

economic and public benefits. Subsequent to the Conceptual Framework, the San Francsico 

Redevelopment Agency and the Bayview Hunters Point Project Area Committee afforded the public and 

the local communities numerous opportunities to provide comments and be involved in the revitilization 

of the community via notices, meetings, internet website, and workshops. The Proposed Action was 

developed through extensive community involvement and input, which led to the creation of the 
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Bayview Jobs, Parks and Housing Intiative. Objectives of the Initiative (also known as Proposition G) 

have been incorporated into this EIR as the Project’s objectives. 

The redevelopment of Candlestick Point and HPS Phase II would be consistent with the following 

Project objectives, which would have beneficial effects to the EJ communities because it would: 

■ Create a range of job and economic development opportunities for local, economically 
disadvantaged individuals and business enterprises, particularly for residents and businesses located 
in the Bayview. 

■ Provide automobile, public transportation, and pedestrian connections between the Shipyard, 
Candlestick Point, and the larger Bayview neighborhood. 

■ Create substantial affordable housing, jobs, and commercial opportunities for existing Bayview 
residents and businesses. 

■ Provide new affordable housing that is targeted to the lower income levels of the Bayview 
population, including new units that are suitable for families, seniors, and young adults. 

■ Include housing at levels dense enough to create a distinctive urban form and at levels sufficient to 
make the CP-HPS Development Plan financially viable; attract and sustain neighborhood retail 
services and cultural amenities; create an appealing walkable urban environment served by transit; 
help pay for transportation and other infrastructure improvements; and achieve economic and 
public benefits for the Bayview in particular and the City generally. 

■ Upon consultation with Alice Griffith Housing residents and the receipt of all required 
governmental approvals, rebuild Alice Griffith Housing to provide one-for-one replacement units 
targeted to the same income levels as those of the existing residents and ensure that eligible Alice 
Griffith Housing residents have the opportunity to move to the new, upgraded units directly from 
their existing Alice Griffith Housing units without having to relocate to any other area. 

■ Create new public recreational and public open spaces in the CP-HPS Development Plan. 

■ Transform the contaminated portions of the Shipyard Property into economically productive uses 
or public open space, as appropriate. 

In addition to creating job and economic development opportunities in the Bayview area, providing 

affordable housing, providing significant new and improved open space and recreational areas,and 

improving transportation and pedestrian connnectivity in the community, the Project would redevelop 

the SFHA’s Alice Griffith site. The Project has committed to replacing the 256 existing units on the Alice 

Griffith site, with a total of about 1,210 units in the same area, consisting of one-for-one replacement of 

public housing (256 units) with for-sale and rental units of varying affordability levels. In addition, a total 

of 3,345 affordable and below-market units would be provided throughout the Project site. This would 

provide affordable housing to the current low-income residents, and create new housing opportunities 

for those eligible. The Alice Griffith public housing would be rebuilt to provide at least one-for-one 

replacement units targeted to the same income levels as those of the existing residents and ensure that 

eligible Alice Griffith Housing residents have the opportunity to move to the new, upgraded units 

directly from their existing Alice Griffith public housing units without having to relocate to any other 

area. The Proposed Action would also improve the neighborhood services, infrastructure, amenities, 

recreation opportunities, and aesthetics to the local communities. 
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