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Further additions:

Info Needs Task No. C, On-Site Treatment of Soils

Please confirm if on-site treatment is proposed.

0 Yes, it is proposed.

Please provide description of type of on-site treatment plant proposed, and proposed
location of treatment plant within the site.

0 The Rapidmix 400 (pug mill) treatment system consists of 75Kw motor, a screen unit
(to remove cobbles and rocks), a conveyor belt, mixing tower, and bins to hold the
treated soil. Class | California hazardous soil is mixed with lime or cement material to
stabilize soluble lead concentrations in soil.

0 The CDSM (perimeter shoring wall) installation and the on-site soil treatment will
begin at the same time. The CDSM operation will be set up around the perimeter of
the site, while the on-site treatment will be begin in the middle of the site while the
CDSM work is occurring. The pug mill would need to be moved as required as the soil
is removed from site after treatment (i.e., the underground parking areas are deeper
than the arena event level).

Please describe the specific proposed design features proposed to control emissions, dust
and noise.

0 The pug mill is a Tier 4 emission unit therefore no design feature is needed to control
emissions. Treatment unit is permitted to operate under a Temporary Treatment Unit
permit approved by DTSC and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. The
unit will be inside of canvas tent therefore no emissions will result from the
treatment.

0 Dust will be controlled per the SFDPH approved Dust Control Plan such as stockpile
wetting, stop work during high winds, and covering stockpiles.

0 With a canvas tent in place the noise generated from the treatment unit will be less
than 75D8B.

Please provide source of power to operate on-site treatment plant.

0 The pug mill operation has a gen set power plant attached to the equipment for
power. (MCJV was not able to get a response of the size of the gen set on the pug
mill. The gen set can be seen in the attached sketch of the pug mill.)

Please estimate maximum amount of soil (CY) to be treated, and anticipated maximum
length of duration of use of on-site treatment plant.

0 The estimated CY of soil to be treated is 156,056 tons (97,535 cy) to be treated. The
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Attachment A

Technical Approach of Human Health Risk Screening Evaluation
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The purpose of this human health risk screening evaluation was to evaluate whether chemical-specific
concentrations potentially present in the dust would pose a potential human health risk to offsite
sensitive receptors (i.e., residents). This risk screening evaluation was conducted in the following
steps.

Soil Screening

For all detected chemicals in soil, the maximum detected soil concentration was compared to the
United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Regional Screening Levels (RSLs) for
residential soil (updated in June 2015), the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA)
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) modified-RSLs (updated in May 2015), and the
Regional Water Quality Control Board - San Francisco Bay Region (SFRWQCB) Environmental
Screening Levels (ESLs) (last updated in December 2013). These screening levels represent the
concentrations of chemicals that could remain in residential soil and still be protective of public health.

e USEPA RSLs and DTSC-modified RSLs: The USEPA RSLs (USEPA 2015a') or DTSC-modified
RSLs (Cal/EPA 20152) are concentrations of chemicals in residential soil and air that the USEPA
and/or Cal/EPA consider to be below thresholds of concern for risks to human health over a
lifetime. In 2015, the DTSC incorporated Cal/EPA toxicity criteria and recommendations (e.g.
route-to-route extrapolation) into the USEPA RSL methodology, and calculated the DTSC-
modified residential soil and air screening levels for a subset of chemicals for which 1) the
Cal/EPA-recommended toxicity value was more protective than the toxicity value used to
derive the USEPA RSLs, or 2) there was no RSL due to the lack of route-to-route extrapolation
when deriving the USEPA RSLs. For the chemicals listed by the DTSC, the DTSC-modified RSLs
were used; otherwise, the USEPA RSLs were used. Both the DTSC-modified RSLs and the
USEPA RSLs for soil were based on soil direct contact exposure pathways including incidental
ingestion, inhalation of soil particulates and volatile chemicals in ambient air, and dermal
contact. For a resident, exposure is assumed seven days/week for 350 days/year (or
approximately 96 percent of the time). The exposure duration for the resident is assumed to
be 26 years. These soil and air RSLs correspond to an excess lifetime target cancer risk of
one in a million (1 x 10°®) or a target hazard quotient (HQ) of one (1) for non-cancer health
effects.

e SFRWQCB ESLs: The SFRWQCB ESLs (SFRWQCB 20133) are concentrations of chemicals in
residential soil and air that are considered to be protective for typical bay area sites. Under
most circumstances, and within the limitations described by SFRWQCB, the presence of a
chemical in soil or air at concentrations below the corresponding ESL can be assumed to not
pose a significant threat to human health. The ESLs for direct soil exposure are based on
pathways via direct ingestion, dermal absorption, and inhalation of airborne dust and
chemicals volatilized from soil. For a resident, exposure is assumed seven days/week for 350
days/year (or approximately 96 percent of the time). The exposure duration for the resident is

1 USEPA. 2015a. Regional Screening Levels (RSLs). June.

2 Cal/EPA. 2015. Office of Human and Ecological Risk (HERO) Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) Note 3.
DTSC-Modified Screening Levels. May.

3 SFRWQCB. 2013. Screening for Environmental Concerns at Sites with Contaminated Soil and Groundwater.
December.
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assumed to be 30 years. These soil and air ESLs correspond to an excess lifetime target
cancer risk of 1 x 10 or a target HQ of one (1) for non-cancer health effects.

Estimation of Air Concentrations

To determine whether offsite concentrations would be of concern during excavation activities, for all
detected chemicals in soil the 24-hour and 10-minute air concentrations at the site perimeter were
calculated using the maximum detected soil concentrations and the PM;, action levels for the site
described above. This calculation conservatively assumes the concentration in the soil is proportional
to the concentration in the monitored dust.

Air Screening

As a conservative evaluation, all estimated 24-hour concentrations were first compared to USEPA RSL,
DTSC-modified RSLs, and SFRWQCB ESLs for residential air. As noted above, these screening levels
were developed for continuous exposures over a lifetime in a home (assumed by USEPA and DTSC to
be 26 years and by SFRWQCB to be 30 years), whereas the demolition/excavation phase for this site
is expected to last for 10 months. In addition to the screening levels listed above, specific non-volatile
chemicals were also compared to the Cal/EPA Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment
(OEHHA) chronic Reference Exposure Levels (RELs). This is because DTSC has only developed
modified-RSLs for volatile chemicals.

e OEHHA RELs: The OEHHA RELs (Cal/EPA 2014*) are airborne concentrations of chemicals
that are not anticipated to present a significant risk of an adverse non-cancer health effect.
The exposure averaging time for acute RELs is one hour, while chronic RELs are designed to
address continuous exposures for up to a lifetime.

Estimated 10-minute air concentrations were compared to short-term screening levels such as
Cal/EPA OEHHA acute RELs as well as federal acute screening levels using the following hierarchy:

e USEPA Acute Exposure Guideline Levels (AEGL-1): AEGL-1 (USEPA 2015b°) is the hourly
airborne concentration of a substance above which it is predicted that the general population,
including susceptible individuals, could experience notable discomfort, irritation, or certain
asymptomatic nonsensory effects. However, the effects are not disabling and are transient and
reversible upon cessation of exposure.

¢ Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) Minimal Risk Levels
(MRLs): MRL (ATSDR 2015°%) is an estimate of the daily human exposure to a hazardous
substance that is likely to be without appreciable risk of adverse non-cancer health effects
over a specified duration of exposure (1-14 days for acute effect).

¢ Department of Energy (DOE) Emergency Response Planning Guidelines (ERPG-1):
ERPG-1 (DOE 2014’) is the maximum airborne concentration below which it is believed nearly

4 Cal/EPA. 2014. OEHHA Acute, 8-hour and Chronic Reference Exposure Level (REL) Summary. June.
5 USEPA. 2015b. Final AEGLs. June.

6 ATSDR. 2015. Minimal Risk Levels. April.

7 DOE. 2014. Current ERPG Values.
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all individuals could be exposed for up to one hour without experiencing more than mild,
transient adverse health effects or without perceiving a clearly defined objectionable odor.

o DOE Protective Action Criteria (PAC-1): PAC-1 (DOE 20128) is the airborne concentration
of a substance above which it is predicted that the general population, including susceptible
individuals, when exposed for more than one hour, could experience notable discomfort,
irritation, or certain asymptomatic, nonsensory effects. However, these effects are not
disabling and are transient and reversible upon cessation of exposure. PAC values are always
subject to change when different exposure limits (e.g. USEPA AEGL) or new toxicity data are
published.

8 DOE. 2012. Protective Action Criteria (PAC). February.









Table 1 Results of Screening Health Evaluation
Mission Bay Blocks 29 through 32

San Francisco, CA

Maximum  |PToCModified) jgppp psy | SFRWQCB ESL g ated 24-hr | DTSC-Modified | UsePARsL | STRWQCB | opppa | Estimated 10- .
. RSL . . Direct Contact : ) - : . . ESL . . : OEHHA Acute | Federal Acute Screening
Detected Soil . . Residential [ . . Air RSL Residential | Residential Air . . Chronic REL Minute Air fah
Chemical .| Residential e with Residential Cal , b ) . | Residential . R . 2| REL(-hr)® Level (1-hr)"9
Concentration . b Soil d Concentration® | Air (continuous)” | (continuous) .4 | (continuous)” | Concentration
Soil Soil Indoor Air
mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg pg/m® pg/m?® pg/m?® pg/m?® pg/m?® pug/m?® pg/m?® pg/m?® Source

TPHs
TPHg (C4-C12) 9.9 82 770 0.00050 --- 3.1 590 --- 0.0025
TPHd (C8-C21) 1,300 96 240 0.065 --- 3.1 140 --- 0.33
TPHmo (C18-C34) 1,800 2,500 10,000 0.090 8,300 0.45
VOCs
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 0.0078 58 --- 0.00000039 --- 7.3 --- --- 0.0000020 687,923 AEGL
Acetone 0.17 61,000 60,000 0.0000085 --- 32,000 32,000 --- 0.000043 474,906 AEGL
Carbon Disulfide 0.0083 770 --- 0.00000042 --- 730 --- 800 0.0000021 6,200 40,466 AEGL
Ethylbenzene 0.0070 5.8 4.8 0.00000035 1.1 0.97 2,000 0.0000018 143,225 AEGL
Methyl Ethyl Ketone 0.032 27,000 32,000 0.0000016 5,200 5,200 0.0000080 13,000 589,616 AEGL
o-Xylene 0.0068 650 600 0.00000034 100 100 700 0.0000017 22,000 564,219 AEGL
m,p-Xylene 0.011 650 600 0.00000055 100 100 700 0.0000028 22,000 564,219 AEGL
PCBs
Aroclor 1254 0.016 0.24 0.22 [ 0.00000080 0.0049 0.024 [ 0.0000040 1,100 | PAC-1
PAHs
Acenaphthene 0.028 3,600 3,400 0.0000014 250 0.0000070 3,600 PAC-1
Acenaphthylene 0.18 0.0000090 0.000045 10,000 PAC-1
Anthracene 0.14 18,000 23,000 0.0000070 1,300 0.000035 270 PAC-1
Benzo(a)anthracene 0.53 0.16 0.38 0.000027 0.0092 0.022 0.00013 1,200 PAC-1
Benzo(a)pyrene 2.1 0.016 0.038 0.00011 0.00092 0.0022 0.00053 600 PAC-1
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 1.9 0.16 0.38 0.000095 0.0092 0.022 0.00048 31 PAC-1
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 1.8 0.000090 0.00045 30,000 PAC-1
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 0.42 0.39 1.6 0.38 0.000021 0.0092 0.022 0.00011 19 PAC-1
Chrysene 0.71 3.9 16 3.8 0.000036 0.092 0.22 0.00018 600 PAC-1
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 0.53 0.016 0.11 0.000027 0.00084 0.0020 0.00013 34 PAC-1
Fluoranthene 0.72 2,400 2,300 0.000036 0.00018 1,500 PAC-1
Fluorene 0.085 2,400 3,100 0.0000043 170 0.000021 6,600 PAC-1
Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 1.7 0.16 0.38 0.000085 0.0092 0.022 0.00043 15 PAC-1
Naphthalene 0.74 3.8 3.1 0.000037 0.083 0.072 9.0 0.00019 79,000 PAC-1
Phenanthrene 0.39 0.000020 0.000098 760 PAC-1
Pyrene 0.90 1,800 3,400 0.000045 130 — — — 0.00023 150 PAC-1
Metals
Antimony 5.0 31 31 0.00025 0.0013 500 PAC-1
Arsenic 13 0.11 0.68 0.39 0.00065 0.00065 0.00057 0.015 0.0033 0.20 30 PAC-1
Barium 360 15,000 15,000 0.018 0.52 0.52 0.090 1,500 PAC-1
Beryllium 0.45 3.0 160 160 0.000023 0.0012 0.0010 0.0070 0.00011 2.3 PAC-1
Cadmium 1.7 4.5 71 78 0.000085 0.0016 0.00058 0.020 0.00043 100 AEGL
Chromium 1,800 36,000 120,000 120,000 0.090 0.45 1,500 PAC-1
Cobalt 93 23 23 0.0047 0.00031 0.00027 0.023 180 PAC-1
Copper 110 3,100 3,100 0.0055 --- --- --- --- 0.028 100 1,000 PAC-1
Lead 1,500 80 400 80 0.075 0.15 0.38 150 PAC-1
Mercury 0.58 23 0.000029 0.31 0.031 0.030 0.00015 0.60 2,700 PAC-1
Molybdenum 6.7 390 390 0.00034 0.0017 10,000 PAC-1
Nickel 2,400 490 1,500 1,500 0.12 - 0.011 0.052 0.014 0.60 0.20 4,500 PAC-1
Silver 0.99 - 390 390 0.000050 0.00025 100 PAC-1
Vanadium 50 - 390 390 0.0025 0.10 0.013 30 0.80 ATSDR MRL
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Table 1 Results of Screening Health Evaluation
Mission Bay Blocks 29 through 32

San Francisco, CA

Maximum  |D1oCModified) e pp gy | SFRWQEB ESL e iated 24-hr | DTSC-Modified | USEPARSL | STHWQCB OEHHA Estimated 10- .
. RSL . . Direct Contact : ) - : . . ESL . . : OEHHA Acute | Federal Acute Screening
Detected Soil . . Residential [ . . Air RSL Residential | Residential Air . . Chronic REL Minute Air fah
Chemical .| Residential e with Residential Cal i b ) . | Residential . R . REL (1-hr)® Level (1-hr)"®
Concentration . b Soil d Concentration® | Air (continuous)” | (continuous) .4 | (continuous)” | Concentration
Soil Soil Indoor Air
mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg mg/kg pg/m® ug/m?® ug/m?® ug/m?® ug/m?® pug/m?® pug/m?® ug/m?® Source
Zinc 420 23,000 23,000 0.021 0.11 1,900 PAC-1
Notes:

--- = Not Applicable

mg/kg = milligram per kilogram

pg/m3 = microgram per cubic meter
AEGL = Acute Exposure Guideline Level

ATSDR = Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry

Cal/EPA = California Environmental Protection Agency
DOE = Department of Energy
DTSC = Department of Toxic Substances Control
ESL = Environmental Screening Level

hr = hour

MRL = Minimal Risk Level
OEHHA = Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment

PAC = Protective Action C riteria

PAH = Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbon
PCB = Polychlorinated Biphenyl

REL = Reference Exposure Level

RSL = Regional Screening Level
SFRWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board - San Francisco Bay Region
TPH = Total Petroleum Hydrocarbon
TPHg = Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as gasoline

TPHd = Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as diesel

TPHmo = Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons as motor oil
USEPA = United States Environmental Protection Agency
VOC = Volatile Organic Compound

a. Highlighted values indicate exceedances of the corresponding minimum screening levels.
b. Obtained from Cal/EPA (2015).

c. Obtained from USEPA (2015a).

d. Obtained from SFRWQCB (2013).

e. Obtained from Cal/EPA (2014).

f. PAC-1 obtained from DOE (2012).

g. AEGL obtained from USEPA (2015b).
h. MRL obtained from ATSDR (2015).

References:

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR). 2015. Minimal Risk Levels. April.

California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA). 2014. OEHHA Acute, 8-hour and Chronic Reference Exposure Level (REL) Summary. June.
California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA). 2015. Office of Human and Ecological Risk (HERO) Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) Note 3. DTSC-Modified Screening Levels. May.

California Regional Water Quality Control Board San Francisco Bay Region (SFRWQCB). 2013. Screening for Environmental Concerns at Sites with Contaminated Soil and Groundwater. December.
Department of Energy (DOE). 2012. Protective Action Criteria (PAC). February.
United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 2015a. Regional Screening Levels (RSLs). June.
United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 2015b. Final AEGLs. June.
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David Kelly

General Counsel and VP, Basketball Legal Affairs
1011 Broadway

Oakland, CA 94607

HUMAN HEALTH RISK SCREENING EVALUATION
MISSION BAY BLOCKS 29 THROUGH 32, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

Ramboll Environ is pleased to submit to the Golden State Warriors (GSW) this human health risk Date July 13, 2015
screening evaluation for Mission Bay Blocks 29 through 32 located in San Francisco, California (site).
This report provides our project understanding, a description of our technical approach, and

conclusions/recommendations. Ramboll Environ
201 California Street
- R Suite 1200
PI‘OJeCt UnderStandlng San Francisco, CA 94111
USA

It is our understanding that the GSW plan to develop Mission Bay Blocks 29 through 32 in San

Francisco, California. The site, which is approximately 10.9 acres, is bound by South Street on the ; :1 :1? ;Z: ;zi(z)
north, Terry A. Francois Boulevard on the east, 16" Street on the south and Third Street on the www.ramboll-environ.com
west. The site is currently vacant and includes paved parking areas (portions of Blocks 29 through

31) and an unpaved vacant lot (Block 32) surrounded by a chain link fence.

A Phase II Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was prepared by Langan Treadwell Rollo (Langan,
dated June 2015) to support the proposed development and to satisfy the requirements of Article
22A (Maher Ordinance). According to the Phase II ESA, the site is comprised of fill materials and
was historically used for a variety of industrial purposes primarily related to bulk oil storage and
transfer operations. Investigations conducted by Langan at the site detected total petroleum
hydrocarbons (TPHs), volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds
(SVOCs), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and metals in soil. The ESA concluded that most
detected metals were within normal background ranges found in northern California soil, however
chromium, lead and nickel were determined to be present at levels that exceeded hazardous waste
classification criteria.

Current development plans include an arena, parking and plaza, and practice courts. As part of this
development, excavation of soils would occur ranging in depth from 12 to 24.5 feet below ground
surface (bgs). The below grade structures will be designed to prevent groundwater infiltration and
therefore long-term dewatering will not be necessary. Once the site is redeveloped, there will be no
exposed native soils.

In addition to the Phase II ESA, Langan has also prepared a Site Mitigation Plan (SMP, dated June
2015) and a Dust Monitoring Plan (DMP, dated June 2015). The SMP presents the measures
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recommended to mitigate potential risks to the environment and to protect construction workers,
nearby residents, commercial workers and/or pedestrians from potential exposure to hazardous
substances that may be encountered during soil excavation and grading activities. The DMP presents
the proposed dust monitoring procedures and general dust control measures to be implemented
during the proposed soil excavation and grading activities.

Technical Approach

Human Health Risk Screening Evaluation

The DPM requires monitoring for particulate matter (respirable particulate matter less than 10
micrometers [um] in aerodynamic diameter or PM;,) at the site perimeter. For the daily average, the
action level for PMyq is 50 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m?) or baseline dust: (i.e. the difference
between upwind and downwind dust levels), whichever is higher. For the 10-minute time weighted
average (TWA), the action level is 250 ug/m?3. If these action levels are exceeded, additional actions
are required to bring PM;o below the action levels.

The purpose of this human health risk screening evaluation was to evaluate whether chemical-specific
concentrations potentially present in the dust would pose a potential human health risk to offsite
sensitive receptors (i.e., residents). This risk screening evaluation was conducted in the steps
described in Attachment A. The results of each step are discussed below:

Soil Screening

As shown in Table 1, 42 chemicals were detected in site soils at least once. For all detected chemicals
in soil, the maximum detected soil concentration was compared to chemical-specific residential soil
screening levels. These screening levels represent the concentrations of chemicals that could remain
in residential soil and still be protective of public health. Of the chemicals detected in soil at the site;
31 were below their lowest (most conservative) residential soil screening levels; eleven were above
including TPH as diesel (TPHd), six polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and four metals (arsenic,
cobalt, lead and nickel).

Air Screening

To determine whether offsite air concentrations would be of concern during excavation activities, for
all detected chemicals in soil the 24-hour and 10-minute air concentrations at the site perimeter were
calculated using the maximum detected soil concentrations and the PM;, action levels for the site
described above. This calculation conservatively assumes the concentration in the soil is proportional
to the concentration in the monitored dust. No dilution from the perimeter to any actual site receptors
was assumed. Estimated 24-hour air concentrations assuming 50 pg/m? of dust at the perimeter are
listed in Table 1.

As a conservative evaluation, all estimated 24-hour air concentrations were compared to screening
levels for residential air. These screening levels were developed for continuous exposures over a
lifetime in @ home (assumed to be 26-30 years), whereas the demolition/excavation phase for this site

! Prior to commencement of site work, a dust monitor will be set up at an upwind location to collect continuous
dust monitoring data for a period of two days, for at least eight hours each day. The dust monitoring data collected
during this interval will be used to establish baseline dust conditions.
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is expected to last for 10 months. Based on this screening evaluation, only the estimated air
concentrations of arsenic, cobalt and nickel exceeded their residential lifetime screening criteria.

Estimated 10-minute air concentrations assuming 250 ug/m? of dust at the perimeter are listed in
Table 1. Estimated 10-minute concentrations were compared to available hourly short-term screening

levels. As shown in Table 1, only nickel exceeded the conservative screening level evaluation.

Refined Air Evaluation

Estimated 24-hour Air Concentrations

As noted above, estimated 24-hour air concentration were calculated using the maximum detected
chemical concentrations in soil and assuming the dust action level was detected at the site boundary.
These 24-hour concentrations were conservatively compared to concentrations that would be
protective of public health over long-term (chronic) exposure ranging from a duration of 26 to 30
years. Based on this screening evaluation, only the estimated air concentrations of arsenic, cobalt and
nickel exceeded their residential lifetime screening criteria. The following site-specific refinements
were made:

Arsenic: The maximum 24-hour estimated arsenic air concentration was 0.00065 pg/m?. This arsenic
air concentration was the same as the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
residential air Regional Screening Level (RSL) but slightly higher than the Regional Water Quality
Control Board - San Francisco Bay Region (SFRWQCB) Environmental Screening Level (ESL) of
0.00057 pg/m?, both of which are derived based on cancer effect. The USEPA RSL assumes residential
exposure for 26 years and the SFRWQCB ESL assumes residential exposure for 30 years. If instead, a
one year exposure was assumed (consistent with the 10 month demolition/excavation phase), then
the USEPA RSL would increase to 0.017 pg/m® and the SFRWQCB ESL would increase to 0.017 pug/m?3.
The maximum 24-hour estimated arsenic air concentration is well below these levels.

Cobalt: The maximum 24-hour estimated cobalt air concentration was 0.0047 ug/m?3. This cobalt air
concentration was higher than the USEPA residential air RSL of 0.00031 pg/m?> and the SFRWQCB ESL
of 0.00027 pg/m?, both of which are derived based on cancer effect. Similar for the arsenic discussion
above, the USEPA RSL assumes residential exposure for 26 years and the SFRWQCB ESL assumes
residential exposure for 30 years. If instead, a one year exposure was assumed (consistent with the
10 month demolition/excavation phase), then the USEPA RSL would increase to 0.0081 pg/m? and the
SFRWQCB ESL would increase to 0.0081 pg/m?>. The maximum 24-hour estimated cobalt air
concentration is well below these levels.

Nickel: The maximum 24-hour estimated nickel air concentration was 0.12 pg/m?. This nickel air
concentration was higher than the USEPA residential air RSL of 0.011 pg/m? (which is derived based
on cancer effect) as well as the SFRWQCB ESL of 0.052 pg/m? and the Office of Environmental Health
Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) chronic Reference Exposure Level (REL) of 0.014 pg/m? (both of which
are derived based on non-cancer effect). Similar for the arsenic discussion above, the USEPA RSL
assumes residential exposure for 26 years. If instead, a one year exposure was assumed (consistent
with the 10 month demolition/excavation phase), then the USEPA RSL would increase to 0.29 pg/m?3.
The maximum 24-hour estimated nickel air concentration is well below this level. However, for the
non-cancer screening levels, the same adjustments cannot be made. Instead, nickel was compared to
the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) intermediate minimal risk level (MRL).
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An MRL is an estimate of the daily human exposure to a hazardous substance that is likely to be
without appreciable risk of adverse non-cancer health effects over a specified duration of exposure.
MRLs are derived for acute (1 - 14 days), intermediate (>14 - 364 days), and chronic (365 days and
longer) exposure durations. In this particular case (10 month demolition/excavation phase), the most
appropriate is the intermediate inhalation MRL of 0.2 pg/m?3. The maximum 24-hour estimated nickel
air concentration is below this level.

Estimated 10-minute Air Concentrations

As noted above, estimated 10-minute air concentrations were calculated using the maximum detected
chemical concentrations in soil and assuming the dust action level was detected at the site boundary.
These 10-minute concentrations were conservatively compared to hourly concentrations above which
it is predicted that the general population, including susceptible individuals, when exposed for more
than one hour, could experience notable discomfort, irritation, or certain asymptomatic, nonsensory
effects. Based on this screening evaluation, only the estimated air concentration of nickel exceeded its
acute screening criteria. The following site-specific refinements were made:

Nickel:

The estimated 10-minute air concentration for nickel is 0.60 ug/m?3. This is a conservative estimate as
it assumes not only the maximum soil concentration but also no dilution from the fenceline to the
sensitive receptors. It is also conservative in the comparison of a 10-minute concentration to an
hourly concentration, however no shorter term screening levels were identified for this chemical.
Another conservative assumption was the use of the maximum detected onsite concentration. If
instead, the mean concentration (calculated using the 95% upper confidence limit on the mean
concentration following USEPA and DTSC risk assessment guidance or 1,054 milligrams per kilogram

[mg/kg]), the estimated 10-minute air concentration would be 0.26 pg/m?3. This 10-minute Comment [EM1]: I didn't change the
concentration is slightly higher than the one-hour OEHHA acute REL of 0.2 pg/m°. However, taking table to reflect this, but we could and
into account the more conservative exposure durations (10-minute versus one-hour) and the footnote it.

conservative uncertainty factor applied by OEHHA (an uncertainty factor of 1,000), nickel is not
expected to be of concern at the site perimeter.

Conclusions/Recommendations

Based on the human health risk screening evaluation described above, excavation activities at the site
are not expected to cause significant adverse health effects to offsite sensitive receptors (i.e.,
residents) assuming the 24-hour and 10-minute dust action levels are met at the perimeter.

Closing

Please feel free to contact Liz Miesner if you have any questions about this report. Thank you for the
opportunity to assist you with these matters.
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Table 1 - Results of Screening Health Evaluation
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large pug mill can treat 5,000 tons (3,100 cy) per day and the treatment plant will be
on site approximately 3 months.
e Please indicate plan/location of potential stockpiling of soil on-site, and duration that
stockpiles would be uncovered.

0 There will be multiple stock piles required for soil treatment. There will be a stock pile
of contaminated soils for treatment, and then multiple stockpiles for the treated. The
pug mill can treat the contaminated soil faster than trucks will be able to haul the
soil and cycle back to the site. There will also be on-going testing of the treated soil
prior to hauling off site. This will require multiple treated soil stock piles. Stockpiles
would be uncovered for 8-10 hrs during the workday. At the end of the day stockpiles
will be covered per the DMP.

Related
e Based on anticipated comments regarding potential Air Quality impacts, GSW asked Liz
Meisner and Anne Gates of Ramboll Environ to perform a Human Health Screening
Evaluation for demolition/excavation activities. The draft results of that evaluation are now
available and are attached (in 3 separate pdfs) for your review.

Info Needs Task No. G, Transportation
e UCSF Comment on Access Blockage:

0 GSW understands the project description and mitigations currently outlined in the
DSEIR are designed to encourage drivers to follow traffic law (including avoiding
blocking crosswalks, blocking the box, etc.). If there are areas in practice where
access blockage sometimes occurs, the roving PCO provided for in the DSEIR would
be able to assist with congestion management in that location.

e Other Misc. Project Access Changes:

0 Trucks exiting the on-site loading dock via the garage driveway at 16th St. will not be
permitted to turn left onto 16th St.

0 The sidewalk width along the project frontage at Terry Francois Blvd. has grown to
22,

0 South St. is being re-striped to maintain the two eastbound lanes currently there
today between Bridgeview Way and TFB. We will keep one westbound lane in the
same section by removing the previously-proposed parking lane, and associated
metered parking spaces, at the northern side of the street. Please see attached for
graphic of the proposed changes, which will be incorporated into the graphics of
GSW’s revised TMP.

GSW believes this fulfills ESA’s full information request as provided last week. Please confirm. We
will continue to follow up on action items generated during meetings between GSW and the City
CEQA team as necessary.

Thanks,
Kate

Kate Aufhauser
Project Analyst





510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
KAufhauser@warriors.com
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Note: | will be traveling without access to phone or email from Friday, 8/21 to Sunday, 8/30.

From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 1:42 PM

To: Kate Aufhauser; Paul Mitchell; Kern, Chris (CPC)

Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce; Adam Van de Water (adam.vandewater@sfgov.org);
lubaw@Ilcwconsulting.com

Subject: RE: Preliminary Data Request for GSW Final SEIR

Paul,

Info Needs Task No. A, Helipad:

e See attached for the final crane plan for the project. The crawlers required for the arena
construction are included in this plan and details on their size, radius, etc. can be found on
the right side of the page. You'll note that the dimensions of the other cranes has not
changed since the June submission.

Thanks,
Clarke

From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com]

Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 7:26 PM

To: Clarke Miller; Paul Mitchell; Kern, Chris (CPC)

Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce; Adam Van de Water (adam.vandewater@sfgov.org);

lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
Subject: RE: Preliminary Data Request for GSW Final SEIR

Paul et. al. —
A follow-on to Clarke’s email:

Info Needs Task No. B, WIND:
e  GSW confirms that the previously provided RWDI wind mitigation analysis results are
applicable for our selected mitigation design. We selected Mitigation Option #4 (Solid
Canopy with Porous Vertical Standoff).

Info Needs Task No. E, HAZARDS:
e SFDPH did respond to Langan’s submission of the Phase Il ESA, Site Mitigation Plan, and
Dust Monitoring Plan. Per the attached responses:
0 The Site Mitigation Plan has been approved (see letter).
O The Dust Monitoring Plan is being revised to address comments from SFDPH (see
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letter). However, the DMP will be re-submitted prior to completion of the Final EIR,
and SFDPH has conferred conditional approval based on the intended incorporation
of said comments (see email).
e langan is also current drafting a Dust Mitigation Plan for naturally-occurring asbestos.
Based on anticipated review time from BAAQMD, the plan should be available in time for
consideration in the Final EIR (targeting early September).

Info Needs Task No. G, TRANSPORTATION:

e Adam provided figures associated with the Local/Hospital Access Plan yesterday via email.
We presume no further GSW submission is required.

e (GSW agrees to the items contained in the SFBC comment letter.

o  GSW suggests responses to comments reiterate that the TMP is a living document, intended
for repeated editing over time as needed. In addition, GSW will agree to revise the TMP in
the near-term to reflect a new chapter on the Local Access Plan, and to incorporate UCSF’s
suggestion (comment letter, page 4) that surveys’ scope may be expanded from emergency
access to general patient and staff access. No other edits to the GSW TMP are anticipated at
this time.

Other items:
e The GSW project involves no plans for an NHL tenant in SF.
e GSW has received confirmation that the California Building Code Appendix M, which
outlines regulations for building in Tsunami Hazard Zones, has not been adopted by the City
of San Francisco. Compliance is not required for the GSW project.

Thank you,
Kate

Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
KAufhauser@warriors.com

2015 ¢ NBAYN

website | tickets | app | social | find us

Note: | will be traveling without access to phone or email from Friday, 8/21 to Sunday, 8/30.

From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 6:54 PM

To: Paul Mitchell; Kate Aufhauser; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce; Adam Van de Water (adam.vandewater@sfgov.org)
Subject: RE: Preliminary Data Request for GSW Final SEIR

Paul,
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An update on a number of Info Needs Tasks.

Regarding Info Needs Task No. D, since discussions are still underway with the Port regarding GSW’s
ability to use the Port’s outfall for discharging its treated dewatering flows, it’s best to leave the
language in the DSEIR unchanged (which provides some flexibility for other outfalls, if necessary).

Please see the attached pdf for truck turning movements in the loading dock (Info Needs Task No.
M).

Regarding Info Needs Task No. N, Adam is checking with the Port regarding usage of the Western
Pacific site for truck layover. Apparently trucks needed for events at Moscone currently use the
Western Pacific site, so it’s unlikely to be a problem.

A question regarding Info Needs Task No. A. Can you confirm that the format we produced in June
(see attached; this is NOT the ‘new final’) is sufficient for your purposes here? If not, please clarify
what additional information is required.

One item | did not see on the Info Task Request List is confirmation of the wastewater flows to the
MBSPS vs. Mariposa PS. | should have those numbers by the end of the week.

Thanks,
Clarke

From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2015 5:04 PM

To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Kern, Chris (CPC)

Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce

Subject: RE: Preliminary Data Request for GSW Final SEIR

All:

Attached is a revised data request, which reassigns Item E to the sponsor to respond to. Please do
not hesitate to contact me with any questions. Thanks.

Paul Mitchell

ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800

San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax

pmitchell@esassoc.com

From: Paul Mitchell

Sent: Friday, August 14, 2015 6:38 PM

To: Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser'; ‘Kern, Chris (CPC)'
Cc: 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; Joyce

Subject: Preliminary Data Request for GSW Final SEIR
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All:

As a followup to our 8/12/15 CEQA meeting, attached is a preliminary data request to help facilitate
preparation of the FSEIR. All data request items are assigned to the project sponsor to respond to,
with the exception of the row in blue text which is assigned to EP to respond to. As shown, we have
identified aggressive due dates. Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions. Thanks.

Paul Mitchell

ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800

San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax

pmitchell@esassoc.com
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From: Paul Mitchell

To: Kate Aufhauser

Cc: Van de Water, Adam (ECN); Clarke Miller; Joyce; lubaw@Icwconsulting.com; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett
(CPC); Chris Sanchez; Catherine Mukai; Michael Keinath; Mary

Subject: RE: Preliminary Data Request for GSW Final SEIR

Date: Thursday, August 20, 2015 6:05:18 PM

Attachments: image001.png
image002.png

Kate: Thanks; we’ll review these responses.
Also cc:ing Chris Sanchez, Mary McDonald, Michael Keinath and Catherin Mukai.

-Paul

From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com]

Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2015 6:00 PM

To: Paul Mitchell; Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce; lubaw@Ilcwconsulting.com
Cc: Adam Van de Water (adam.vandewater@sfgov.org); Clarke Miller

Subject: RE: Preliminary Data Request for GSW Final SEIR

Further additions:

Info Needs Task No. C, On-Site Treatment of Soils
e Please confirm if on-site treatment is proposed.

0 Yes, it is proposed.

e Please provide description of type of on-site treatment plant proposed, and proposed
location of treatment plant within the site.

0 The Rapidmix 400 (pug mill) treatment system consists of 75Kw motor, a screen unit
(to remove cobbles and rocks), a conveyor belt, mixing tower, and bins to hold the
treated soil. Class | California hazardous soil is mixed with lime or cement material to
stabilize soluble lead concentrations in soil.

0 The CDSM (perimeter shoring wall) installation and the on-site soil treatment will
begin at the same time. The CDSM operation will be set up around the perimeter of
the site, while the on-site treatment will be begin in the middle of the site while the
CDSM work is occurring. The pug mill would need to be moved as required as the soil
is removed from site after treatment (i.e., the underground parking areas are deeper
than the arena event level).

o Please describe the specific proposed design features proposed to control emissions, dust

and noise.

0 The pug mill is a Tier 4 emission unit therefore no design feature is needed to control
emissions. Treatment unit is permitted to operate under a Temporary Treatment Unit
permit approved by DTSC and the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. The
unit will be inside of canvas tent therefore no emissions will result from the
treatment.

0 Dust will be controlled per the SFDPH approved Dust Control Plan such as stockpile
wetting, stop work during high winds, and covering stockpiles.

0 With a canvas tent in place the noise generated from the treatment unit will be less



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:cmiller@stradasf.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:CSanchez@esassoc.com

mailto:cmukai@environcorp.com

mailto:mkeinath@environcorp.com

mailto:mary@orionenvironment.com



2015 ¢ NBAY
CH.







2015 ¢ NBAY
CH.







than 75D8B.
e Please provide source of power to operate on-site treatment plant.

0 The pug mill operation has a gen set power plant attached to the equipment for
power. (MCJV was not able to get a response of the size of the gen set on the pug
mill. The gen set can be seen in the attached sketch of the pug mill.)

e Please estimate maximum amount of soil (CY) to be treated, and anticipated maximum
length of duration of use of on-site treatment plant.

0 The estimated CY of soil to be treated is 156,056 tons (97,535 cy) to be treated. The
large pug mill can treat 5,000 tons (3,100 cy) per day and the treatment plant will be
on site approximately 3 months.

e Please indicate plan/location of potential stockpiling of soil on-site, and duration that
stockpiles would be uncovered.

0 There will be multiple stock piles required for soil treatment. There will be a stock pile
of contaminated soils for treatment, and then multiple stockpiles for the treated. The
pug mill can treat the contaminated soil faster than trucks will be able to haul the
soil and cycle back to the site. There will also be on-going testing of the treated soil
prior to hauling off site. This will require multiple treated soil stock piles. Stockpiles
would be uncovered for 8-10 hrs during the workday. At the end of the day stockpiles
will be covered per the DMP.

Related
e Based on anticipated comments regarding potential Air Quality impacts, GSW asked Liz
Meisner and Anne Gates of Ramboll Environ to perform a Human Health Screening
Evaluation for demolition/excavation activities. The draft results of that evaluation are now
available and are attached (in 3 separate pdfs) for your review.

Info Needs Task No. G, Transportation
e UCSF Comment on Access Blockage:

0 GSW understands the project description and mitigations currently outlined in the
DSEIR are designed to encourage drivers to follow traffic law (including avoiding
blocking crosswalks, blocking the box, etc.). If there are areas in practice where
access blockage sometimes occurs, the roving PCO provided for in the DSEIR would
be able to assist with congestion management in that location.

e Other Misc. Project Access Changes:

0 Trucks exiting the on-site loading dock via the garage driveway at 16th St. will not be
permitted to turn left onto 16th St.

0 The sidewalk width along the project frontage at Terry Francois Blvd. has grown to
22,

0 South St. is being re-striped to maintain the two eastbound lanes currently there
today between Bridgeview Way and TFB. We will keep one westbound lane in the
same section by removing the previously-proposed parking lane, and associated
metered parking spaces, at the northern side of the street. Please see attached for
graphic of the proposed changes, which will be incorporated into the graphics of
GSW’s revised TMP.

GSW believes this fulfills ESA’s full information request as provided last week. Please confirm. We





will continue to follow up on action items generated during meetings between GSW and the City
CEQA team as necessary.

Thanks,
Kate

Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst
510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
KAufhauser@warriors.com

G2LEEN BTATE WARRIQRES

website | tickets | app | social | find us

Note: | will be traveling without access to phone or email from Friday, 8/21 to Sunday, 8/30.

From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 1:42 PM

To: Kate Aufhauser; Paul Mitchell; Kern, Chris (CPC)

Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce; Adam Van de Water (adam.vandewater@sfgov.org);
lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

Subject: RE: Preliminary Data Request for GSW Final SEIR

Paul,

Info Needs Task No. A, Helipad:

e See attached for the final crane plan for the project. The crawlers required for the arena
construction are included in this plan and details on their size, radius, etc. can be found on
the right side of the page. You’ll note that the dimensions of the other cranes has not
changed since the June submission.

Thanks,
Clarke

From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com]

Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 7:26 PM

To: Clarke Miller; Paul Mitchell; Kern, Chris (CPC)

Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce; Adam Van de Water (adam.vandewater@sfgov.org);
lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

Subject: RE: Preliminary Data Request for GSW Final SEIR

Paul et. al. —
A follow-on to Clarke’s email:

Info Needs Task No. B, WIND:
e GSW confirms that the previously provided RWDI wind mitigation analysis results are
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applicable for our selected mitigation design. We selected Mitigation Option #4 (Solid
Canopy with Porous Vertical Standoff).

Info Needs Task No. E, HAZARDS:

SFDPH did respond to Langan’s submission of the Phase Il ESA, Site Mitigation Plan, and
Dust Monitoring Plan. Per the attached responses:

O The Site Mitigation Plan has been approved (see letter).

0 The Dust Monitoring Plan is being revised to address comments from SFDPH (see
letter). However, the DMP will be re-submitted prior to completion of the Final EIR,
and SFDPH has conferred conditional approval based on the intended incorporation
of said comments (see email).

Langan is also current drafting a Dust Mitigation Plan for naturally-occurring asbestos.
Based on anticipated review time from BAAQMD, the plan should be available in time for
consideration in the Final EIR (targeting early September).

Info Needs Task No. G, TRANSPORTATION:

Adam provided figures associated with the Local/Hospital Access Plan yesterday via email.
We presume no further GSW submission is required.

GSW agrees to the items contained in the SFBC comment letter.

GSW suggests responses to comments reiterate that the TMP is a living document, intended
for repeated editing over time as needed. In addition, GSW will agree to revise the TMP in
the near-term to reflect a new chapter on the Local Access Plan, and to incorporate UCSF’s
suggestion (comment letter, page 4) that surveys’ scope may be expanded from emergency
access to general patient and staff access. No other edits to the GSW TMP are anticipated at
this time.

Other items:

The GSW project involves no plans for an NHL tenant in SF.

GSW has received confirmation that the California Building Code Appendix M, which
outlines regulations for building in Tsunami Hazard Zones, has not been adopted by the City
of San Francisco. Compliance is not required for the GSW project.

Thank you,

Kate

Kate Aufhauser

Project Analyst

510.986.5419 (office) | 202.230.2642 (cell)
KAufhauser@warriors.com
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Note: I will be traveling without access to phone or email from Friday, 8/21 to Sunday, 8/30.
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From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 6:54 PM

To: Paul Mitchell; Kate Aufhauser; Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce; Adam Van de Water (adam.vandewater@sfgov.org)
Subject: RE: Preliminary Data Request for GSW Final SEIR

Paul,

An update on a number of Info Needs Tasks.

Regarding Info Needs Task No. D, since discussions are still underway with the Port regarding GSW’s
ability to use the Port’s outfall for discharging its treated dewatering flows, it’s best to leave the
language in the DSEIR unchanged (which provides some flexibility for other outfalls, if necessary).

Please see the attached pdf for truck turning movements in the loading dock (Info Needs Task No.
M).

Regarding Info Needs Task No. N, Adam is checking with the Port regarding usage of the Western
Pacific site for truck layover. Apparently trucks needed for events at Moscone currently use the
Western Pacific site, so it’s unlikely to be a problem.

A question regarding Info Needs Task No. A. Can you confirm that the format we produced in June
(see attached; this is NOT the ‘new final’) is sufficient for your purposes here? If not, please clarify
what additional information is required.

One item | did not see on the Info Task Request List is confirmation of the wastewater flows to the
MBSPS vs. Mariposa PS. | should have those numbers by the end of the week.

Thanks,
Clarke

From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com]
Sent: Monday, August 17, 2015 5:04 PM

To: Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Kern, Chris (CPC)

Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce

Subject: RE: Preliminary Data Request for GSW Final SEIR

All:

Attached is a revised data request, which reassigns Item E to the sponsor to respond to. Please do
not hesitate to contact me with any questions. Thanks.

Paul Mitchell

ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800

San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax
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mailto:adam.vandewater@sfgov.org

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com



pmitchell@esassoc.com

From: Paul Mitchell

Sent: Friday, August 14, 2015 6:38 PM

To: Clarke Miller; 'Kate Aufhauser'; 'Kern, Chris (CPC)'
Cc: 'Bollinger, Brett (CPC)'; Joyce

Subject: Preliminary Data Request for GSW Final SEIR

All:

As a followup to our 8/12/15 CEQA meeting, attached is a preliminary data request to help facilitate
preparation of the FSEIR. All data request items are assigned to the project sponsor to respond to,
with the exception of the row in blue text which is assigned to EP to respond to. As shown, we have
identified aggressive due dates. Please do not hesitate to contact me with any questions. Thanks.

Paul Mitchell

ESA | Community Development
550 Kearny Street, Suite 800

San Francisco, CA 94108
415.896-5900 | 415.896-0332 fax

pmitchell@esassoc.com



mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com




From: Clarke Miller

To: Kate Aufhauser; Paul Mitchell; Kern, Chris (CPC)

Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce; Van de Water, Adam (ECN); lubaw@Icwconsulting.com
Subject: RE: Preliminary Data Request for GSW Final SEIR

Date: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 1:42:57 PM

Attachments: imaqge001.png

Crane Analysis 2015-08-19 final.pdf

Paul,

Info Needs Task No. A, Helipad:

e See attached for the final crane plan for the project. The crawlers required for the arena
construction are included in this plan and details on their size, radius, etc. can be found on
the right side of the page. You’ll note that the dimensions of the other cranes has not
changed since the June submission.

Thanks,
Clarke

From: Kate Aufhauser [mailto:KAufhauser@warriors.com]

Sent: Tuesday, August 18, 2015 7:26 PM

To: Clarke Miller; Paul Mitchell; Kern, Chris (CPC)

Cc: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Joyce; Adam Van de Water (adam.vandewater@sfgov.org);
lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

Subject: RE: Preliminary Data Request for GSW Final SEIR

Paul et. al. —
A follow-on to Clarke’s email:

Info Needs Task No. B, WIND:
e  GSW confirms that the previously provided RWDI wind mitigation analysis results are
applicable for ou<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>