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Reqguest for the Navy and Repulatory Agencies to further Investigate the Hazards
assoclated with a Liquelnciion Event at the Parcel E2 Landfill

...—}-Thg Restoration Advisory Board (RAR) of the Hunters Poinl Shupyard i reguesling an in=

dopth mvestigation inte the human health and environmental hazards associated with a
liqueluction event at the Parcel E2 landfill. The Mavy's Landfill Liguefuction Potential Report
of August 13, 2004 [1] nddresses the liquefaction potential of ihe Tandiill however, questions
about the potential impacts of such an event remain unanswered. With the transter of Pareel A
q_'a'_uuplmr. sl a plan m place for the development of restdential arcas ﬁdjﬁl.‘rﬂl‘lt o Parcel E2,
there is a delinite pocd w invistipate these ismnes. Furthermore, until these issues arc
investigated, an evacuation plan should be designed lor residents enrrently Inving in the
vicinity of the landfill.

Enckgronmid

The U8, Geolopionl Survey (ISCS) estimates that (here ixa 62% probatality of ot least one
magnitude 6.7 or greater carthguake occurring somewhere in the San Francisco Bay region
before 2032 2] The Califonna Department of Conservation, Calilormia Goologic Survey
seigmie hazard zone map of February 2003, desigoates Parecl B as o liquefaction zone [5].

At the request of the RAD, the U.S. Navy vonducted a study to evalunre the potential for
Hyguelisction in the area of the Industrial Landfll on TIPS Parcel B2 1], Thos report comcluded
that the T2 landfill area is susceptible tw liguetietion nnd that Interal movement of 4 1o 5 feet
and settlement on the order of 10 inches may oceur in this region of the Shipyard during a
larpe-senle enrthgquake, resulting in liquefaction. The report findings acknowledge that this
movement may be enough to cause “distress™ in o landfill cover anil conclude:

“It is recopnized that somie distress to the cover system could occur as a result of soil
liquefaction. Settlement of this magnitude iz not uncomman in landfills. This distress
can be accommoedated, however, in both the design and post-closure plun 1o prevent
damage 10 the extent prctical and to ensure thal any miror damage can be repaired 50
that discharge 10 the enviranment docs not oceur. 1 containment s selected as a
remediation measure, response of the Landfill cap, overall stability of the Landfill site,
slope stability annlysis, and other closure features o prevent lateral movement will be
assessed. Resules will be presented in the Lond[ill RVFS Repart.” (page 21)

In addition to these reporis, USGS online databases [4,5] indicate hlﬂw
gvents (ground serdement, sand boils andfor sand mtruston) ocourred on Parcels B and E

drmmp e 1989 Loma Friet canhquake. 1he online maps show the focations and provide

evidenee thal liquefaction events not only enn oceur in the potcotial liguefaction zones on the
Shipyard, but that they actually have vecurred in the recent past.

Remainivg Concerns

The approaching development of residential areas in the vicinity of the Lndiall will bring
construction workers and additional residents 1o the aren. Given this fact, wogether with the
designation of Pareel E as nee.iqn:fncliﬂn zome and Lhe kuowledge that a large-seale earthaquake
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in the arcs ix likely within the next 30 years, the RAR is requesting an investipation into e
following:
= The potential impact of o lguelpotion event onmigntion of contaminnnts or materials
in the landfill. Mlease note, characterization of the landfill contents is necessary in
order o detenmine the chenuenl and physical hazards of such an cvenl
= [he potential impact of a hguefaction event on movement of gases, especinlly
methune, egocinted with the Baudfil This should inelude the potential for ignidon at
the landfill during a lHguefaction eventl
= The potential impact ol o bguelsction event on movement ol contamimated
groundwater associated with the landfill.
*  The potential movement of hazardous or radiclogically-contaninated materials in the
Innedfill, particularly in the shallow aneas.
*  The seismic stability of buildi etures that remain inand acomnd Parcels A
and E and within the hiquefaction zone including buildings 816, 821, 813, 819 and
FITDR siie £15, (Given te acknowledgement ol the potential for 5 leet of Tateral
maovement in a liquefaction event, this should include an analysis of the bentonite
barrier wall of the landfill gas contiol systen. )

It iz imperative that the Navy and meémbers ol the BCT (i.¢., US EPA, CA Department of
Toxie Substances Control, amd the SF Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board) investigate
these issnes hefore n finnl remedy for the landfill is determined and before residences on
Parcel A are occupied. According to the Navy's latest projeet schedule, the [h:m:dta]

Inw ml;‘.almmfl reasibili "ﬂudt (RI/FS) for Parcel E2 will be su All

siules of exposure ;ml wways, hendih rsks, aod remediol action options should explicitly
address these issues as well. If the izsues listed above will not be addressed in the RUFS
report, please indicate the report n which this information will be presented as well ax the
date of expected submitial.

We are also requesting that the members of the BDCT (listed above) provide the RAB with a

repord on thesr Tindimgs and recommendations on these matlers.

Additionally, a specific cnmwrgeney response plan and procedure should be developed for the
City of San Francisco Departments of Emergency Services and Health Services to address
potentinl hazards o corrent and fumre residents should o major seismic event occur, a8
identified by the LISGS.

Please necept this request as voled on by the community members of the Hunters Point
Shipvard RAD on December 9, 2004,

Voie Ayes Nays Abstentions

Helereners:
[ 1] Tetra Tech EMI, 2004, Parcel E Nonstandand Diata Gops Investigation Final Landfill Liquefaction Potential,
Hunters Posnl Shpyard, 3an Francisoo, Califomia, Avgus 13



[ 2] Mlichael, ML, Koo, 5.1, Simpaan, BW | Zohack Mary-1.on, Schwanz, 1.0, Dlanpled, M1, and Wik
Cirvvip 2002, 2003, Understanding eamhqualke hnzards in the San Francisoo Bay Begion = |y @ powerful queke
bikely to strike m the next 30 vears? US. Geolaglenl Fact Shoet 13903, 4 p. (hiip:/eeopuba wr imes pov/fhci-
sheei {5039 03303003 pdl)
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Addendum

The purpose of the Kestoration Advisory Board (RAB) is to review, comment, and
make recommendations to the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Cleanup Team (DCT)
on matiers pertaining o the restoration and environmental gleanup of Hunters Point Naval
Shipyard In addition. the RAB should act as a ([orum for information exchange between the
installntion, affected community, Dopartment of Defense (DO, reise groups, and regulatory

agencies such ax the SFKA

Mavor Gavin Newsom, COSF took what i3 elearly discretionary action by approving
(i centering inte) te CA with the LS. Navy The CA sers n apecifie imefahle for piving
CUSE a poation of the Hunters Point Shipvard (or residential development (herein relorral tip
as Parcel A, sz wiell ag piving commercial development rights o LennarBVIIE, a private,

o - povernmental orgunizition.

On November 7, 2000, CUSE voters passad, with 87% approval, Propasition P calling
apom the LS Navy to remediate the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard to the highest levels
pretcal 1o assure the flexible reuse of the propenty. The Navy is required under the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), 42
LSO 59601 e e, and 1is implementing regulations, 40 CFR Parts 300-31 1, 1o take
comImUnity neceptince o account in its cleanup decisions. On July 30, 2001, CCSF's
Hoard of Supervisors (the Board) passed unanimously a resolution implementing the will of
the volers as expressed by Proposibon P The Boand's vote confirmed as the policy of CCST
that the Mavy should clean the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard of toxic and hazardous pollution
tos (hee lnghest practical level. Since the voters empowered the Board to enforce Proposition P,
aml the Board then procéeded to do so,

There are also legal mandates for o subsequent or supplemental envirommental
analvzis 1o mupment the study done in 1999, which provides no complele or adeyuale
environmentul annlveis of the impoets nssoointed with the development envisioned amd
allawed by the CA and DDA The impacts that aee being ipnored pose immanent threats of
pravie if not fatal harm o human lile mmad salety, os well as the enviromment,



The impacts and their potentially grave harm munst be analyzed by considering the

pertinent documentation from the Navy and the Hunters Point and San Francisco Fire
Deparunents, particularly in regand (o the residential development being planned for Parcel A
under the CA dand DAL TV is common knowledge that this arca has been the site of a series of
Tires during the summner months of the years 2003, 2002, 2001 annd 2000, The ignition of
these lires wax (ueled by flammable, explosive chomicals whose presence 18 documented in
the Parcel A Record of Decision and include petroleum products, pesticides, volatile organic
compounds in the air and =oil, and gaseous emissions from the partially capped industrial

Lo lall onr Pawcel B, whiaeh as ommsdiately adgacent to Parcel A,

The LS Novy and “Tetra Tech Em_ Ine | have provided docuomentntion that five
separale [ires occurred in upland Parcel A between July and Avgost of 2000 i the exaet site
where the Lennar/BVITF developers propose (o begin the demolition and deconstmerion of
existing Pareel A buildings in time for COSFSFRA propesed construetion of 16400 homes

this summnmer.

A oa funther example ol matters that most b fully avestigated and analvaed (o
adequately protect human health and salely as well a8 the eovirenment. Hunters Point Fire
Digtrict Run report 845, dated September 11, 2001, documents that at 3:15 p.m. that day both
SFFD and HPFD were dispatched 1o Crnsp Avenue netr Parcel A where they encounténed
"fire moving at & rapid speed with Dames 15 w 25 Teet high". The fire was observed moving
towards the parking lot arca of Building 815 in the Parcel A region of the Shipvard.
According to the ¢mail alert sent by the Navy under the Community Notification Mlan "family
dwellings above the fire were threatened, After deplovment of several hundred feet of hose
and equipment, the fire was extinguished at Spm”. HPFD was reactivated 1w the Building 815
gite to extinguish hot spots over the next two days as verilied in fire run reperts #356 and #47.
A total of seven fires were responded to in September of 2001, All occurred in the Parcel A
and B repions of the Shipyard.

Further CEOQA/MNEPA onalvas is legally required for the proposed development of

Parenel A praven the additional fncts that:



Parcel A has undergone boundary changes ax documented in the Pacel A FOST
Roveson 2 dated August 26, 2002, 10 mclude sub parcels M-13a and N-18A.
Addivionally, in the Dreall final FOST dated March 19, 2004, Parcel A boundaries werne
revised to exclude mdislion-anpacted buldigs 813 and 819 situated along S
Avenue. A MEPA compliont EPA nisk assessment profecting human health s,

theretiore, a requirement (morally as well as legally),

Uiy August |6, 2000 the Parcel E Land{ill, adjacent 1o Parce]l A, was the site o a fire
thal burned For 6 hours. Severnl areas estimnted 1o be laaa than five neres eontinned 1o
bum for several woeks according o the ATSDR Consoliation Sy, The Parcel
landdfill has been classified by ATSDR as a Completed Exposure Puthway, meaning
tint i assessment of nsk v nearby residents, it could be shown that *exposure mo
contaminants could bave eccurmed in the past, 15 oceunmg or wall occur i the Tubure,
Further the Navy expects 4 live foot Lueral moverment inw mujor carthguake, which
contld mean farther ignition and toxic releases into the community.

An Augst 2N landfill gas survey detected Nammable. explosive methane gas
ermanating from the Parcel E land G0 wathin 100 feet of Parcel A m concentrations
exceeding BO% in . This represents a violation of state law mandating that methane
grs concenirations be less than 5% in air. A recenl decision by the Califomia
Inteprated Waste Monagement Board forbids construction within 10040 feet of the
detection of methane gas. The Mavy publcly scknowledges in e Draft Final FOS'
thint it wars required o use oclive extrction o remove subsurfaee methane gas nom
henenth Inboratories and kennels operated by the Umiversity of Caltfomia at San

Francizeo ot the boundary of Parcel E and A i lel'llli.u'}' o 204K,

4. The Draft Final Historical Radiologienl Assessment, relensed on February 25, 2004,

documents Pareel A to be the site of five MARSSIM Class | Rudimion
impactedicontaninued buildings incloding boildings 816, 821, 813, 819 and FliT)s
site 8135, Many of these buildings do not meet earthquake safety standards or the new
MARSSIM Radiation/impacted standard, ineluding one with two 15,0040 gallon
decontamination tanks.(Building £135) and is a known USGS Hguelsction identified



hazard arca, Parcel A covers approximately 75 neres and is the site of 61 buildings and
43 foundations according to the 1995-ROD). The Navy conduciod myestipations on
nine Parcel A sites only, Addidonally, radintion impacted buildings on Parce] A hove
been cleared for unrestricted use by an outdated eleanup stnndord thm is well below
the EPA recommended level and iz corrently being challenged in Californin Superor

cort,

Parcel A buildings and loundations bave been determuncd to contan lead and asbestos
Decomstmetimin of these structures dunng development may lead W the release of these
Lo ines intey saarronedhing air and soil, thus producing pathways for exposure for future
Parcel A resadents.

. Troposition I'. which conwing n Declomtion of Folicy, pagsed vy o landslide X7% of
the COSE electorate after the November 7, 2000 mumicipal clection. Proposition '
slales, io pertinent part: “[TThe Notional Contingeney Plan, the regulation governing
cleanup of & toxic sive, established community seceptance as ane of its mine prineipal
eriteria. The DBavview Hunters Point community wanis HES cleancd to a lovel
enabling the unrestricted use of the property- the highest sumdard for cleanup
esiablished by the ULS. environmental Protection Agency.” Proposifion P was ratified
by the CCST Board of Supervisors on July 30, 2001, and signed by the Mayor on
August 10, 2001,

7. The Memorandum of Agreement between the City of San Francisco and the Navy,
signed on November 2. 2000, stipulates that cleanup of Parcel A and the remaining
five slupyard land parcels adhere to strict health based preliminary remediation goals
toy provide total estimates of carcinogenic and non carcinogenic health hazards under
the residential scenario. The Parcel A Human Health Risk Assessment Report
(HHRA) assesses the probability and magoitude of potential harm to human health
(rom exposune (o threaten and actual releases of hazardous substances on Parcel A
siles, The HHRA and supporting documents do not support the Navy's contention that
the nine sites explored on Parcel A pose no threat to human health or the

environment. The Navy reports hazand inslices up 10 36 times greater than health



protective standards for children expaosed 1o 2ol on Pareel A under o residential
scenario: soil lead contamination ahove Califomin prelmmmory remedintion goals:
hazard indices 100 times greater than health protective siandards for viepetable
copsumption at numerows Parcel A sites; and on exceedingly high cancer nsk of 23100
¥ at the muajor [ site investipated. Smdies conducted by the San Francisoo Depariment
of Public Health in 1995 and 1997 identify o hagh incidence ond morielity from coneer
among BVHP residents. The scientific documentation by the Movy ol haeard imdices
al eaneer risks abave health protective stnndards on Parcel A is in vinlation of
multiple [ederal, state and loeal laws and regulations in addition to violating the fenns
of the original Conveyunee Agrecment signed my Moyor Willic Brown on November
2, 2000, Thess laws and regulations include the CERCLA act of 1980 as amended by
e SARA met of 1986, NEPA, CEQA and Propasition P

Excveotive Ornder F2EVE, 59 Fod. Ko 7629 (1WM), Section 1-100, requires that each
federal apency, including Uwe US Navy and US EPA, make aducving "Eoviomnental Justee™
part af it mission by identifving and addressing any dispropertionately high and adverse
human henlib or environmental effects of its programs; policies and activilies on minority
populations and low-inceme popalations, The BVHP neighborhoad i5 o predomuinately
Afncan- Amencan communitly of color that 1 dsproporfionately impacted by existing
envirommeital hazards and has a disproportiomaitely high number of families with houschold

incomes bulow the poverty level compared (o the CCSEF as o whole.

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 requires CCSF, and the SFRA, in
coordination with the California Environmental Protection Apeney, Department of Toxie
Substances Control, to identify and nddress any disproportionately high human health,
socioeconomic, or environmental impacts of their progrms, policies, and oolions on minority
or low-income populotions. CEQA is primarily a public disclosure staiutory scheme allowing
the allected comumunlty w be informed and members of the public to voice their opmion, and
o have inpul, aboul projeets that may alfeol thetr cnvironment. CEQA requures o review of
the environmental impacts of overall activities ("the whole of an action™ — 14 Cal. Code Reps.
E 15378(n)) defined as "projects.” (Pub. Res. Code § 210635.) This strony. broad right of
public purticipation under CEOA has a political component (e, CEQA allows the



compilation of a record conceming the approval of development projects that can be used by
the public 1o vole environmentally insensitive decision makers out of office come ¢lection
deiy), thee vinlation or deprivation of which has constitutional rmmifications on an affecied

comimenly as well as the public at large,

In mandating separate Disposition Development Agreements and “conveyance
agrecments’ for the development of the shipyord (Poarcels A- B), SFRA ns the lead agency
under CEOA, 18 "pieeemeslioe™ the overnll aetivity, CEQA strongly Birbids this Kiod of
“chopping up [of] a proposad project into bite sive pleces which, individually considered,
might b foumd 1o have no sipnificance on the environment.” (Kings Cownrry Farm Rurca v
Cony ef Hanford (19907 221 Cal App.3d 892, 716, citing COrimd Assn. v, Bourd of Supervisory
(1986) 182 Cal. App.3d 1143, LIT1, 1172; see also Rozwng v LAFCO (19753 13 Cal.3d m
283=284; Sunfeteom v County of Menvdocing (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 309,)

CROA provides that a proposed project may have a significant effect on the
envirvmment whesn the possible alleets on e enviranment are individually rmated it
“cumulatively consilerable.” (Pub, Rz, Code § 21083(b); 13 Cal. Code Regs, § 15005,
“Uumulatively considerable’ means Uit the incremental effects of an individual project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other
currenl projects, and the eflects of probable Tuture projects.™ {14 Cal, Code Reps, § 15065.)
In addition to analyzing the direct impacts of a project, the CEQA Lead Agency must also
eonsider o project’s potennally significant cummlative impacts,

Recent statutory law has invigorated CEQA' mole in ensunng "the fair treatment of
peaple of all races, cultures, and mmeomes with respect (o the development, adoplion,
implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies” (ie.,
environmental justice).™ (Cmphasis added; see ST 115, Solis; Stats, 99, ch, 690, Gov, Code
§:65040.12 aal Pub. Res, Code §§ 72000-720001.)

In conjunelion will the rogulntory provisions of the fedaral Clean Air Act and
Division 26 of the Health and Salely Code, M CEQA provides an ideal mechanism for
eiaring that Environmental Justice will be addressed in all activitics and projects that may

heeve o sigieant effect on the environment.



CEQA reguires that environmental docoments (10, an envirommental impact repor
{EIRY or a negative declarabon) be prepared whenever a public agency proposes (o undertake
a diseretionary sctivity (which is defined extremely broadly as the "whole of an action™ heing
engaged mn) thol may hive a spgmilent ellect on e covironment. (See Pub, Res, Code §§
2HRLL, 21061, 21064, and Z1080.1; see also 14 Cal. Code Reps, §15002,)

In enacting CEQA, the Legislature expressly declared a number of important policies
with which activibies and decumentation must be consistent, and which must be comphied
wath sl enfereedd, ipeloding:

"1t 15 the ntent of the Legislature that all agencies of e stale govermmont wlnch

repnlnte acnivities of private individunls, corpomtions, and puhlic agencies which
are Tound Lo allect the quality of the coviromment, shall regulate such activities
sa thiet mearjor conyideration i piven fo preveniing eovieamrmeeniol dumape,

wiiile providing a decent ome and sarisfving living environment for every
Califorminn " (Pub. Res. Code § 210000p ) (emphasis added). )

Iuis Calllomia policy w "|d|evelop and muimain s high-qoaliy enviromment now
s an the future, and toke alf action necessary fo protect, reftabifitate, and
enhance the environmental guality of thie stefe ™ (1Mo Kes Coce § 27000 ()
{emphnsia added).)

It i the policy of this state to require that publie agencies *[tjake all achion
necessary W provide the people of this state with elean air and water,
engovment of aesthetiv, nataral, scenic, and historic environmental qualifies,
and freedam from exeessive naise.” (Pub. Res. Code § 21001 (b)) (emphnsis
added), )

State policy eolls for ensuring “that the long-term protection of the environmeni,
consistent with the provision of o decent ome and cuitable lving environment
Sar every Californian shall be the gulding criterien in public decisions," (Pub,
Res, Code & 2 100 d) (emphinsss added). )

Stale policy requires "povernmental agencies at all levels to develop standards
aned provedures necessary o profect envirenmental gealify” (Pub. Res. Code §
21001y (cmphasis added).)

Calilornia policy reguires "povermmenial apencies af all levels to eonsider
gealitative factors as well as economle and technical factors and long-term
benefits and cesty " (Pub. Res. Code § 21000(g) {tn‘l]'ﬂ'u'lﬂﬁ added).)

"The interrelutionship of policics and pructices in the management of nameal
resonrces aind waste disposal requires systematic and concerted ¢fforts by public



aendd preivate inleresis e enlance envirenmental qualidy amd e control
environmental polfution.” (Pub. Res. Code § 21000(f).)

"Every citizen has a responsibility o contribule 1o the preservation and
entuncement of the enviromment.™ (Pub. Res Code § 21NN e). )

The recent enactment of Public Resources Code sections 71110 through 71115, and
Government Code section 6304012, in conjunciion with other statutory and regulatory
requirements. such oz the Bay Aren Adr Quality Management Distriet State Implementation
*laan, and EPA regulations, require the SEHA as well as other apencics, o infuse
Environmental Justice inle cvery agpect ol decision-making, This puneply of statory
anthority supplements the general authority 1o "do such acts as may be necessary for the
proper exccution ol the powers and Jutics granted 1o, and imposed upon |a public agency) ..."
(TTealth & Saf. Code § 39600.) Funher, the rules, regulations, and standards that the STRA
and other agencies adopt must be "conszistent with the state goal of praviding a decent home
und sutable liviog enviromment for every Califormian™d (fed & 3000 (e).)

All associated sctivities constituting the “"whole of an action” being caried oul
by the public apencies involved capable of having an adverse environmental
impact (14 Cnl. Code Reps. § 1533780} see afvo Pub. Res, Code § 21065), must
be snbjected 1o environmental review pursuant 1o CEQA 1o ensure that all the
project's adverse, potentially significant impacts on the Bayview Hunlers Point
community, a5 well ns the entire region i which the project 15 loented, nre
fullv and fairly investigated, identificd, analvaed, evaluated and, perhaps most
impentantly of all, mitigated — while also ensuring that project alternatives
capible of avoiding or reduging the impacis pre considered and, i fepsible,
adopted.

]

Blpusc § 7401 et seq. (Public Law 88-206, 77 Stat. 392, December 17, 1963, ns
last amended by the Clean A Act Amendments of 1990, P, L. 101-349, November 135,
195907 Health & Sal, Code § sccion 3HHHY er sing

"1 T'his overlapping of statutory goals and requircments (see Pub, Res, Code §
21000 ), qpuotedd alwyve) s typreal among statutory schemes mmed at protecting the public
health.



