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From: corinnewoods
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Fwd: RE: Sept 20 - Warriors design charette / Alzheimers Walk
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 4:29:17 PM


Nicole's recommendation. 
Corinne


Sent from my Galaxy S®III


-------- Original message --------
From: Nicole Agbayani 
Date:08/15/2014 1:57 PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: corinnewoods@cs.com 
Subject: RE: Sept 20 - Warriors design charette / Alzheimers Walk 


Hi Corinne,


 


I would recommend waiting until after 3 pm if the meeting will be located at 225 Berry on that date. 
While crossings at Channel St will be open to pedestrian traffic and will have intermittent access for
cars, some community stakeholders south of Channel may not feel the meeting is as accessible as it
should be.  After 3 pm, all streets will be reopened to normal traffic. 


 


Thanks,


Nicole 


 


From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 1:11 PM
To: nagbayani@MissionBayParks.org
Subject: Re: Sept 20 - Warriors design charette / Alzheimers Walk


 


Thanks, Nicole,  I've asked Catherine what they want to do.  We'd probably be OK with a meeting at the
Senior building on Berry if we start after 1, wouldn't we?


Corinne
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-----Original Message-----
From: Nicole Agbayani <nagbayani@MissionBayParks.org>
To: corinnewoods <corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Aug 15, 2014 9:27 am
Subject: Sept 20 - Warriors design charette / Alzheimers Walk


Good morning Corinne,


 


Great meeting last night – very informative.  I was just putting the Warriors design charette on my
calendar and realized that September 20 is also the date of the all day Alzheimers Walk through the
park, including some associated street closures in the neighborhood.  I attached the ISCOTT permit for
your reference.  You mentioned that a location had not yet been determined.  Please take this event into
consideration as planning for the design charette progresses.  If the charette is still scheduled for the
20th, I’ll do my best to find staff coverage for the Alz Walk so that I can be there to participate with the
Warriors process. 


 


Have a great weekend,


Nicole


 


 


Nicole Agbayani, LEED AP


Site Manager


Mission Bay Parks System


451 Berry Street


San Francisco, CA 94158


nagbayani@missionbayparks.org


www.mjmmg.com


www.missionbayparks.com


T 415.543.9063 F 415.543.3448
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From: Miller, Erin
To: Kirschbaum, Julie B; Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); Pangilinan, Chris (MTA); Flynn, Jeffrey; Jefferis, Richard Scott;


Murray, Jarvis (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Grabarkiewctz, Christopher (MTA); Samii, Camron (MTA); Kothari,
Amit (MTA); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Lee, Mark (MTA); Rathke, Virginia (MTA); Norman.Wong@sfmta.com;
West, Matthew (MTA); Padilla, Sandra; Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)


Subject: DRAFT Agenda for Monday"s meeting - Warriors
Date: Friday, August 01, 2014 3:14:13 PM


Hello,
 
I’m attaching an agenda for the meeting on Monday, and I thought you should take a look in
advance.  The goal of the meeting is to be an informational working session to both make sure that
our standards and goals are clarified for the Warriors, and to help them early in their planning to
refine their Transportation Management Plan.
 
My thought is that we’d take about 15 min to go around the room and talk about our key goals for
the meeting.  Therefore, I’m asking you to consider what you might have to say about the project
and how it relates to your responsibility in the Agency, i.e., what do you want to make sure that the
Warriors know about our goals, needs and expectations as they plan for a big project in a busy
neighborhood.
 
You only need to respond to this email if you have any revisions to the Agenda to suggest.
 
Thanks,
Erin
 


Time Dur Topic
12:00 15 min. Introductions


12:15 15 min. Meeting Goals (Round Table)
·       MTA
§  Development & Transportation Integration
§  Transit
§  Bikes / Peds
§  Traffic / Parking
§  Taxi
§  Accessible Services


·       Project Sponsor
·       Transportation Consultant
·       Environmental Planning & OEWD


12:30 30 min. Presentation
1:00 45 min. Work Session:  Area and project site transportation planning


1:45 10 min. Issues / Challenges
1:55 5 min. Anything we missed?


2:00  ADJOURN
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Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Development & Transportation Integration
Urban Planning Initiatives
 
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
 








From: Micah Fobbs
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 10:21:35 AM


I don't have a projector, but can assist if you have one. 
I do have a smaller portable mic/amp set I can bring if it's just two mics.
I should be  able to do it, I'm waiting to hear back from Alise, however I may be able
to have my son assist with the audio in case I can't stay, he's helped me several
times in the past.
 
Thank You,
Micah J. Fobbs


HPS Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
HPS SASFRA Site Office
Administrative Support
415.822.4622
415.822.4840 Fx
info@hpscac.com
www.hpscac.com
P.O. Box 885063
San Francisco, CA 94188


From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
To: Micah Fobbs <micah.fobbs@hpscac.com> 
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 9:58 AM
Subject: RE: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting 


Just two mics and assistance with setting up the projector, warriors will bring their own
projector.


 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 
 
 


From: Micah Fobbs [mailto:micah.fobbs@hpscac.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 9:54 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
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Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Hello Lila,
 
I need to check with Alise when she gets in to see if she can cover the CAC, & I have
some of my equipment on another project right now, what were you looking for? mics,
speakers & recording? how many mics might be needed?
 
Thank You,
Micah J. Fobbs


 
HPS Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
HPS SASFRA Site Office
Administrative Support
415.822.4622
415.822.4840 Fx
info@hpscac.com
www.hpscac.com
P.O. Box 885063
San Francisco, CA 94188
 


From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
To: "micah.fobbs@hpscac.com" <micah.fobbs@hpscac.com> 
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:24 PM
Subject: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Micah,
 
I just left you a voicemail.  Can you let me know if you have time to set up a Mission
Bay CAC at 4:30pm this Thursday?  The meeting will last from 4:30-7:30pm.   I know
there is a shipyard P&D meeting, Amabel mentioned you might be able to have
someone record that meeting for you.  I believe we could use some of the AV
equipment onsite if needed.  The meeting will take place at the same Mission Bay
room we used for a Commission a couple of months ago.  Attached is the meeting
agenda.  Let’s talk as soon as possible.  You can also call my cellphone this evening
at 415-378-0808.
 
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
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Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 
 



mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org






From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: Re: Update
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 10:06:09 AM


I don't know. You should call Jesse I think. 


On Aug 4, 2014, at 9:11 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Thank you for the update, Jennifer (and thanks for sorting this all out Friday).  We were


planning on holding a follow-up community workshop on Saturday the 16th.  Do you
think there will be enough information provided to still keep to that plan?  We’d like to
get a “save the date” out today for the workshop.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Saturday, August 02, 2014 4:13 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: Update
 
Hi guys,
 
So John's schedule is the trickiest re: meetings. Right now we have a meeting for me,
Tiffany, John at 9am on 8/11 followed by a meeting with the larger/full design group
with Warriors at 11am on 8/11. Sort of weird. HOWEVER, after much discussion with
Warriors (and due in part to Catherine's comments/concerns) the Warriors have
decided to significantly dial back what they plan to share with the CAC on 8/14. They
will NOT be showing any renderings, pretty pictures, sketches, etc. They will not be
describing the site at a level
of detail that addresses/describes the height of the podium. (Likewise they will not be
sharing renderings, etc. with the press.)  I feel like this gives us more breathing room to
work on outstanding issues and means that the meeting schedule for the 11th is
workable. The Warriors hope to roll out/move forward with renderings and sketches at
the CAC meeting in September. 
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On Jul 31, 2014, at 11:17 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Thabks, Jennifer. I appreciate your help keeping things moving tomorrow. 
 
I also was impressed with some of the changes they had made. The
podium height and the termination of Illinois seemed to be the biggest
areas remaining to get agreement on direction.
 
I wont be too available tomorrow since a heavy medical day for my mom.
So texting will be the fastest way to get me to respond for anything you
need from me. 510 282 9907.  I will also keep an eye out on the emails.
 
Hope you got all your medical stuff sorted today and can enjoy the
weekend.
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
Date:07/31/2014 9:02 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)"
Subject: Re: Comments on GSW Design
 
Sorry to drop off today. Had some medical stuff to deal with. Yes on
Phillip scheduling. Yes on an earlier big group meeting. Yes on Warriors
giving us visuals in our own space to look at. I'll work on all of this
tomorrow. I feel like the big issue is the podium. I was enthusiastic about
what I saw today - especially along TFS and in the plaza area and the
improved northwest corner; we agreed to disagree about the podium for
now. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 5:32 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thanks, Josh.  Was going to hit send on a similar email.  I
think the other big topic that I’d like to get City agreement


on is the 16th Street garage interface with Illinois Street.
 
Unfortunately, I am out tomorrow and I don’t have adm
support to offer up.  I’ve cc-ed Jennifer to see if Phillip may
be able to help out with this. 
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Also, Jennifer, would you be able to talk with Jesse on the
ability to get something to review with the larger group? 
Talking with Clarke today, they would prefer to wait closer to
the CAC date (such as next Friday) to do a leave behind.
 
I’m going to be mainly off line until Monday, but I will try to
keep an eye out for emails over the weekend.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and
County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST
1, 2014
 


From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 5:18 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Comments on GSW Design
 
So, seems like we have a director’s level internal-city-family
meeting ASAP with John, Tiffany and Jen to make some
decisions about how we feel about key pieces, particularly
the plaza/podium height. To do that we will also need some
visuals from them that we can sit around with everyone to
talk about, so they will need to provide us with something. I
suppose we could do another session at Strada’s office
where they leave us alone in the room with the model, but
that makes me a little uncomfortable. Anyhow, do you think
you could have (a) have an admin person in your office work
with Andrea Green to schedule a mtg and (b) ask Strada for
some visuals that we could use for that meeting?
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 2:18 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Winslow,
David (CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-Blankinship, Erin
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(MTA); Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Rahaim, John (CPC); Arce, Pedro
(CII); ed.reiskin@sfmta.com
Subject: Comments on GSW Design
 
Jesse/Clarke – attached are the City’s combined comments
on the proposed Warriors Pavilion project.  Please let us
know if you have any questions, otherwise, we look forward
to continuing to work on this exciting project.
 
Thank you
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and
County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST
1, 2014
 



mailto:ed.reiskin@sfmta.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Micah Fobbs
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 1:42:29 PM
Attachments: OCII Comm Mission Bay CAC meeting Quote 8-14-14.pdf


Hello Lila,


Alise can cover the CAC meeting.
Just let me know if in fact you'd like me to do the meeting, I've attached a quote for
your review.
Alo I'd like to video record the meeting if that's ok with you? 


Thank You,
Micah J. Fobbs


HPS Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
HPS SASFRA Site Office
Administrative Support
415.822.4622
415.822.4840 Fx
info@hpscac.com
www.hpscac.com
P.O. Box 885063
San Francisco, CA 94188


From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
To: Micah Fobbs <micah.fobbs@hpscac.com> 
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:15 AM
Subject: RE: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting 


That should work, we are exploring a back up in case Alise is unavailable.  I’ll keep you
posted. 
 


From: Micah Fobbs [mailto:micah.fobbs@hpscac.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 10:21 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
I don't have a projector, but can assist if you have one.
I do have a smaller portable mic/amp set I can bring if it's just two mics.
I should be  able to do it, I'm waiting to hear back from Alise, however I may be able
to have my son assist with the audio in case I can't stay, he's helped me several
times in the past.
 
Thank You,
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Service Quote 



M.J.F. & Associates 
 DATE: AUGUST 13, 2014 



734 Innes Ave, San Francisco, CA 94124 



P.O. Box 882403, San Francisco, CA 94188 



Phone 415.377.4105 Fax 415.926.5911 



Micah@mjf7.com 



 



 



TO: Lila Hussain 



Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 



City and County of San Francisco 



One South Van Ness, 5th Floor 



San Francisco, California 94103 



P 415.749.2431 



F 415-749-2585 



E lila.hussain@sfgov.org 



 



 



REPRESENTATIVE JOB JOB DATE JOB START TIME 



Micah J. Fobbs 
Audio equipment, recordation & CD 



Copy of CCII meeting  
8/14/2014 3:30pm 



 



EST HOURS SERVICE DESCRIPTION HOURLY PRICE LINE TOTAL 



4.5 



 



 



 



 



Flat 



Attendance, Audio Equipment with Setup(1hr)/Takedown(1/2hr), 



Monitoring & Recordation of 08/14/14 – 4:30pm-7:30pm, 



Commission on Community Investment & infrastructure Mission 



Bay CAC Community meeting @ Mission Creek Senior Community, 



Swift Conf. Center 3rd Floor , 930 4th Street, San Francisco: 



 



Equipment rental of 2 microphones, wired or wireless, stands, 



amplification system and recordation equipment W-Area B/U: 



75.00 



 



 



 



 



100.00 



337.50 



 



 



 



 



100.00 



.5 Edit, Burn & Label 2 Meeting Audio Discs or selected format: 37.50 37.50 



    



    



    



    



    



 ESTIMATED 
SUBTOTAL 



475.00 



 TAX 0.00 



 QUOTATION 
TOTAL 



475.00 



M.J.F. & Associates 



THANK YOU FOR YOUR BUSINESS! 
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Micah J. Fobbs
 
 
HPS Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
HPS SASFRA Site Office
Administrative Support
415.822.4622
415.822.4840 Fx
info@hpscac.com
www.hpscac.com
P.O. Box 885063
San Francisco, CA 94188
 


From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
To: Micah Fobbs <micah.fobbs@hpscac.com> 
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 9:58 AM
Subject: RE: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Just two mics and assistance with setting up the projector, warriors will bring their own
projector.


 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 
 
 
 


From: Micah Fobbs [mailto:micah.fobbs@hpscac.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 9:54 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Hello Lila,
 
I need to check with Alise when she gets in to see if she can cover the CAC, & I have
some of my equipment on another project right now, what were you looking for? mics,
speakers & recording? how many mics might be needed?
 
Thank You,
Micah J. Fobbs
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HPS Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
HPS SASFRA Site Office
Administrative Support
415.822.4622
415.822.4840 Fx
info@hpscac.com
www.hpscac.com
P.O. Box 885063
San Francisco, CA 94188
 


From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
To: "micah.fobbs@hpscac.com" <micah.fobbs@hpscac.com> 
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:24 PM
Subject: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Micah,
 
I just left you a voicemail.  Can you let me know if you have time to set up a Mission
Bay CAC at 4:30pm this Thursday?  The meeting will last from 4:30-7:30pm.   I know
there is a shipyard P&D meeting, Amabel mentioned you might be able to have
someone record that meeting for you.  I believe we could use some of the AV
equipment onsite if needed.  The meeting will take place at the same Mission Bay
room we used for a Commission a couple of months ago.  Attached is the meeting
agenda.  Let’s talk as soon as possible.  You can also call my cellphone this evening
at 415-378-0808.
 
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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From: corinnewoods@cs.com
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Fwd: Sept 20 - Warriors design charette / Alzheimers Walk
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 10:20:22 AM
Attachments: DOC148.PDF


Whoops.  The Alzheimer's Walk doesn't directly impact Berry Street or 4th Street North of Channel, but it
does clog up the neighborhood, unless we hold the workshop after 1 PM (by then, all the walkers are
back in Mission Creek Park having a party at the Pavilion Building).  What do you think?


Corinne


-----Original Message-----
From: Nicole Agbayani <nagbayani@MissionBayParks.org>
To: corinnewoods <corinnewoods@cs.com>
Sent: Fri, Aug 15, 2014 9:27 am
Subject: Sept 20 - Warriors design charette / Alzheimers Walk


Good morning Corinne,
 
Great meeting last night – very informative.  I was just putting the Warriors design charette on my
calendar and realized that September 20 is also the date of the all day Alzheimers Walk through the
park, including some associated street closures in the neighborhood.  I attached the ISCOTT permit for
your reference.  You mentioned that a location had not yet been determined.  Please take this event into
consideration as planning for the design charette progresses.  If the charette is still scheduled for the
20th, I’ll do my best to find staff coverage for the Alz Walk so that I can be there to participate with the
Warriors process. 
 
Have a great weekend,
Nicole
 
 
Nicole Agbayani, LEED AP
Site Manager
Mission Bay Parks System
451 Berry Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
nagbayani@missionbayparks.org
www.mjmmg.com
www.missionbayparks.com
T 415.543.9063 F 415.543.3448
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wong, Phillip (MYR)
Subject: Re: Update
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 10:05:35 AM


Looping in Phillip


On Aug 4, 2014, at 9:50 AM, "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)" <joshua.switzky@sfgov.org>
wrote:


I don’t have any GSW mtgs on my calendar for Mon 8/11. Am I supposed to?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:12 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: RE: Update
 
Thank you for the update, Jennifer (and thanks for sorting this all out Friday).  We were


planning on holding a follow-up community workshop on Saturday the 16th.  Do you
think there will be enough information provided to still keep to that plan?  We’d like to
get a “save the date” out today for the workshop.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Saturday, August 02, 2014 4:13 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: Update
 
Hi guys,
 
So John's schedule is the trickiest re: meetings. Right now we have a meeting for me,
Tiffany, John at 9am on 8/11 followed by a meeting with the larger/full design group
with Warriors at 11am on 8/11. Sort of weird. HOWEVER, after much discussion with
Warriors (and due in part to Catherine's comments/concerns) the Warriors have
decided to significantly dial back what they plan to share with the CAC on 8/14. They
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will NOT be showing any renderings, pretty pictures, sketches, etc. They will not be
describing the site at a level
of detail that addresses/describes the height of the podium. (Likewise they will not be
sharing renderings, etc. with the press.)  I feel like this gives us more breathing room to
work on outstanding issues and means that the meeting schedule for the 11th is
workable. The Warriors hope to roll out/move forward with renderings and sketches at
the CAC meeting in September. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 11:17 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Thabks, Jennifer. I appreciate your help keeping things moving tomorrow. 
 
I also was impressed with some of the changes they had made. The
podium height and the termination of Illinois seemed to be the biggest
areas remaining to get agreement on direction.
 
I wont be too available tomorrow since a heavy medical day for my mom.
So texting will be the fastest way to get me to respond for anything you
need from me. 510 282 9907.  I will also keep an eye out on the emails.
 
Hope you got all your medical stuff sorted today and can enjoy the
weekend.
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
Date:07/31/2014 9:02 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)"
Subject: Re: Comments on GSW Design
 
Sorry to drop off today. Had some medical stuff to deal with. Yes on
Phillip scheduling. Yes on an earlier big group meeting. Yes on Warriors
giving us visuals in our own space to look at. I'll work on all of this
tomorrow. I feel like the big issue is the podium. I was enthusiastic about
what I saw today - especially along TFS and in the plaza area and the
improved northwest corner; we agreed to disagree about the podium for
now. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 5:32 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
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Thanks, Josh.  Was going to hit send on a similar email.  I
think the other big topic that I’d like to get City agreement


on is the 16th Street garage interface with Illinois Street.
 
Unfortunately, I am out tomorrow and I don’t have adm
support to offer up.  I’ve cc-ed Jennifer to see if Phillip may
be able to help out with this. 
 
Also, Jennifer, would you be able to talk with Jesse on the
ability to get something to review with the larger group? 
Talking with Clarke today, they would prefer to wait closer to
the CAC date (such as next Friday) to do a leave behind.
 
I’m going to be mainly off line until Monday, but I will try to
keep an eye out for emails over the weekend.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and
County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST
1, 2014
 


From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 5:18 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Comments on GSW Design
 
So, seems like we have a director’s level internal-city-family
meeting ASAP with John, Tiffany and Jen to make some
decisions about how we feel about key pieces, particularly
the plaza/podium height. To do that we will also need some
visuals from them that we can sit around with everyone to
talk about, so they will need to provide us with something. I
suppose we could do another session at Strada’s office
where they leave us alone in the room with the model, but
that makes me a little uncomfortable. Anyhow, do you think
you could have (a) have an admin person in your office work
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with Andrea Green to schedule a mtg and (b) ask Strada for
some visuals that we could use for that meeting?
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 2:18 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Winslow,
David (CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-Blankinship, Erin
(MTA); Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Rahaim, John (CPC); Arce, Pedro
(CII); ed.reiskin@sfmta.com
Subject: Comments on GSW Design
 
Jesse/Clarke – attached are the City’s combined comments
on the proposed Warriors Pavilion project.  Please let us
know if you have any questions, otherwise, we look forward
to continuing to work on this exciting project.
 
Thank you
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and
County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST
1, 2014
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Beauchamp, Kevin"
Subject: RE: UCSF Benioff Children"s Skyline Sign logo change - temp banner and permanent
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 8:44:00 AM


No, still buried on my desk.  Will get it done, just probably not this week.  Sorry.
 
I saw the lit signs up there and they look nice.  MUCH better than the original Stanford signs that
were used as an example.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Beauchamp, Kevin [mailto:KBeauchamp@planning.ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 8:24 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: UCSF Benioff Children's Skyline Sign logo change - temp banner and permanent
 
Hi Catherine—
 
Just wanted to check in on this—did an approval letter ever get completed, for our files?
 
Kevin
 
 
 
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (OCII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, June 16, 2014 10:10 AM
To: Lima, Cindy
Cc: Beauchamp, Kevin; Erin Stewart
Subject: RE: UCSF Benioff Children's Skyline Sign logo change - temp banner and permanent
 
Cindy – we are ok with the permanent logo replacement and banner (will do a letter to make it
official). 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
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Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE:  I will be on vacation from Monday June 23, 2014, returning on July 1, 2014.
 


From: Lima, Cindy [mailto:Cindy.Lima@ucsfmedctr.org] 
Sent: Sunday, June 08, 2014 3:43 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (OCII)
Cc: Beauchamp, Kevin; Erin Stewart
Subject: Re: UCSF Benioff Children's Skyline Sign logo change - temp banner and permanent
 
And the permanent logo replacement too, I nope as we need to start production.  As always,
thanks for your help!
 
Cindy


Cindy Lima
Executive Director
Mission Bay Hospitals Project
Health System Organizational Program Management
UCSF Medical Center | UCSF Benioff Children's Hospital
office:   415.353.2729
mobile: 415.218.3105
 
 


On Jun 8, 2014, at 1:46 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (OCII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


I think it looks fine, will try to corner Tiffany tomorrow to make sure she is ok with it.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE:  I will be on vacation from Monday June 23, 2014, returning on July 1,
2014.
 


From: Lima, Cindy [mailto:Cindy.Lima@ucsfmedctr.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 04, 2014 10:34 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (OCII)
Cc: Beauchamp, Kevin; Erin Stewart
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Subject: Re: UCSF Benioff Children's Skyline Sign logo change - temp banner and
permanent
 
Hi Catherine,
 
The bridge is scheduled to be removed and the temporary banner hung next week
which requires a lift.  Do you think we are good to go?
 
Thanks,
Cindy


Cindy Lima
Executive Director
Mission Bay Hospitals Project
Health System Organizational Program Management
UCSF Medical Center | UCSF Benioff Children's Hospital
office:   415.353.2729
mobile: 415.218.3105
 
 


On May 28, 2014, at 11:49 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (OCII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Cindy – this is on my list to deal with.  Will get any comments in the next
day or two.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE:  I will be on vacation from Monday June 23, 2014,
returning on July 1, 2014.
 


From: Lima, Cindy [mailto:Cindy.Lima@ucsfmedctr.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2014 10:56 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Bohee, Tiffany (OCII)
Cc: Beauchamp, Kevin
Subject: UCSF Benioff Children's Skyline Sign logo change - temp banner
and permanent
 
Dear Catherine and Tiffany,
 
Hope all is well – I’m sure you are buried with all things Warriors, among
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everything else.   I’m writing to you about a change we need to make to
the skyline sign on the children’s hospital (near Mariposa) at Mission Bay,
due to a change in our logo.
 
As you’ve likely seen in ads, on January 1, 2014 UCSF Benioff Children’s
Hospital and Children’s Hospital Oakland formerly affiliated.   Oakland is
now a subsidiary of the UC Regents and is managed by UCSF Medical
Center.   A gift from The Benioffs to Oakland also resulted in a renaming
to UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Oakland. 
 
As part of the rebranding for the integrated children’s organization (and
as you’ve likely seen on TV) , UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital has
dropped the golden gate bridge image and both organizations are now
using the colorful and recognized children historically used by Oakland.
 
The new logo looks like this:
<image001.png>
 
So, because of this logo change we need to take down the golden gate
bridge from the skyline sign and put up the kids.   We do not propose
changing the text on the building or adding the words “San Francisco.”  
  Additionally, because we can’t get this approved, fabricated and installed
for many months, we would like to put up a temporary banner.
 
Attached are images of both a temporary banner and the final proposed
sign.   (I should note that Marc Benioff has asked for the Children to be
“large.”  We have mocked up here what we think is appropriate.   (Given
Marc’s recent $2M donation for Mariposa Park, I hope we can
accommodate as shown here -- also makes it readable given the
complexity of the shape.)
 
Could you please confirm if we are good to go with these?  We would like
to get the temporary banner up ASAP. Any flexibility would be
appreciated.   Thank you.
 
Cindy
 
p.s. Please save the afternoon/evening of Sept 6 for a community walk
and Lights-On Celebration for the new hospitals!  (Not yet published)
 
 
 
Cindy Lima
Executive Director
Mission Bay Hospitals Project 
UCSF Health - Organizational Program Management







UCSF Medical Center | UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital
 
2233 Post Street, Suite 204 
San Francisco, CA 94143-1832
Office: 415.353.2729
Cell:  415.218.3105
Analyst: Linda Harkness 415.514.5791


 
 








From: Beauchamp, Kevin
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: UCSF Benioff Children"s Skyline Sign logo change - temp banner and permanent
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 8:24:14 AM


Hi Catherine—
 
Just wanted to check in on this—did an approval letter ever get completed, for our files?
 
Kevin
 
 
 
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (OCII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, June 16, 2014 10:10 AM
To: Lima, Cindy
Cc: Beauchamp, Kevin; Erin Stewart
Subject: RE: UCSF Benioff Children's Skyline Sign logo change - temp banner and permanent
 
Cindy – we are ok with the permanent logo replacement and banner (will do a letter to make it
official). 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE:  I will be on vacation from Monday June 23, 2014, returning on July 1, 2014.
 


From: Lima, Cindy [mailto:Cindy.Lima@ucsfmedctr.org] 
Sent: Sunday, June 08, 2014 3:43 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (OCII)
Cc: Beauchamp, Kevin; Erin Stewart
Subject: Re: UCSF Benioff Children's Skyline Sign logo change - temp banner and permanent
 
And the permanent logo replacement too, I nope as we need to start production.  As always,
thanks for your help!
 
Cindy


Cindy Lima
Executive Director
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Mission Bay Hospitals Project
Health System Organizational Program Management
UCSF Medical Center | UCSF Benioff Children's Hospital
office:   415.353.2729
mobile: 415.218.3105
 
 


On Jun 8, 2014, at 1:46 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (OCII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


I think it looks fine, will try to corner Tiffany tomorrow to make sure she is ok with it.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE:  I will be on vacation from Monday June 23, 2014, returning on July 1,
2014.
 


From: Lima, Cindy [mailto:Cindy.Lima@ucsfmedctr.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 04, 2014 10:34 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (OCII)
Cc: Beauchamp, Kevin; Erin Stewart
Subject: Re: UCSF Benioff Children's Skyline Sign logo change - temp banner and
permanent
 
Hi Catherine,
 
The bridge is scheduled to be removed and the temporary banner hung next week
which requires a lift.  Do you think we are good to go?
 
Thanks,
Cindy


Cindy Lima
Executive Director
Mission Bay Hospitals Project
Health System Organizational Program Management
UCSF Medical Center | UCSF Benioff Children's Hospital
office:   415.353.2729
mobile: 415.218.3105
 
 


On May 28, 2014, at 11:49 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (OCII)"
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<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Cindy – this is on my list to deal with.  Will get any comments in the next
day or two.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE:  I will be on vacation from Monday June 23, 2014,
returning on July 1, 2014.
 


From: Lima, Cindy [mailto:Cindy.Lima@ucsfmedctr.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2014 10:56 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Bohee, Tiffany (OCII)
Cc: Beauchamp, Kevin
Subject: UCSF Benioff Children's Skyline Sign logo change - temp banner
and permanent
 
Dear Catherine and Tiffany,
 
Hope all is well – I’m sure you are buried with all things Warriors, among
everything else.   I’m writing to you about a change we need to make to
the skyline sign on the children’s hospital (near Mariposa) at Mission Bay,
due to a change in our logo.
 
As you’ve likely seen in ads, on January 1, 2014 UCSF Benioff Children’s
Hospital and Children’s Hospital Oakland formerly affiliated.   Oakland is
now a subsidiary of the UC Regents and is managed by UCSF Medical
Center.   A gift from The Benioffs to Oakland also resulted in a renaming
to UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Oakland. 
 
As part of the rebranding for the integrated children’s organization (and
as you’ve likely seen on TV) , UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital has
dropped the golden gate bridge image and both organizations are now
using the colorful and recognized children historically used by Oakland.
 
The new logo looks like this:
<image001.png>
 
So, because of this logo change we need to take down the golden gate
bridge from the skyline sign and put up the kids.   We do not propose
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changing the text on the building or adding the words “San Francisco.”  
  Additionally, because we can’t get this approved, fabricated and installed
for many months, we would like to put up a temporary banner.
 
Attached are images of both a temporary banner and the final proposed
sign.   (I should note that Marc Benioff has asked for the Children to be
“large.”  We have mocked up here what we think is appropriate.   (Given
Marc’s recent $2M donation for Mariposa Park, I hope we can
accommodate as shown here -- also makes it readable given the
complexity of the shape.)
 
Could you please confirm if we are good to go with these?  We would like
to get the temporary banner up ASAP. Any flexibility would be
appreciated.   Thank you.
 
Cindy
 
p.s. Please save the afternoon/evening of Sept 6 for a community walk
and Lights-On Celebration for the new hospitals!  (Not yet published)
 
 
 
Cindy Lima
Executive Director
Mission Bay Hospitals Project 
UCSF Health - Organizational Program Management
UCSF Medical Center | UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital
 
2233 Post Street, Suite 204 
San Francisco, CA 94143-1832
Office: 415.353.2729
Cell:  415.218.3105
Analyst: Linda Harkness 415.514.5791


 
 








From: Clarke Miller
To: Lee, Raymond C. (CII)
Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com)
Subject: RE: RFP comments
Date: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 12:11:53 PM


Thanks for your feedback, Ray and George. We can include a reference in the subconsultant
agreement to the Attachment H. And yes, the E&O insurance is higher for the core design team
members such as the Structural Engineer example I sent. It’ll be lower ($2M) for the majority of
disciplines.
 
As previously mentioned, we’re targeting to notify all Group 1 firms (about 150 total) on Friday. I’ll
send you proposed language on how we intend to tell those who did not advance to the RFP round
in the next day.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 


From: Lee, Raymond C. (CII) [mailto:raymond.c.lee@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 2:54 PM
To: Clarke Miller
Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: RFP comments
 
Hi, Clarke,
 
George is out today, but we’ve had a chance to talk and have the following comments:
 
1.            GSW has an obligation to incorporate the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement
(MBS OPA) Attachment H (Program in Diversity) in its contracts with direct consultants.  Although
there is no requirement to incorporate Attachment H on subconsultant contracts (only construction
contracts), it might be helpful nevertheless to incorporate Attachment H by reference either in your
RFP or resultant subconsultant agreements.
 
2.            E&O insurance requirements currently state $5 million, presumably for structural engineer. 
Hopefully, this amount is not requested across the board for all disciplines and the amount would
be adjusted based on the discipline sought, commensurate with risk (e.g., lowered for lighting
design where risk exposure is less than, say, structural design, etc.).
 
Please contact me if you have any questions or would like to discuss.
 
Thanks,
Ray
 
 
Raymond Lee
Contract Compliance Supervisor



mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:raymond.c.lee@sfgov.org

mailto:george.bridges@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:david.carlock@machetegroup.com

http://sfocii.org/index.aspx?page=244





Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
(Successor to the SF Redevelopment Agency)


One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103-5416
(415) 749-2593
raymond.c.lee@sfgov.org
 
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 2:06 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); jennifer.entine.matz@gmail.com
Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond C. (CII)
Subject: RE: RFP comments
 
Great, I’ll be on the look-out for them. Thanks.
Clarke
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 2:04 PM
To: Clarke Miller; jennifer.entine.matz@gmail.com
Cc: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond C. (CII)
Subject: RE: RFP comments
 
I know that George/Ray had some comments that they will send over today.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 1:55 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); jennifer.entine.matz@gmail.com
Subject: RFP comments
 
Hi Catherine, Jen,
I understand you spoke with Jesse on Thursday about getting your comments to our RFP. We are
sending the RFP out this Friday, and in order to pull together the 100+ specific RFP packages (each
with discipline-specific scopes), we need to receive final comments by tomorrow please. I also have
left a message for George on this. Let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
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101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Office: 415.263.9151 | Cell: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Winslow, David (CPC); Arce, Pedro


(CII)
Subject: Re: Additional GSW Design Thoughts
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 2:47:13 PM


I'll review now. Thank you. I think we need to loop in John and Tiffany and get us
all in sync and that will be best  done after the smaller meeting. If we are trying to
say something at the big meeting it's tricky given the timing of the me-John-Tiffany
meeting. Can you say again how you want to proceed after I review this - I may not
be understanding something! 


On Aug 5, 2014, at 2:00 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Jennifer – Erin, Josh and I just talked through the remaining big design issues that have
been floating around and came up with the following recommendations we wanted to
run by you.  Once you have reviewed/comments, we would take these, along with the
comments that were sent to the Warriors last week, when we brief those above us
prior to Friday’s meeting.
 
Illinois Street/Garage Entrance - The City is in agreement that the primary garage


access should line up with Illinois Street on 16th Street.  However, the GSW should
further explore a means of creating a significant, memorable, and useful termination to
Illinois Street, as both a visual terminus of the view corridor and as a circulation spine
for pedestrians and bikes.  They should also provide visual permeability into the center


of the project (ie, a peek into the  podium) along 16th Street (preferably at the
termination of Illinois Street) to break up the mass of the project along that street


frontage.  Right now, there is an unending expanse of structure between 3rd and TFB


along 16th, with no visual breaks into the project.
 
Podium Height – We still would like to see the podium lowered by four feet.
 
Parking – While we know that they are tied to the parking numbers, we do think it
would make sense to for them to explore reducing the underground parking to 500
spaces.  It would significantly reduce the cost of the project, help provide opportunities
to minimize the podium height, and also would be consistent with the number of
spaces they were planning on providing at the Piers 30-32 location.  500 would also be
the amount of parking required for 500K gsf of office in Mission Bay.  Since the office
and arena would typically be operating at different times, they could share the parking,
with 500 spaces available for the office uses during the weekday workdays, and 500
spaces for the arena on evenings  and nights.
 
Thanks
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Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Wong, Phillip (MYR)
Subject: Re: Update
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 10:05:35 AM


Looping in Phillip


On Aug 4, 2014, at 9:50 AM, "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)" <joshua.switzky@sfgov.org>
wrote:


I don’t have any GSW mtgs on my calendar for Mon 8/11. Am I supposed to?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:12 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: RE: Update
 
Thank you for the update, Jennifer (and thanks for sorting this all out Friday).  We were


planning on holding a follow-up community workshop on Saturday the 16th.  Do you
think there will be enough information provided to still keep to that plan?  We’d like to
get a “save the date” out today for the workshop.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Saturday, August 02, 2014 4:13 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: Update
 
Hi guys,
 
So John's schedule is the trickiest re: meetings. Right now we have a meeting for me,
Tiffany, John at 9am on 8/11 followed by a meeting with the larger/full design group
with Warriors at 11am on 8/11. Sort of weird. HOWEVER, after much discussion with
Warriors (and due in part to Catherine's comments/concerns) the Warriors have
decided to significantly dial back what they plan to share with the CAC on 8/14. They



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=B2161CDA984E436B919FD2B738C5E13D-JENNIFER ENTINE MATZ

mailto:joshua.switzky@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:phillip.c.wong@sfgov.org

mailto:joshua.switzky@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/





will NOT be showing any renderings, pretty pictures, sketches, etc. They will not be
describing the site at a level
of detail that addresses/describes the height of the podium. (Likewise they will not be
sharing renderings, etc. with the press.)  I feel like this gives us more breathing room to
work on outstanding issues and means that the meeting schedule for the 11th is
workable. The Warriors hope to roll out/move forward with renderings and sketches at
the CAC meeting in September. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 11:17 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Thabks, Jennifer. I appreciate your help keeping things moving tomorrow. 
 
I also was impressed with some of the changes they had made. The
podium height and the termination of Illinois seemed to be the biggest
areas remaining to get agreement on direction.
 
I wont be too available tomorrow since a heavy medical day for my mom.
So texting will be the fastest way to get me to respond for anything you
need from me. 510 282 9907.  I will also keep an eye out on the emails.
 
Hope you got all your medical stuff sorted today and can enjoy the
weekend.
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
Date:07/31/2014 9:02 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)"
Subject: Re: Comments on GSW Design
 
Sorry to drop off today. Had some medical stuff to deal with. Yes on
Phillip scheduling. Yes on an earlier big group meeting. Yes on Warriors
giving us visuals in our own space to look at. I'll work on all of this
tomorrow. I feel like the big issue is the podium. I was enthusiastic about
what I saw today - especially along TFS and in the plaza area and the
improved northwest corner; we agreed to disagree about the podium for
now. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 5:32 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
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Thanks, Josh.  Was going to hit send on a similar email.  I
think the other big topic that I’d like to get City agreement


on is the 16th Street garage interface with Illinois Street.
 
Unfortunately, I am out tomorrow and I don’t have adm
support to offer up.  I’ve cc-ed Jennifer to see if Phillip may
be able to help out with this. 
 
Also, Jennifer, would you be able to talk with Jesse on the
ability to get something to review with the larger group? 
Talking with Clarke today, they would prefer to wait closer to
the CAC date (such as next Friday) to do a leave behind.
 
I’m going to be mainly off line until Monday, but I will try to
keep an eye out for emails over the weekend.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and
County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST
1, 2014
 


From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 5:18 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Comments on GSW Design
 
So, seems like we have a director’s level internal-city-family
meeting ASAP with John, Tiffany and Jen to make some
decisions about how we feel about key pieces, particularly
the plaza/podium height. To do that we will also need some
visuals from them that we can sit around with everyone to
talk about, so they will need to provide us with something. I
suppose we could do another session at Strada’s office
where they leave us alone in the room with the model, but
that makes me a little uncomfortable. Anyhow, do you think
you could have (a) have an admin person in your office work
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with Andrea Green to schedule a mtg and (b) ask Strada for
some visuals that we could use for that meeting?
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 2:18 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Winslow,
David (CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-Blankinship, Erin
(MTA); Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Rahaim, John (CPC); Arce, Pedro
(CII); ed.reiskin@sfmta.com
Subject: Comments on GSW Design
 
Jesse/Clarke – attached are the City’s combined comments
on the proposed Warriors Pavilion project.  Please let us
know if you have any questions, otherwise, we look forward
to continuing to work on this exciting project.
 
Thank you
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and
County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST
1, 2014
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From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Subject: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:24:40 PM


Hi Catherine-
The Planning Department is amenable to the GSW reimbursing us directly for the work we do on
that project.  I believe you have the latest version of the MOU.  Kindly propose amendments based
on this agreement (including measures we discussed:  full payment of bill prior to publication of
Draft SEIR and RTC, etc).  As we previously agreed, we will continue to bill OCII on a quarterly basis. 
 
If possible, I would like to have a fully executed (signed) MOU by the end of the month.  Let me
know if this works with your existing commitments or if you require more time.
 
Keith:  do you want the GSW to pay us an upfront deposit (e.g., 20% of the estimated budget) or are
we okay just billing them quarterly? 
 
Thank you.
Viktoriya
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From: corinnewoods
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Fwd: A note from Rick Welts…
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 10:37:35 PM


Can we have a table up front for CAC members if we're going to have the Warriors
cheering section at the meeting? I don't want to listen to a pep rally all evening.
Corinne
Sent from my Galaxy S®III


-------- Original message --------
From: Jamie Whitaker 
Date:08/13/2014 9:22 PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: Bruce Agid ,Corinnewoods@cs.com,Matt Springer 
Subject: Fwd: A note from Rick Welts… 


Seems like a dumb move to invite the a warrior Fan Base for the first glance by
neighbors. Rick needs to get rid of that shit for brains PJ Johnston


Good luck getting a seat at the CAC meeting!
Jamie


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Rick Welts <WarriorsGroundSF@Warriors.com>
Date: August 13, 2014 at 6:25:23 PM PDT
To: Jamie Whitaker <jamiewhitaker@gmail.com>
Subject: A note from Rick Welts…


Jamie --


The past year has been an exciting one for the Golden State Warriors. We were
named “Team of the Year” by the Sports Business Journal, won over 50 games
for the first time in 20 years (51) and qualified for the NBA Playoffs for the
second consecutive season. And, we made an important decision about our
future, announcing in May that our bridge to San Francisco will lead us to
Mission Bay, where we plan to build a world class, state-of-the-art multi-
purpose venue that will be the envy of teams and cities around the world.


We would not be able to be where we are today without your help over the
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last two years. Your enthusiasm and support has been immeasurable. While
we are optimistic about the future of this project, we still need to show a few
skeptics and decision-makers that San Franciscans overwhelmingly support this
project.


We plan to hold a CAC meeting this Thursday, August 14 at 5:00 PM


Mission Creek Senior Community
3rd Floor Community Room
930 4th Street (Enter between Philz Coffee and Library)
San Francisco, CA 


We hope you can attend. This meeting is intended to provide a conceptual
introduction to our Mission Bay site plan. 


In the months ahead, there will be many more opportunities to help make the
Mission Bay site “Warriors Ground” and I am hoping that you will stay involved
with Warriors Ground SF. Every resident, business owner, non-profit leader and
Steph Curry fanatic will be needed in order to make this project a reality. 


Together we will make bring this incredible vision to life.


Onward!


Rick Welts


This email was sent to jamiewhitaker@gmail.com. To stop receiving emails, click here.
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From: Beauchamp, Kevin
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: UCSF Benioff Children"s Skyline Sign logo change - temp banner and permanent
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 10:16:45 AM


OK, thanks.  Glad you had a chance to see the lit signs, and that they look good to you.
 
Kevin
 
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 8:45 AM
To: Beauchamp, Kevin
Subject: RE: UCSF Benioff Children's Skyline Sign logo change - temp banner and permanent
 
No, still buried on my desk.  Will get it done, just probably not this week.  Sorry.
 
I saw the lit signs up there and they look nice.  MUCH better than the original Stanford signs that
were used as an example.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Beauchamp, Kevin [mailto:KBeauchamp@planning.ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 8:24 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: UCSF Benioff Children's Skyline Sign logo change - temp banner and permanent
 
Hi Catherine—
 
Just wanted to check in on this—did an approval letter ever get completed, for our files?
 
Kevin
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From: Reilly, Catherine (OCII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, June 16, 2014 10:10 AM
To: Lima, Cindy
Cc: Beauchamp, Kevin; Erin Stewart
Subject: RE: UCSF Benioff Children's Skyline Sign logo change - temp banner and permanent
 
Cindy – we are ok with the permanent logo replacement and banner (will do a letter to make it
official). 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE:  I will be on vacation from Monday June 23, 2014, returning on July 1, 2014.
 


From: Lima, Cindy [mailto:Cindy.Lima@ucsfmedctr.org] 
Sent: Sunday, June 08, 2014 3:43 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (OCII)
Cc: Beauchamp, Kevin; Erin Stewart
Subject: Re: UCSF Benioff Children's Skyline Sign logo change - temp banner and permanent
 
And the permanent logo replacement too, I nope as we need to start production.  As always,
thanks for your help!
 
Cindy


Cindy Lima
Executive Director
Mission Bay Hospitals Project
Health System Organizational Program Management
UCSF Medical Center | UCSF Benioff Children's Hospital
office:   415.353.2729
mobile: 415.218.3105
 
 


On Jun 8, 2014, at 1:46 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (OCII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


I think it looks fine, will try to corner Tiffany tomorrow to make sure she is ok with it.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco



mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:Cindy.Lima@ucsfmedctr.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org





1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE:  I will be on vacation from Monday June 23, 2014, returning on July 1,
2014.
 


From: Lima, Cindy [mailto:Cindy.Lima@ucsfmedctr.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 04, 2014 10:34 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (OCII)
Cc: Beauchamp, Kevin; Erin Stewart
Subject: Re: UCSF Benioff Children's Skyline Sign logo change - temp banner and
permanent
 
Hi Catherine,
 
The bridge is scheduled to be removed and the temporary banner hung next week
which requires a lift.  Do you think we are good to go?
 
Thanks,
Cindy


Cindy Lima
Executive Director
Mission Bay Hospitals Project
Health System Organizational Program Management
UCSF Medical Center | UCSF Benioff Children's Hospital
office:   415.353.2729
mobile: 415.218.3105
 
 


On May 28, 2014, at 11:49 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (OCII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Cindy – this is on my list to deal with.  Will get any comments in the next
day or two.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE:  I will be on vacation from Monday June 23, 2014,
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returning on July 1, 2014.
 


From: Lima, Cindy [mailto:Cindy.Lima@ucsfmedctr.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 14, 2014 10:56 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (OCII); Bohee, Tiffany (OCII)
Cc: Beauchamp, Kevin
Subject: UCSF Benioff Children's Skyline Sign logo change - temp banner
and permanent
 
Dear Catherine and Tiffany,
 
Hope all is well – I’m sure you are buried with all things Warriors, among
everything else.   I’m writing to you about a change we need to make to
the skyline sign on the children’s hospital (near Mariposa) at Mission Bay,
due to a change in our logo.
 
As you’ve likely seen in ads, on January 1, 2014 UCSF Benioff Children’s
Hospital and Children’s Hospital Oakland formerly affiliated.   Oakland is
now a subsidiary of the UC Regents and is managed by UCSF Medical
Center.   A gift from The Benioffs to Oakland also resulted in a renaming
to UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital Oakland. 
 
As part of the rebranding for the integrated children’s organization (and
as you’ve likely seen on TV) , UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital has
dropped the golden gate bridge image and both organizations are now
using the colorful and recognized children historically used by Oakland.
 
The new logo looks like this:
<image001.png>
 
So, because of this logo change we need to take down the golden gate
bridge from the skyline sign and put up the kids.   We do not propose
changing the text on the building or adding the words “San Francisco.”  
  Additionally, because we can’t get this approved, fabricated and installed
for many months, we would like to put up a temporary banner.
 
Attached are images of both a temporary banner and the final proposed
sign.   (I should note that Marc Benioff has asked for the Children to be
“large.”  We have mocked up here what we think is appropriate.   (Given
Marc’s recent $2M donation for Mariposa Park, I hope we can
accommodate as shown here -- also makes it readable given the
complexity of the shape.)
 
Could you please confirm if we are good to go with these?  We would like
to get the temporary banner up ASAP. Any flexibility would be
appreciated.   Thank you.
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Cindy
 
p.s. Please save the afternoon/evening of Sept 6 for a community walk
and Lights-On Celebration for the new hospitals!  (Not yet published)
 
 
 
Cindy Lima
Executive Director
Mission Bay Hospitals Project 
UCSF Health - Organizational Program Management
UCSF Medical Center | UCSF Benioff Children’s Hospital
 
2233 Post Street, Suite 204 
San Francisco, CA 94143-1832
Office: 415.353.2729
Cell:  415.218.3105
Analyst: Linda Harkness 415.514.5791


 
 








From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Winslow, David (CPC); Arce, Pedro


(CII)
Subject: Re: Additional GSW Design Thoughts
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 3:49:00 PM


Totally. I am thinking on the 500 car comment. Rest of it makes sense to me and I
support. I will send thoughts ASAP. 


On Aug 5, 2014, at 2:57 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


The thought was that OCII/Planning staff would be asked to provide background to
Tiffany/John prior to the small meeting they have with you on Friday at 9.30AM, so we
wanted to make sure you were aware/commented on the following additional
comments before we passed them onto to Tiffany/John (we assumed that we were all
on the same page for the comments already provided last week, so these are the only
new thoughts that we haven’t run by you). 
 
Then the three of you would meet at your 9.30AM meeting Friday to discuss whether
the you three feel we can advocate for all of our asks and how for the large meeting at
11AM (assuming you three would take the lead on the discussion based on the
outcome of your 9.30 meeting).   It would be great if all of use could get in a room
prior to the 11AM meeting, but it doesn’t look like it is feasible.
 
Does that make sense?  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 2:47 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Winslow,
David (CPC); Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: Re: Additional GSW Design Thoughts
 
I'll review now. Thank you. I think we need to loop in John and Tiffany and get us all in
sync and that will be best  done after the smaller meeting. If we are trying to say
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something at the big meeting it's tricky given the timing of the me-John-Tiffany
meeting. Can you say again how you want to proceed after I review this - I may not be
understanding something! 


On Aug 5, 2014, at 2:00 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Jennifer – Erin, Josh and I just talked through the remaining big design
issues that have been floating around and came up with the following
recommendations we wanted to run by you.  Once you have
reviewed/comments, we would take these, along with the comments that
were sent to the Warriors last week, when we brief those above us prior
to Friday’s meeting.
 
Illinois Street/Garage Entrance - The City is in agreement that the


primary garage access should line up with Illinois Street on 16th Street. 
However, the GSW should further explore a means of creating a
significant, memorable, and useful termination to Illinois Street, as both a
visual terminus of the view corridor and as a circulation spine for
pedestrians and bikes.  They should also provide visual permeability into


the center of the project (ie, a peek into the  podium) along 16th Street
(preferably at the termination of Illinois Street) to break up the mass of
the project along that street frontage.  Right now, there is an unending


expanse of structure between 3rd and TFB along 16th, with no visual
breaks into the project.
 
Podium Height – We still would like to see the podium lowered by four
feet.
 
Parking – While we know that they are tied to the parking numbers, we
do think it would make sense to for them to explore reducing the
underground parking to 500 spaces.  It would significantly reduce the cost
of the project, help provide opportunities to minimize the podium height,
and also would be consistent with the number of spaces they were
planning on providing at the Piers 30-32 location.  500 would also be the
amount of parking required for 500K gsf of office in Mission Bay.  Since
the office and arena would typically be operating at different times, they
could share the parking, with 500 spaces available for the office uses
during the weekday workdays, and 500 spaces for the arena on evenings 
and nights.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
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Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
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From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Update
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 3:06:49 PM


Ok so nothing on 8/11?


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 4, 2014, at 2:07 PM, "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)" <jennifer.matz@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Meeting is 8/8 and notice is going out. 


On Aug 4, 2014, at 9:50 AM, "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)"
<joshua.switzky@sfgov.org> wrote:


I don’t have any GSW mtgs on my calendar for Mon 8/11. Am I supposed
to?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:12 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: RE: Update
 
Thank you for the update, Jennifer (and thanks for sorting this all out
Friday).  We were planning on holding a follow-up community workshop


on Saturday the 16th.  Do you think there will be enough information
provided to still keep to that plan?  We’d like to get a “save the date” out
today for the workshop.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Saturday, August 02, 2014 4:13 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
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Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: Update
 
Hi guys,
 
So John's schedule is the trickiest re: meetings. Right now we have a
meeting for me, Tiffany, John at 9am on 8/11 followed by a meeting with
the larger/full design group with Warriors at 11am on 8/11. Sort of weird.
HOWEVER, after much discussion with Warriors (and due in part to
Catherine's comments/concerns) the Warriors have decided to
significantly dial back what they plan to share with the CAC on 8/14. They
will NOT be showing any renderings, pretty pictures, sketches, etc. They
will not be describing the site at a level
of detail that addresses/describes the height of the podium. (Likewise
they will not be sharing renderings, etc. with the press.)  I feel like this
gives us more breathing room to work on outstanding issues and means
that the meeting schedule for the 11th is workable. The Warriors hope to
roll out/move forward with renderings and sketches at the CAC meeting
in September. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 11:17 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thabks, Jennifer. I appreciate your help keeping things
moving tomorrow. 
 
I also was impressed with some of the changes they had
made. The podium height and the termination of Illinois
seemed to be the biggest areas remaining to get agreement
on direction.
 
I wont be too available tomorrow since a heavy medical day
for my mom. So texting will be the fastest way to get me to
respond for anything you need from me. 510 282 9907.  I
will also keep an eye out on the emails.
 
Hope you got all your medical stuff sorted today and can
enjoy the weekend.
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
Date:07/31/2014 9:02 PM (GMT-08:00)
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To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)"
Subject: Re: Comments on GSW Design
 
Sorry to drop off today. Had some medical stuff to deal with.
Yes on Phillip scheduling. Yes on an earlier big group
meeting. Yes on Warriors giving us visuals in our own space
to look at. I'll work on all of this tomorrow. I feel like the big
issue is the podium. I was enthusiastic about what I saw
today - especially along TFS and in the plaza area and the
improved northwest corner; we agreed to disagree about
the podium for now. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 5:32 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thanks, Josh.  Was going to hit send on a
similar email.  I think the other big topic that I’d


like to get City agreement on is the 16th Street
garage interface with Illinois Street.
 
Unfortunately, I am out tomorrow and I don’t
have adm support to offer up.  I’ve cc-ed
Jennifer to see if Phillip may be able to help out
with this. 
 
Also, Jennifer, would you be able to talk with
Jesse on the ability to get something to review
with the larger group?  Talking with Clarke
today, they would prefer to wait closer to the
CAC date (such as next Friday) to do a leave
behind.
 
I’m going to be mainly off line until Monday,
but I will try to keep an eye out for emails over
the weekend.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
(OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of
the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
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San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE
FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 5:18 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Comments on GSW Design
 
So, seems like we have a director’s level
internal-city-family meeting ASAP with John,
Tiffany and Jen to make some decisions about
how we feel about key pieces, particularly the
plaza/podium height. To do that we will also
need some visuals from them that we can sit
around with everyone to talk about, so they
will need to provide us with something. I
suppose we could do another session at
Strada’s office where they leave us alone in the
room with the model, but that makes me a
little uncomfortable. Anyhow, do you think you
could have (a) have an admin person in your
office work with Andrea Green to schedule a
mtg and (b) ask Strada for some visuals that we
could use for that meeting?
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 2:18 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Switzky, Joshua (CPC);
Winslow, David (CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA);
Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Bohee, Tiffany
(CII); Rahaim, John (CPC); Arce, Pedro (CII);
ed.reiskin@sfmta.com
Subject: Comments on GSW Design
 
Jesse/Clarke – attached are the City’s
combined comments on the proposed Warriors
Pavilion project.  Please let us know if you have
any questions, otherwise, we look forward to
continuing to work on this exciting project.
 
Thank you
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Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
(OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of
the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE
FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
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From: Beauchamp, Kevin
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Warriors MB CAC Presentation
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 1:46:27 PM


Hi Catherine and Lila—
 
Has the Warriors presentation from last night’s MB CAC meeting been posted to the OCII website?  I
hunted around a bit, but perhaps I’m not looking in the right place.
 
Kevin
 
 
 
Kevin Beauchamp, AICP
Director of Physical Planning
UCSF Campus Planning
654 Minnesota Street, Second Floor
San Francisco, CA 94143-0286
(415) 476-4238
kbeauchamp@planning.ucsf.edu
www.ucsf.edu/LRDP
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From: Lee, Raymond C. (CII)
To: Bridges, George (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: RE: Update on the Warriors RFP Process
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 4:40:03 PM


George,
 


I’ll plan to attend the meeting on the 12th.  Thanks for attending the interviews.
 
Ray
 


From: Bridges, George (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 2:00 PM
To: Lee, Raymond C. (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Update on the Warriors RFP Process
 
Ray/Catherine
 
Clarke and I set up a meeting to discuss the outcome of the RFP process which they plan to release
on Friday.  They plan to ask for hourly rate from firms versus submit a fee proposal for disciplines


they plan to create associations.  At the Sept 12th meeting, they will present firms they would like to


select and/or interview.  The interview will more than likely occur the week of Sept 13th or
thereafter.  They understand that I plan to attend the interviews.
 
George
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From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: Re: Warriors Budget
Date: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 7:11:32 PM


It's around $60k for warriors


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 12, 2014, at 6:50 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


We may want to take a look at the Planning Department budget for design review. 
May be low.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 8:24 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Pascual, Merrick (MYR)
Subject: Re: Warriors Budget
 
A few things:
 
The planning page doesn't include design cost details, just CEQA
 
The DPW tabs is called Warriors, should be called DPW staffing or some such
 
OEWD doesn't have a details page. Was that a deliberate decision? Do you think we
need more details on OEWD costs? I'm of two minds about it and want to hear what
you think. 
 
Thanks! 
 
 
 


On Aug 7, 2014, at 11:57 PM, "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:
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Hi Jennifer,
 
Attached is the updated budget, SFMTA can be reimbursed directly from
the developer.  I spoke with Merrick and he indicated that OEWD per the
Admin Code could also receive direct reimbursements for pre-dev costs,
but of course it helps there is a supporting document in the form of a
development agreement or some  other document  Rather than doing a
special DA for each City Dept, we could wrap it as part of OPA obligations
of third party developers to cover the cost of pre-dev activities and then
we can attach the associated budget for each department.  Please
confirm if you agree. 
 
On a separate note, Patrick Mulligan will be getting us the
OEWD/workforce budget and then we will have a complete budget. 
Please let me know if you have any other preliminary budget questions.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 


<Summary Warriors Budget Revised.xlsx>
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From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Subject: OCII GSW - MOU
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 5:29:43 PM
Attachments: image002.png
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Hi Catherine-
Chris and I met with Keith, our Finance Director, this afternoon to discuss
if it was possible for the Warriors to reimburse the Planning Department
directly.  Keith is going to research this possibility and get back to us. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Viktoriya Wise, AICP, LEED AP
Deputy ERO/Deputy Director of Environmental Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9049│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: viktoriya.wise@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond C. (CII)
Subject: RE: RE: Update on the Warriors RFP Process
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 8:42:00 AM


Thanks for the update.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Bridges, George (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 2:00 PM
To: Lee, Raymond C. (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Update on the Warriors RFP Process
 
Ray/Catherine
 
Clarke and I set up a meeting to discuss the outcome of the RFP process which they plan to release
on Friday.  They plan to ask for hourly rate from firms versus submit a fee proposal for disciplines


they plan to create associations.  At the Sept 12th meeting, they will present firms they would like to


select and/or interview.  The interview will more than likely occur the week of Sept 13th or
thereafter.  They understand that I plan to attend the interviews.
 
George
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); Pascual, Merrick (MYR)
Subject: Re: Warriors Budget
Date: Sunday, August 10, 2014 12:37:26 PM


I think we should double Dan Barrett's amount to $100K, just to be safe. 


On Aug 10, 2014, at 12:14 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


We typically just do a T&M letter that commits them to pay everything.
 Occasionally we include a guesstimate, but don't promise that it may not
exceed that amount.  So, I think we can just include the summary and if
they ask for me, we can provide.  


When we do get to billing we provide more detail so they can see how
we generated the T&M.


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Sent: Saturday, August 9, 2014 8:18 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Pascual, Merrick (MYR)
Subject: Re: Warriors Budget
 
I'm not sure we should share/send the supporting info. What's you're
normal protocol? 


On Aug 8, 2014, at 10:06 AM, "Hussain, Lila (CII)"
<lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thanks for the edits I'll fix the tab names etc. and send you a
revised version.  I wasn't sure if we were going to share all
the supporting tabs when we submit to the warriors.


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 8, 2014, at 8:24 AM, "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
<jennifer.matz@sfgov.org> wrote:


A few things:


The planning page doesn't include design cost
details, just CEQA


The DPW tabs is called Warriors, should be called
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DPW staffing or some such


OEWD doesn't have a details page. Was that a
deliberate decision? Do you think we need more
details on OEWD costs? I'm of two minds about it
and want to hear what you think. 


Thanks! 


On Aug 7, 2014, at 11:57 PM, "Hussain, Lila (CII)"
<lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:


 
Hi Jennifer,
 
Attached is the updated budget, SFMTA can be
reimbursed directly from the developer.  I
spoke with Merrick and he indicated that
OEWD per the Admin Code could also receive
direct reimbursements for pre-dev costs, but of
course it helps there is a supporting document
in the form of a development agreement or
some  other document  Rather than doing a
special DA for each City Dept, we could wrap it
as part of OPA obligations of third party
developers to cover the cost of pre-dev
activities and then we can attach the
associated budget for each department.  Please
confirm if you agree. 
 
On a separate note, Patrick Mulligan will be
getting us the OEWD/workforce budget and
then we will have a complete budget.  Please
let me know if you have any other preliminary
budget questions.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and
Infrastructure


th
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One South Van Ness, 5  Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 


<Summary Warriors Budget
Revised.xlsx>
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From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
To: DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: OCII Warriors MOU
Date: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 4:33:20 PM
Attachments: Attachment B - Planning Budget for GSW Mission Bay Planning Support.xlsx
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Hi Keith-
We are trying to finalize an MOU with OCII for the Warriors project
(budget attached).  OCII is proposing a different arrangement than what
we originally had in mind that I would like to discuss with you.  I know
you are just back from training but do you have 10 minutes to touch
base tomorrow?  I am available any time before 10 am or from 4 to 5
pm.  Would any of these times work for you? If tomorrow is bad,
perhaps Friday?  Chris, if you are free, kindly join us. 
 
Thank you.
 
Viktoriya Wise, AICP, LEED AP
Deputy ERO/Deputy Director of Environmental Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9049│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: viktoriya.wise@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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May 2014


			ATTACHMENT B - ATTACHMENT B - PLANNING BUDGET FOR GSW PAVILION PROJECT


			6-Jun-14


									Deputy ERO and ! Planner			E Planner IV CEQA Coordinator			E Planner IV Senior Review			E Planner IV Air Quality Specialist			E and ! Planner III			Current Planning Assistant Director			Design Services			Citywide Planner IV			Clerical (Planner Tech)			Hours by Task			Cost Per Task


			Hourly Rate			(Fully Loaded)			$154.19			$   142.86			$   142.86			$   142.86			$   120.48			$   154.19			$   120.48			$   142.86			$   72.68			-			-


			Task 1			Project Kick-Off			4			8			0			0			8			0			0			0			2			22			$2,869


			Task 2			Public Scoping and NOP			4			32			8			0			32			0			0			0			2			78			$10,332


			Task 3			Initial Study			24			80			40			4			120			0			0			0			8			276			$36,454


			Task 4			Air Quality Technical Report			0			0			0			16			0			0			0			0			0			16			$2,286


			Task 5			Alternatives			12			24			8			0			24			0			0			0			0			68			$9,313


			Task 6			Draft EIR			160			180			60			16			300			0			0			0			8			724			$97,968


			Task 7			Response to Comments			60			120			40			8			160			0			0			0			8			396			$53,110


			Task 8			Planning Commission Certification			4			4			0			2			4			0			0			0			0			14			$1,956


			Task 9			Final EIR			8			24			8			2			40			0			0			0			8			90			$11,491


			Task 10			Meetings			70			120			20			4			120			0			0			0			0			334			$45,823


			Task 11			Project Management			40			80			10			0			120			0			0			0			0			250			$33,483


			Task 12			Informational Presentation(s)			0			0			0			0			0			20			0			20			0			40			$5,941


			Task 13			Design Services (Planning as OCII Staff)			0			0			0			0			0			0			500			0			0			500			$60,240									$480,326


			Sub-Total						386			672			194			52			928			20			500			20			36			2,808			$371,266


			Opt. Task 14			EIR Appeal			24			80			16			8			80			0			0			0			4			212			$28,487


			Opt. Task 15			Additional Technical Studies 			0			24			0			0			24			0			0			0			0			48			$6,320


			Sub-Total						24			104			16			8			104			0			0			0			4			260			$34,807


			Total Labor (Required and Optional Tasks)						$   63,218			$   110,859			$   30,001			$   8,572			$   124,335			$   3,084			$   60,240			$   2,857			$   2,907						$406,073


			20% Contingency (without optional tasks)																																				$   74,253


			Total Budget with Optional Tasks, Contingency																																				$   480,326


			1.  Cost estimates are for staff time subsequent to issuance of Notice to Proceed and do not include meetings and/or consultations prior to that. 


			2.  The budget and 12-month timeframe assume no changes to the core CEQA consultant team and that the consultant would have the Notice to Proceed and project description by mid-June 2014.  Changes to the consultant team or failure to provide NTP and finalize project description in June 2014 will delay CEQA schedule and increase estimated budget.


			3.  Budget is based on staff's understanding of the project description up to date.  


			4.  The estimated budget for Task 7 represent an average level of effort but ultimately depends on the quantity and complexity of public comments received during the public review process. 


			5.  Task 12 Assumes that the informational presenation is just power point (no staff report).  








Rates


			San Francisco Planning Department


			Work Order Budget - FY14-15


																					FY14-15 Assumptions:


			Project Name:																		Fringe Rate:			47.5%


			CPC Project Manager:																		Overhead Rate:			90%


			Sponsoring Dept:


			Dept Project Manager:


			Project Start Date:


			Project End Date:


			Job Class Title			Job Class			FTE			Base Hourly Rate FY14-15


Keith DeMartini: Keith DeMartini:
Assume Step 5 at the end of the fiscal year.			Fully Loaded Hourly Rate


Keith DeMartini: Keith DeMartini:
You can search position classifications and hourly rate assumptions using the City's Classification and Compensation Database (http://www.sfdhr.org/index.aspx?page=32)			Number of Hours			Total Project			Notes





			Salaries


			Planner I			5277			0.00			$35.1745			$83.54			1			$83.54


			Planner II			5278			0.00			$42.7450			$101.52			1			$101.52


			Planner III			5291			0.00			$50.7275			$120.48			1			$120.48


			Planner IV			5293			0.00			$60.1520			$142.86			1			$142.86


			Deputy Director CP			0923			0.00			$64.9212			$154.19			1			$154.19


			Deputy Director EP			0923			0.00			$64.9212			$154.19			1			$154.19


			Planner Technician			5275			0.00			$30.6039			$72.68			1			$72.68


			Senior Clerk			1406			0.00			$26.8315			$63.72			1			$63.72


			Intern			5276			0.00			$29.0718			$69.05			1			$69.05


			Manager IV			0932			0.00			$70.2975			$166.96			0			$0.00


			Subtotal						0.00									9			$962.23





			Supplies & Materials																		$0.00





			Total																		$962.23
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From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Warriors Budget
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 8:03:45 AM


Catherine and Lila,
 
Planning’s budget for Design Services (Planning as OCII Staff) is $60,240 (or .25 FTE/annual).
 
Manny
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 6:50 PM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: Warriors Budget
 
We may want to take a look at the Planning Department budget for design review.  May be low.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 8:24 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Pascual, Merrick (MYR)
Subject: Re: Warriors Budget
 
A few things:
 
The planning page doesn't include design cost details, just CEQA
 
The DPW tabs is called Warriors, should be called DPW staffing or some such
 
OEWD doesn't have a details page. Was that a deliberate decision? Do you think we need more
details on OEWD costs? I'm of two minds about it and want to hear what you think. 
 
Thanks! 
 
 
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=EFF510484FE6497BA66DD6575AE24078-IMMANUEL BE

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/





On Aug 7, 2014, at 11:57 PM, "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:


 
Hi Jennifer,
 
Attached is the updated budget, SFMTA can be reimbursed directly from the
developer.  I spoke with Merrick and he indicated that OEWD per the Admin Code
could also receive direct reimbursements for pre-dev costs, but of course it helps there
is a supporting document in the form of a development agreement or some  other
document  Rather than doing a special DA for each City Dept, we could wrap it as part
of OPA obligations of third party developers to cover the cost of pre-dev activities and
then we can attach the associated budget for each department.  Please confirm if you
agree. 
 
On a separate note, Patrick Mulligan will be getting us the OEWD/workforce budget
and then we will have a complete budget.  Please let me know if you have any other
preliminary budget questions.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); Pascual, Merrick (MYR)
Subject: Re: Warriors Budget
Date: Sunday, August 10, 2014 12:36:28 PM


Sounds good. 


On Aug 10, 2014, at 12:14 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


We typically just do a T&M letter that commits them to pay everything.
 Occasionally we include a guesstimate, but don't promise that it may not
exceed that amount.  So, I think we can just include the summary and if
they ask for me, we can provide.  


When we do get to billing we provide more detail so they can see how
we generated the T&M.


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Sent: Saturday, August 9, 2014 8:18 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Pascual, Merrick (MYR)
Subject: Re: Warriors Budget
 
I'm not sure we should share/send the supporting info. What's you're
normal protocol? 


On Aug 8, 2014, at 10:06 AM, "Hussain, Lila (CII)"
<lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thanks for the edits I'll fix the tab names etc. and send you a
revised version.  I wasn't sure if we were going to share all
the supporting tabs when we submit to the warriors.


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 8, 2014, at 8:24 AM, "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
<jennifer.matz@sfgov.org> wrote:


A few things:


The planning page doesn't include design cost
details, just CEQA


The DPW tabs is called Warriors, should be called
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DPW staffing or some such


OEWD doesn't have a details page. Was that a
deliberate decision? Do you think we need more
details on OEWD costs? I'm of two minds about it
and want to hear what you think. 


Thanks! 


On Aug 7, 2014, at 11:57 PM, "Hussain, Lila (CII)"
<lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:


 
Hi Jennifer,
 
Attached is the updated budget, SFMTA can be
reimbursed directly from the developer.  I
spoke with Merrick and he indicated that
OEWD per the Admin Code could also receive
direct reimbursements for pre-dev costs, but of
course it helps there is a supporting document
in the form of a development agreement or
some  other document  Rather than doing a
special DA for each City Dept, we could wrap it
as part of OPA obligations of third party
developers to cover the cost of pre-dev
activities and then we can attach the
associated budget for each department.  Please
confirm if you agree. 
 
On a separate note, Patrick Mulligan will be
getting us the OEWD/workforce budget and
then we will have a complete budget.  Please
let me know if you have any other preliminary
budget questions.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and
Infrastructure


th
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One South Van Ness, 5  Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: PPT feedback
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 8:18:28 PM
Attachments: image001.png


Catherine,


I had a long chat with Tiffany and basically here were her ideas for the PPT, it might be too late to
add:
 


(1)    The presentation should include a basic walk through of Mission Bay i.e orienting the
audience to the surrounding land uses, bike network, transit, adjacent parking garages,
future development  etc


(2)    Strada and the Warriors should demonstrate their knowledge of their neighborhood and
share some of their analysis of how this site works well for their proposed uses


Ciao,
 
Lila
 


From: Jesse Blout [mailto:jblout@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 5:58 PM
To: Leah DiCarlo (ldicarlo@manicaarchitecture.com); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII); Jennifer
Matz (jennifer.entine.matz@gmail.com); David Manica
Subject: sorry about that!
 
I forgot that shutting on the goto meeting ends the call.  Thanks so much for all the input!!!
 


 
Jesse Blout
Principal
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420
San Francisco, CA 94105
415-601-0756
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Joyce; Karl  Heisler
Subject: Draft Agenda for 8-20-14 GSW CEQA Meeting
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:06:22 PM
Attachments: 2014_08_30_GSW CEQA Meeting_Agenda_Draft.docx


Chris and Brett:
 
Attached is a working draft agenda for next week’s (August 20, 2014) GSW CEQA meeting (assuming
we have one).  Please feel free to augment the agenda with any other potential items.
 
Please note I will be out of the office on Monday August 18, 2014. 
 
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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AGENDA





Event Center and Mixed Use Development in Mission Bay


CEQA Environmental Review Meeting





Wednesday, August 20, 2014, 1:00 p.m. to 3 p.m.


San Francisco Planning Department











1. Sponsor Update on Design for GSW Event Center and Mixed Use Development



2. [bookmark: _GoBack]Comment on Initial Study Checklist Cultural Resources  Example



3. Next Steps/Schedule Milestones Status





www.sfplanning.org
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From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Pascual, Merrick (MYR)
Subject: RE: Warriors Budget
Date: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 11:07:53 AM


Hi Jennifer,
 
I never received a detail budget page from OEWD we just received a hard copy budget with the
numbers.  Should I follow-up with Adam for additional details/description?
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 
 
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 8:24 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Pascual, Merrick (MYR)
Subject: Re: Warriors Budget
 
A few things:
 
The planning page doesn't include design cost details, just CEQA
 
The DPW tabs is called Warriors, should be called DPW staffing or some such
 
OEWD doesn't have a details page. Was that a deliberate decision? Do you think we need more
details on OEWD costs? I'm of two minds about it and want to hear what you think. 
 
Thanks! 
 
 
 


On Aug 7, 2014, at 11:57 PM, "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:
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Hi Jennifer,
 
Attached is the updated budget, SFMTA can be reimbursed directly from the
developer.  I spoke with Merrick and he indicated that OEWD per the Admin Code
could also receive direct reimbursements for pre-dev costs, but of course it helps there
is a supporting document in the form of a development agreement or some  other
document  Rather than doing a special DA for each City Dept, we could wrap it as part
of OPA obligations of third party developers to cover the cost of pre-dev activities and
then we can attach the associated budget for each department.  Please confirm if you
agree. 
 
On a separate note, Patrick Mulligan will be getting us the OEWD/workforce budget
and then we will have a complete budget.  Please let me know if you have any other
preliminary budget questions.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Pascual, Merrick (MYR)
Subject: Re: Warriors Budget
Date: Saturday, August 09, 2014 8:19:02 AM


I'm not sure we should share/send the supporting info. What's you're normal
protocol? 


On Aug 8, 2014, at 10:06 AM, "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thanks for the edits I'll fix the tab names etc. and send you a revised
version.  I wasn't sure if we were going to share all the supporting tabs
when we submit to the warriors.


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 8, 2014, at 8:24 AM, "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
<jennifer.matz@sfgov.org> wrote:


A few things:


The planning page doesn't include design cost details, just
CEQA


The DPW tabs is called Warriors, should be called DPW
staffing or some such


OEWD doesn't have a details page. Was that a deliberate
decision? Do you think we need more details on OEWD costs?
I'm of two minds about it and want to hear what you think. 


Thanks! 


On Aug 7, 2014, at 11:57 PM, "Hussain, Lila (CII)"
<lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:


 
Hi Jennifer,
 
Attached is the updated budget, SFMTA can be reimbursed
directly from the developer.  I spoke with Merrick and he
indicated that OEWD per the Admin Code could also receive
direct reimbursements for pre-dev costs, but of course it
helps there is a supporting document in the form of a
development agreement or some  other document  Rather
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than doing a special DA for each City Dept, we could wrap it
as part of OPA obligations of third party developers to cover
the cost of pre-dev activities and then we can attach the
associated budget for each department.  Please confirm if
you agree. 
 
On a separate note, Patrick Mulligan will be getting us the
OEWD/workforce budget and then we will have a complete
budget.  Please let me know if you have any other
preliminary budget questions.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); Pascual, Merrick (MYR)
Subject: RE: Warriors Budget
Date: Monday, August 11, 2014 9:42:00 AM


OK – that will mean going to our Commission (anything over $50K).  Shouldn’t be too much of an
issue, but we will need to get more specific on the scope of work, which we were planning on doing
any way.  Lila will work on it with Dan this week/next and we’ll see when we can get it on the
Commission schedule for September.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Sunday, August 10, 2014 12:37 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); Pascual, Merrick (MYR)
Subject: Re: Warriors Budget
 
I think we should double Dan Barrett's amount to $100K, just to be safe. 


On Aug 10, 2014, at 12:14 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


We typically just do a T&M letter that commits them to pay everything.  Occasionally
we include a guesstimate, but don't promise that it may not exceed that amount.  So, I
think we can just include the summary and if they ask for me, we can provide.  


 


When we do get to billing we provide more detail so they can see how we generated
the T&M.


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Sent: Saturday, August 9, 2014 8:18 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Pascual, Merrick (MYR)
Subject: Re: Warriors Budget
 
I'm not sure we should share/send the supporting info. What's you're normal
protocol? 
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On Aug 8, 2014, at 10:06 AM, "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thanks for the edits I'll fix the tab names etc. and send you a revised
version.  I wasn't sure if we were going to share all the supporting tabs
when we submit to the warriors.


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 8, 2014, at 8:24 AM, "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
<jennifer.matz@sfgov.org> wrote:


A few things:
 
The planning page doesn't include design cost details, just
CEQA
 
The DPW tabs is called Warriors, should be called DPW
staffing or some such
 
OEWD doesn't have a details page. Was that a deliberate
decision? Do you think we need more details on OEWD
costs? I'm of two minds about it and want to hear what you
think. 
 
Thanks! 
 
 
 


On Aug 7, 2014, at 11:57 PM, "Hussain, Lila (CII)"
<lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:


 
Hi Jennifer,
 
Attached is the updated budget, SFMTA can be
reimbursed directly from the developer.  I
spoke with Merrick and he indicated that
OEWD per the Admin Code could also receive
direct reimbursements for pre-dev costs, but of
course it helps there is a supporting document
in the form of a development agreement or
some  other document  Rather than doing a
special DA for each City Dept, we could wrap it
as part of OPA obligations of third party
developers to cover the cost of pre-dev
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activities and then we can attach the
associated budget for each department.  Please
confirm if you agree. 
 
On a separate note, Patrick Mulligan will be
getting us the OEWD/workforce budget and
then we will have a complete budget.  Please
let me know if you have any other preliminary
budget questions.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and
Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Pascual, Merrick (MYR)
Subject: Re: Warriors Budget
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:06:19 AM


Thanks for the edits I'll fix the tab names etc. and send you a revised version.  I
wasn't sure if we were going to share all the supporting tabs when we submit to the
warriors.


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 8, 2014, at 8:24 AM, "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)" <jennifer.matz@sfgov.org>
wrote:


A few things:


The planning page doesn't include design cost details, just CEQA


The DPW tabs is called Warriors, should be called DPW staffing or some
such


OEWD doesn't have a details page. Was that a deliberate decision? Do
you think we need more details on OEWD costs? I'm of two minds about
it and want to hear what you think. 


Thanks! 


On Aug 7, 2014, at 11:57 PM, "Hussain, Lila (CII)"
<lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:


 
Hi Jennifer,
 
Attached is the updated budget, SFMTA can be reimbursed directly from
the developer.  I spoke with Merrick and he indicated that OEWD per the
Admin Code could also receive direct reimbursements for pre-dev costs,
but of course it helps there is a supporting document in the form of a
development agreement or some  other document  Rather than doing a
special DA for each City Dept, we could wrap it as part of OPA obligations
of third party developers to cover the cost of pre-dev activities and then
we can attach the associated budget for each department.  Please
confirm if you agree. 
 
On a separate note, Patrick Mulligan will be getting us the
OEWD/workforce budget and then we will have a complete budget. 
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Please let me know if you have any other preliminary budget questions.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Jesse Blout"
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Draft CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 8:31:00 AM
Attachments: August 14 2014 MBCAC AgendaCR.docx


Jesse – we have to send out the CAC agenda this afternoon.  Could you please take a look at the
proposed language for the GSW item and let us know if you have any changes?  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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1. Discussion Item: Preliminary Site Design Concept for Golden State Warriors Project (Blocks 29-32) bounded by Third Street, South Street, 16th Street and Terry Francois Boulevard – Representatives from the Warriors and Design Team – 90 minutes


Description of Item: Representatives from the Golden State Warriors and their design team will present and solicit community feedback on the preliminary site design, parking and circulation concepts for the Warriors Pavilion Project. 








2. Discussion Item:  Future Park Phasing–– Representatives from Mission Bay Development Group (MBDG)– 30 minutes


Description of Item: Mission Bay Development Group will review the timeline for near term park construction in Mission Bay.








3. Discussion Item:  Developer Selection, Introduction and Program Overview for Block 6E, an Affordable Housing Lot - OCII Staff and Staff Recommended Developer - 30 minutes


Description of Item: In May 2014, OCII released an Request for Proposal to select a developer to develop and operate up to 135 units of affordable rental and related support services on Block 6E (1300 4th Street) for households earning up to 50% Area Median Income.  The staff recommended developer will be introduced to provide an overview of the developer’s concept for the project. 








4. OCII/MBDG Updates – 5 minutes








5. Chair Updates - 5 minutes








6. Public Comment (Persons wishing to address the members on non-agenda, but CAC related matters) – 10 minutes








Opportunities for Public Comment are provided after CAC member discussion of each agenda item.  Pursuant to the Brown Act, the CAC limits the amount of time allocated for each speaker on particular issues to no more than 3 minutes.





[bookmark: _GoBack]Room Directions: Please note that we meet at Mission Creek Senior Community, 225 Berry Street at 4th Street.  The entrance to the 3rd Floor Community Room is on 3rd Street between the entrance to Philz Coffee and the public library. Parking is limited to on-street parking, so we strongly encourage that you walk, bike, or use transit (the closest transit is the N-Judah or K/T-Third to 4th and King)



Contact: Lila Hussain, Asst. Project Manager at 415-749-2431 or at lila.hussain@sfgov.org for more information about Mission Bay 


Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)


Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco


One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103, 749-2400


August 14, 2014 - 5:00 PM





Mission Creek Senior Community


3rd Floor Community Room	


930 4th Street


(Enter between Philz Coffee and Library)


NOTE DIFFERENT ROOM LOCATION
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Please see attached map for location of projects
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Pascual, Merrick (MYR)
Subject: Re: Warriors Budget
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 8:24:26 AM


A few things:


The planning page doesn't include design cost details, just CEQA


The DPW tabs is called Warriors, should be called DPW staffing or some such


OEWD doesn't have a details page. Was that a deliberate decision? Do you think we
need more details on OEWD costs? I'm of two minds about it and want to hear what
you think. 


Thanks! 


On Aug 7, 2014, at 11:57 PM, "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:


 
Hi Jennifer,
 
Attached is the updated budget, SFMTA can be reimbursed directly from the
developer.  I spoke with Merrick and he indicated that OEWD per the Admin Code
could also receive direct reimbursements for pre-dev costs, but of course it helps there
is a supporting document in the form of a development agreement or some  other
document  Rather than doing a special DA for each City Dept, we could wrap it as part
of OPA obligations of third party developers to cover the cost of pre-dev activities and
then we can attach the associated budget for each department.  Please confirm if you
agree. 
 
On a separate note, Patrick Mulligan will be getting us the OEWD/workforce budget
and then we will have a complete budget.  Please let me know if you have any other
preliminary budget questions.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Pascual, Merrick (MYR)
Subject: RE: Warriors Budget
Date: Sunday, August 10, 2014 12:14:52 PM


We typically just do a T&M letter that commits them to pay everything.  Occasionally we
include a guesstimate, but don't promise that it may not exceed that amount.  So, I think we
can just include the summary and if they ask for me, we can provide.  


When we do get to billing we provide more detail so they can see how we generated the
T&M.


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Sent: Saturday, August 9, 2014 8:18 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Pascual, Merrick (MYR)
Subject: Re: Warriors Budget
 
I'm not sure we should share/send the supporting info. What's you're normal protocol? 


On Aug 8, 2014, at 10:06 AM, "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thanks for the edits I'll fix the tab names etc. and send you a revised version.  I
wasn't sure if we were going to share all the supporting tabs when we submit to
the warriors.


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 8, 2014, at 8:24 AM, "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)" <jennifer.matz@sfgov.org>
wrote:


A few things:


The planning page doesn't include design cost details, just CEQA


The DPW tabs is called Warriors, should be called DPW staffing or
some such


OEWD doesn't have a details page. Was that a deliberate decision?
Do you think we need more details on OEWD costs? I'm of two
minds about it and want to hear what you think. 
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Thanks! 


On Aug 7, 2014, at 11:57 PM, "Hussain, Lila (CII)"
<lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:


 
Hi Jennifer,
 
Attached is the updated budget, SFMTA can be reimbursed
directly from the developer.  I spoke with Merrick and he
indicated that OEWD per the Admin Code could also receive
direct reimbursements for pre-dev costs, but of course it
helps there is a supporting document in the form of a
development agreement or some  other document  Rather
than doing a special DA for each City Dept, we could wrap it
as part of OPA obligations of third party developers to cover
the cost of pre-dev activities and then we can attach the
associated budget for each department.  Please confirm if
you agree. 
 
On a separate note, Patrick Mulligan will be getting us the
OEWD/workforce budget and then we will have a complete
budget.  Please let me know if you have any other
preliminary budget questions.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Warriors Budget
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:17:11 AM


This can wait until next week btw. :)


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)"
Date:08/08/2014 10:06 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,"Pascual, Merrick (MYR)"
Subject: Re: Warriors Budget


Thanks for the edits I'll fix the tab names etc. and send you a revised version.  I
wasn't sure if we were going to share all the supporting tabs when we submit to the
warriors.


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 8, 2014, at 8:24 AM, "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)" <jennifer.matz@sfgov.org>
wrote:


A few things:


The planning page doesn't include design cost details, just CEQA


The DPW tabs is called Warriors, should be called DPW staffing or some
such


OEWD doesn't have a details page. Was that a deliberate decision? Do
you think we need more details on OEWD costs? I'm of two minds about
it and want to hear what you think. 


Thanks! 


On Aug 7, 2014, at 11:57 PM, "Hussain, Lila (CII)"
<lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:


 
Hi Jennifer,
 
Attached is the updated budget, SFMTA can be reimbursed directly from
the developer.  I spoke with Merrick and he indicated that OEWD per the
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Admin Code could also receive direct reimbursements for pre-dev costs,
but of course it helps there is a supporting document in the form of a
development agreement or some  other document  Rather than doing a
special DA for each City Dept, we could wrap it as part of OPA obligations
of third party developers to cover the cost of pre-dev activities and then
we can attach the associated budget for each department.  Please
confirm if you agree. 
 
On a separate note, Patrick Mulligan will be getting us the
OEWD/workforce budget and then we will have a complete budget. 
Please let me know if you have any other preliminary budget questions.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Pascual, Merrick (MYR)
Subject: Re: Warriors Budget
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 8:16:38 AM


Thanks for this, Lila! I reviewed quickly and think it looks great. I will review more
thoroughly and then get back to you ASAP. Can you work with Pat to get workforce
numbers quickly? This budget should get in front of the Warriors soon. I would
assume the OEWD workforce budget would largely come in under year 2? Can you
work with Pat on that? If need be, I'll certainly talk with Merrick and Rhonda about
it. 


On Aug 7, 2014, at 11:57 PM, "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:


 
Hi Jennifer,
 
Attached is the updated budget, SFMTA can be reimbursed directly from the
developer.  I spoke with Merrick and he indicated that OEWD per the Admin Code
could also receive direct reimbursements for pre-dev costs, but of course it helps there
is a supporting document in the form of a development agreement or some  other
document  Rather than doing a special DA for each City Dept, we could wrap it as part
of OPA obligations of third party developers to cover the cost of pre-dev activities and
then we can attach the associated budget for each department.  Please confirm if you
agree. 
 
On a separate note, Patrick Mulligan will be getting us the OEWD/workforce budget
and then we will have a complete budget.  Please let me know if you have any other
preliminary budget questions.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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From: DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Ko, Yvonne (CPC); Zhu, Karen (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:48:00 PM
Attachments: image001.png


image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png


Hi Viktoriya,
 
I am OK with us billing the GSW quarterly our T&M costs for that quarter.  We do not need to collect
an upfront deposit for our work.  I haven’t seen the draft MOU in a while, so it would be good to
make the sure the billing procedures are clear as we now agree to.  Please let me know if you have
any questions or would like to discuss.  Thank you!
 
Keith DeMartini
Finance & IT Manager
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9118 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Keith.DeMartini@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


            
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
 


 


From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:25 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Subject: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Catherine-
The Planning Department is amenable to the GSW reimbursing us directly for the work we do on
that project.  I believe you have the latest version of the MOU.  Kindly propose amendments based
on this agreement (including measures we discussed:  full payment of bill prior to publication of
Draft SEIR and RTC, etc).  As we previously agreed, we will continue to bill OCII on a quarterly basis. 
 
If possible, I would like to have a fully executed (signed) MOU by the end of the month.  Let me
know if this works with your existing commitments or if you require more time.
 
Keith:  do you want the GSW to pay us an upfront deposit (e.g., 20% of the estimated budget) or are
we okay just billing them quarterly? 
 
Thank you.
Viktoriya



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=44D05EBA818C4B8BA7176DB2C3D62388-KEITH DEMARTINI

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=53ddc14b15cb409584d3f7b15453f64a-Viktoriya Wise

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:yvonne.ko@sfgov.org

mailto:karen.zhu@sfgov.org

mailto:Keith.DeMartini@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/

https://www.facebook.com/sfplanning

http://www.flickr.com/photos/sfplanning

https://twitter.com/sfplanning

http://www.youtube.com/sfplanning

http://signup.sfplanning.org/

mailto:pic@sfgov.org

http://propertymap.sfplanning.org/
















From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: corinnewoods; Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: A note from Rick Welts…
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 10:51:15 PM


Yes. Thanks for the heads up. We will get there early and set up stuff and do seat
reservations for the cac in the fron row if we wont be able to fit everyone on tables and
see the ppt. Lets chat tomorrow about meeting management in case we get 50 people
wanting to speak. See you tomorrow.


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: corinnewoods
Date:08/13/2014 10:37 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,"Hussain, Lila (CII)"
Subject: Fwd: A note from Rick Welts…


Can we have a table up front for CAC members if we're going to have the Warriors
cheering section at the meeting? I don't want to listen to a pep rally all evening.
Corinne
Sent from my Galaxy S®III


-------- Original message --------
From: Jamie Whitaker 
Date:08/13/2014 9:22 PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: Bruce Agid ,Corinnewoods@cs.com,Matt Springer 
Subject: Fwd: A note from Rick Welts… 


Seems like a dumb move to invite the a warrior Fan Base for the first glance by
neighbors. Rick needs to get rid of that shit for brains PJ Johnston


Good luck getting a seat at the CAC meeting!
Jamie


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: Rick Welts <WarriorsGroundSF@Warriors.com>
Date: August 13, 2014 at 6:25:23 PM PDT
To: Jamie Whitaker <jamiewhitaker@gmail.com>
Subject: A note from Rick Welts…



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=619AB48309934C6CBD9C6E781E4D71D9-CATHERINE REILLY

mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com

mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org

mailto:WarriorsGroundSF@Warriors.com

mailto:jamiewhitaker@gmail.com





Jamie --


The past year has been an exciting one for the Golden State Warriors. We were
named “Team of the Year” by the Sports Business Journal, won over 50 games
for the first time in 20 years (51) and qualified for the NBA Playoffs for the
second consecutive season. And, we made an important decision about our
future, announcing in May that our bridge to San Francisco will lead us to
Mission Bay, where we plan to build a world class, state-of-the-art multi-
purpose venue that will be the envy of teams and cities around the world.


We would not be able to be where we are today without your help over the
last two years. Your enthusiasm and support has been immeasurable. While
we are optimistic about the future of this project, we still need to show a few
skeptics and decision-makers that San Franciscans overwhelmingly support this
project.


We plan to hold a CAC meeting this Thursday, August 14 at 5:00 PM


Mission Creek Senior Community
3rd Floor Community Room
930 4th Street (Enter between Philz Coffee and Library)
San Francisco, CA 


We hope you can attend. This meeting is intended to provide a conceptual
introduction to our Mission Bay site plan. 


In the months ahead, there will be many more opportunities to help make the
Mission Bay site “Warriors Ground” and I am hoping that you will stay involved
with Warriors Ground SF. Every resident, business owner, non-profit leader and
Steph Curry fanatic will be needed in order to make this project a reality. 


Together we will make bring this incredible vision to life.


Onward!


Rick Welts


This email was sent to jamiewhitaker@gmail.com. To stop receiving emails, click here.
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From: Miller, Erin
To: Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); Pangilinan, Chris (MTA); Kirschbaum, Julie B; Flynn, Jeffrey; Jefferis, Richard Scott;


Williams, Annette (MTA); Toran, Kate; Murray, Jarvis (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Brisson, Liz; Grabarkiewctz,
Christopher (MTA); Samii, Camron (MTA); Kothari, Amit (MTA); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Olea, Ricardo (MTA);
Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Rathke, Virginia (MTA); Norman.Wong@sfmta.com; Reilly,
Catherine (CII); Maddox, Heath (MTA); West, Matthew (MTA); Padilla, Sandra; Civic Center Conference Room
(1SVN 3074); Lee, Mark (MTA); Osborn, Casey; Hall, Paige (MTA); Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Bollinger, Brett
(CPC); Lee, Mark (MTA); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Dusseault,  Brian (MTA); Hall, Paige (MTA); Nestor, John;
Flynn, Jeffrey


Cc: Bob Grandy (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com) (B.Grandy@fehrandpeers.com)
Subject: Draft Notes from Warriors / MTA transportation meeting on Aug 4
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:47:19 PM
Attachments: 140804_Sign-in.pdf


140804_Warriors_MTA_Notes-em.docx


Hello,
 
Attached please find the sign-in sheet and a draft of the notes from the MTA and Warriors
Transportation meeting on Monday, Aug 4.  The notes are a compilation of notes from Viktoriya,
Erin and Bob.  Please review and make revisions or additions as you see fit by EOB Tuesday 8/26.   I
will then finalize and resend.
 
The meeting was very informational, and put the Warriors’ consultants in touch with the MTA early
in their transportation planning.  We expect future meetings to be more focused and topical. 
Thanks for your time.
 
Erin
 
 
Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Development & Transportation Integration
Urban Planning Initiatives
 
Waterfront Transportation Assessment


Bay Bridge Approach Enforcement Pilot


Rincon Hill Transit Study


The Embarcadero Enhancment Study
 
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
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DRAFT - MEETING NOTES


SFMTA – Warriors Transportation Work Session


Monday, August 4, 2014


12:00 – 2:00 pm








			Topic


			Action Item


			Status





			Traffic Control & Management





			Bob showed routes to the site:  7th Street could be reconfigured to be two way; 4th Street will not be reliable due to Central Corridor construction and also due to the Central SoMa plan.  We need to figure out how to get people to the Arena from the East Bay given these changes.  Do we concentrate traffic or do we diffuse it?  For the AT&T, we concentrate it but that is difficult. We need to talk about the Changeable Message Signs.  


			Catherine asked Jerry Robbins to take a look at the slides. 





Bob to send PDF of slides to Erin, and she will forward to Jerry.


			





			What happens with concert trucks?  Do they lay over or leave after dropping things off.  Ricardo is concerned about externalizing loading to the street.  There should be sufficient space for all loading not just concert/arena.  Maybe in the AM South Street can accommodate smaller trucks.  Ricardo is open to UPS like deliveries on the street.  


			


			





			There are many of signal upgrades happening.  Viktoriya asked for a list of these. 


			See endnotes[endnoteRef:1] [endnoteRef:2] [1:  	Mission Bay Signal Upgrades and Status
Third/MB Boulevards:  New Signal. Infrastructure completed.
Third/South:  New Signal. Pending with Blocks 29-32 infrastructure Improvements.
Third/Channel:  New Signal. Ongoing; anticipated completion in Spring 2015.
Third/16th:  Reconfigure Signal & Widen Street.  Ongoing; anticipated completion in Spring 2015.
Third/Mariposa:  Reconfigure Signal & Widen Street. Ongoing; anticipated completion in Spring 2015.
Fourth/Channel:  New Signal.  Infrastructure completed.
Fourth/South:  New Signal.  Infrastructure completed.
Fourth/16th:  New Signal.  Ongoing; anticipated completion in Spring 2015.
Fourth/Mariposa:  New Signal.  Ongoing; anticipated completion in Spring 2015.
Seventh/16th:  New Signal & Restripe Street.  Infrastructure completed.
Owens/16th:  New Signal & Widen Street.  Ongoing; anticipated completion in Spring 2015.
Owens/Mariposa/I-280 Off-ramp:  Reconfigure Signal.  Ongoing; anticipated completion in Spring 2015. 
I-280 On-ramp/Mariposa:  New Signal.  Ongoing; anticipated completion in Spring 2015.
Vermont/16th:  New Signal.  Infrastructure completed.
Potrero/16th:  Restripe Street.  Pending/Not sure it will be done under MBDG.
Seventh/Brannan:  Restripe Street.  Pending/Not sure it will be done under MBDG.
Seventh/Mission Bay Drive/Berry:  New Signal, Railroad Crossing, & Restripe Street.  Infrastructure completed

Contact:  Bill L. Lau, P.E.
Construction Manager
DPW - Infrastructure Design and Construction Division
Office: 415-355-6622  Mobile: 415-694-9633
Email:  Bill.Lau@sfdpw.org
]  [2:  Not part of the Mission Bay Plan, but there will be a new signal at Illinois and 18th and Illinois and 19th.  
] 



			(C) Complete





			Jerry Robins noted (in an email after this meeting) that a signal at Mariposa/Illinois/TFB might be effective; and that AT&T Park traffic would also benefit from replacing the old signal at Illinois/20th with a new red-yellow-green signal.  The next hang-up to post-event traffic is Illinois/22nd, which is a four-way stop.  While Ricardo Olea noted that two Illinois signals could be added to help with future traffic: at 20th and at Mariposa.


			


			





			PCOs are proposed on 3rd/South and 16th/Illinois for pre-event.  Peter suggested adding 16th/3rd.  Ricardo recommended enforcement of white zones and also possibly staging a PCO at the other garage entrances – depending on how many pedestrians there area.   Jessie thought maybe we should put temporary barriers on Bridgeway (however there are active loading areas).  


			


			





			3rd Street does not include a cut-out.  People just end up dropping people off right in front of the place.  There has to be enforcement.  


			


			





			Post game:  the northbound lanes should be closed on 3rd and WB on South at night for about 30 minutes around 9 pm.  On the tracks, you also need Muni personnel (it is more than one person PCO).  If people want to go to Mariposa Muni, you may need someone to control the box and also maybe control peds.  During Giants we put PCO on TFB on Illinois and TFB and South.  Ricardo thought maybe we don’t need a PCO at 16th and 7th.  When the northbound is closed, where would the traffic go?  We need to model.  


[bookmark: _GoBack]


			


			





			We need to consider how this would affect the emergency access to the new UCSF hospital.  We can’t affect their access.  


			


			





			Someone suggested that the Port should be contacted since they control some of the streets.  


			Adam to reach out to Diane. 


			





			Post-Event Bus Loading & Layover – provide additional bus stop on north side of 16th Street (between 3rd Street and Illinois Street) and show bus layover area on east side of Illinois Street between 16th Street and Mariposa Street (for northbound buses).[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Note, cells in light green incorporated from Bob Grandy’s notes to Erin] 



			Erin will schedule focus group meeting for 16th Street circulation and urban design.


			





			Traffic Control – provide all-way stop at 16th Street/Illinois Street (primary parking garage access) with provision that GSW shall install traffic signal if needed.


			Erin will schedule meeting for pre- and post-game traffic control.


			





			Curb Management





			Media trucks:  If pedestrian are accessing onto 16th Street, they may conflict with the cables from the media trucks.  Plan assumes a national even and 200 feet is for about 4 trucks.  If there are playoffs, we will need to find more space.  Do the vehicles have equipment that will affect the sidewalk?  Jessie to follow up.  Almost all of them have pop-outs and so on.  We don’t want the sidewalk to feel like a media office.  


			GSW Team – design team to review design for Public Safety Building and include provisions for a vault adjacent to the curb for media trucks to “plug” into to avoid the need for cables to go across the sidewalk on the north side of 16th Street.


			





			We might want to have a designated space for the Uber and such.  We have enough frontage on TAB. 


			


			





			Where will the shuttle buses be staged during events? 


			


			





			The cross sections are from MB infrastructure plan.  GSW is changing two of these – maintain the curb to curb but then change the allocation of space.  


			


			





			Accessible loading zone requirements as outlined in the Draft Pedestrian Right of Way Accessibility Guidelines (PROWAG), which is expected to be adopted in the next few months.  


a. P. 71, R215 Passenger Loading Zones. Where passenger loading zones other than transit stops are provided, at least one accessible passenger loading zone complying with R310 shall be provided for each 30 m (100.0 ft) of continuous loading zone space or fraction thereof. 


b. p. 98, R310 provides design specifications for the loading zone.


c. R214 on p. 71, which prescribes a ratio of accessible on-street parking spaces to metered on-street parking spaces per block perimeter.





			Download here:  http://www.access-board.gov/attachments/article/743/nprm.pdf





Sandra Padilla is the SFMTA contact for this item





			





			Parking





			The parking diagram presented in F&P presentation shows private and publicly available spaces.  


			


			





			The South street garage entrances are not there for the public attending a game because it is for players and maybe some retails. 


			


			





			Two curb cuts on South street is too much.


			


			





			Bikes and Peds





			The Warriors want to have bike share station.  Keith thinks maybe several would be appropriate.  Bike share stations take about 100’ curb length.


			


			





			Bike valet will be 300 spaces or so.  If the demand exceeds, we would do temporary corals at some other locations such as 16th and 3rd might be good.  It would all be staffed.  This would prevent them from going across the garage access.  Mike thought it would be a good way to have two-way bike facility on Terry Francois.


			


			





			Bike parking should also be available from west site (3rd Street) for office.


			


			





			Transit





			Travel demand memo:  MTA concerned about mirroring the transit mode split after the Giants.


			Vik needs to share with Jeff


			





			Include 22nd Street Caltrain Station as part of transit context for projrect.  Electrification will increase service significantly.


			MTA/Eric Miller – confirm with Caltrain what additional service will be available by 2018/19


			





			Transportation Demand Management





			Can we shuttle people in directly from the East Bay or other places.  Who is going to figure this out – private market, the city?  Jessie thinks we might want to leverage the Mission Bay shuttle system administered through the TMA.  Timing wise this is a good synergy.  We would look at Powell and 16th Stations.  


			


			





			Are we anticipating group sales (the Giants can have up to a dozen buses)?  If this happens for the GSW, where would these shuttles be staged? 


			


			





			16th Street bt 3rd and TFB





			We need to solve for any garage queuing that could occur.  What will the circulation be like inside the garage to eliminate queues? How many lanes in/out and could they be flexible lanes?


			16th Street Conceptual Striping Plan – set up meeting of MTA and Fehr & Peers staff to review and revise plans.





			





			16th/Illinois should be AWS with monitoring in case it needs to be signalized. 


			


			





			We need to consider bulbs at the parking entrance and elsewhere, as appropriate.


			Erin to follow up with planning on access to the garage being off Illinois and the associated urban design issues


			





			Location of Primary Arena Parking Garage Access – there was consensus that the location of the primary arena parking garage access on the north leg of the 16th Street/Illinois Street intersection is the preferred location for transportation safety reasons. 


			GSW Team – incorporate urban design elements into the office/retail building façade on the west end of 16th Street to create desirable visual appearance from the south along Illinois Street.





			





			Post-Event Bus Loading & Layover – provide additional bus stop on north
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Beauchamp, Kevin"; Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Warriors MB CAC Presentation
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:20:00 PM
Attachments: GSW CAC presentation 8.14.14.pdf


We are still getting it posted, but here is the PPT.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Beauchamp, Kevin [mailto:KBeauchamp@planning.ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 1:46 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Warriors MB CAC Presentation
 
Hi Catherine and Lila—
 
Has the Warriors presentation from last night’s MB CAC meeting been posted to the OCII website?  I
hunted around a bit, but perhaps I’m not looking in the right place.
 
Kevin
 
 
 
Kevin Beauchamp, AICP
Director of Physical Planning
UCSF Campus Planning
654 Minnesota Street, Second Floor
San Francisco, CA 94143-0286
(415) 476-4238
kbeauchamp@planning.ucsf.edu
www.ucsf.edu/LRDP
 



mailto:KBeauchamp@planning.ucsf.edu

mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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mailto:kbeauchamp@planning.ucsf.edu

http://www.ucsf.edu/LRDP






Mission Bay CAC Meeting



GSW Arena Site Plan Review
August14 2014
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Key Team Members



• Craig Dykers, Snohetta



• David Manica, MANICA Architecture



• David Carlock, GSW Project Executive



• Jesse Blout, Strada Project Management



• Clarke Miller, Strada Project Management



• Gail Hunter, GSW Vice President of Public Affairs & Event Management 



• Theo Ellington, GSW Director of Public Affairs
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Overview



• GSW and Salesforce.com entered into 



a purchase agreement in April 2014 for 



12-acre Blocks 29-32



• Program Elements:



o Approximately 18,000-seat multi-



purpose arena



o Approximately 500,000 SF of office



o Between 55,000 and 95,000 SF of 



retail



o 3.2 acres of plazas and public 



space



o 700 Parking spaces



Blocks 29-32
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Projected Event Count and Attendance
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(1) Attendance levels are lower than sell out capacity due to industry-standard No Show rate. GSW playoff games will 



range from zero to a maximum of 16 based on GSW performance.
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Site Opportunities



• Opportunity to provide a cultural focal 



point at the nexus of 16th Street and 3rd



– two key N-S and E-W connectors
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Site Opportunities



• Opportunity to provide a cultural focal 



point at the nexus of 16th Street and 3rd



– two key N-S and E-W connectors



• Energize and activate new Bayfront



Park



• Plentiful transit options within a short 



walk



• Place-making



• Excellent pedestrian and bike access
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Public Access



• 3.2 acres of plazas and 



public spaces including:
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Public Access



• 3.2 acres of plazas and 



public spaces including:



o 3,700 SF plaza at 



northwest corner



o 57,300 SF plaza along 



3rd Street



o 12,500 SF plaza at 



southeast corner



3,700 SF



57,300 SF



12,500 SF
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Main Entry Plaza Comparison



Union Square
(140’x 240’)



GSW Plaza 
(150’ x 235’)



Union Square & GSW Plaza 



Comp
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• Multiple pedestrian access 



points



• Multiple venue access points:



o Primary arena entrance 



at 3rd Street Plaza



o Secondary arena 



entrance, primary theater 



entrance at southeast 



corner



• Substantial public space:



o 3rd Street Plaza



o Southeast Plaza



Pedestrian/Bike Access
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Vehicular Access



• Loading dock access via 16th



Street



• Primary office and event 



parking access via 16th street



• Primary retail parking access 



via South Street



• Event drop-off location on 



southern half of Terry 



Francois Boulevard 
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Vehicular Circulation



• Vehicle circulation from 16th



Street to upper and lower 



parking levels



• Access controlled pathway to 



arena loading dock



• Vehicle circulation from 



South Street to upper and 



lower parking levels
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• Arena at 135’ (vs. 150’+ for 



comparable venues)



• Office tower at 160’, podium 



at 90’



• Retail elements at ~25’ to 40’



Building Heights











Priv ileged and Confidential.  Not for Distribution.



office midrise
(+90) office 



(+160)



gate house
(+38)



roof terrace
(+39)



roof terrace
(+26)



arena
(+135)



office midrise
(+90)



office 
(+160)



roof terrace
(+46)



event hall
(+125)



event hall 
deck



(+103)
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Process and Schedule



• Project to follow typical Mission 



Bay Design Review and 



approval process with CAC 



consultation on Major Phase and 



Basic Concept/Schematic 



Design Package



• Project will also undergo a 



Supplemental EIR (“SEIR”) to 



look at specific transportation 



and other impacts



• SEIR must be certified before 



prior to Major Phase and 



Schematic Design approval



Milestone
Target



Completion Date



Review of Draft Major Phase (CAC/OCII/Planning) Q3/Q4 2014



Release of SEIR NOP Q4 2014



Release of Draft SEIR Q1 2015



SEIR Certification and Major Phase Approval Q3 2015
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CAC Next Steps



• Draft Major Phase review at Sept CAC meeting



• Potential workshop on Saturday following the Sept CAC meeting



• Additional potential topics for future CAC meetings:



o Transportation Management Plan (TMP)



o Pre- and post- event management strategies











Thank You













From: Beauchamp, Kevin
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Warriors MB CAC Presentation
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:30:36 PM


Great, thank you.
 
Kevin
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 2:21 PM
To: Beauchamp, Kevin; Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Warriors MB CAC Presentation
 
We are still getting it posted, but here is the PPT.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Beauchamp, Kevin [mailto:KBeauchamp@planning.ucsf.edu] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 1:46 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Warriors MB CAC Presentation
 
Hi Catherine and Lila—
 
Has the Warriors presentation from last night’s MB CAC meeting been posted to the OCII website?  I
hunted around a bit, but perhaps I’m not looking in the right place.
 
Kevin
 
 
 
Kevin Beauchamp, AICP
Director of Physical Planning
UCSF Campus Planning
654 Minnesota Street, Second Floor
San Francisco, CA 94143-0286
(415) 476-4238
kbeauchamp@planning.ucsf.edu
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http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Gary Oates; Joyce; Karl  Heisler
Subject: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 1:54:48 PM
Attachments: Prelim Draft GSW Mission Bay Initial Study_Cultural Only_08-08-14.docx


Catherine, Chris and Brett:
 
As promised, attached is a preliminary draft of Initial Study Cultural Resources section for the
Warriors project.  This has not been sent out the larger team. Please let us know if you have 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:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org
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mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com
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Initial Study


Project Address/Title


Planning Department Case No. 20XX.XXXXE


A.	PROJECT DESCRIPTION


B.	PROJECT SETTING


C.	COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS


			


			Applicable


			Not Applicable





			Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed to the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable.


			|_|


			|X|





			Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or Region, if applicable.


			|X|


			|_|





			Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other than the Planning Department or the Department of Building Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies.


			|X|


			|_|











D.	SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS


The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor.





			[bookmark: Check8]|_|


			Land Use


			|_|


			Air Quality


			|_|


			Biological Resources





			|_|


			Aesthetics


			|_|


			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			|_|


			Geology and Soils





			|_|


			Population and Housing


			|_|


			Wind and Shadow


			|_|


			Hydrology and Water Quality





			|_|


			Cultural and Paleo. Resources


			|_|


			Recreation


			|_|


			Hazards/Hazardous Materials





			|_|


			Transportation and Circulation


			|_|


			Utilities and Service Systems


			|_|


			Mineral/Energy Resources





			|_|


			Noise


			|_|


			Public Services


			|_|


			Agricultural and Forest Resources





			


			


			


			


			|_|


			Mandatory Findings of Significance











	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Impact Identified and Analyzed in Prior EIR


			Proposed Changes to the Project Result in New or 
More Severe Impacts


			Substantial Changes Occurred With Respect to the Circumstances Under Which the Project is Undertaken that will Result in New or More Severe Impacts; or New Information is Available Showing New or More Severe Impacts


			Newly Feasible or Different Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			Mitigation Measures in the Prior EIR and/or Newly Added Mitigation Measures Adequately Address Impacts


			Less than Significant Impact in Prior EIR or Topic Not Previously Analyzed and No Significant Project Impact 





			4.	CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES—Would the project:


			


			


			


			


			


			





			a)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|





			c)	Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			[bookmark: Check2]|X|


			|_|








Summary of Cultural Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


Summary of Historic Architectural Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic architectural resources present within or adjacent to the Mission Bay plan area. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that former Fire Station 30, located at Third Street and Mission Rock Street within the Mission Bay plan area, was potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); and the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges, located at China Basin Channel located adjacent to but outside the Mission Bay plan area, were determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.[footnoteRef:1] These historic architectural resources were not located within, or in proximity to, the Blocks 29 to 32 site. [1:  	In 1989, the Lefty O’Doul Bridge was designated City Landmark No. 194.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design Impacts section determined that the proposed demolition of former Fire Station 30 would be a significant impact to this historic architectural resource, however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR further determined that the since the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges were located outside the Mission Bay plan area, and those structures and their setting would not be modified under the Mission Bay project, that impacts to those historic architectural resources would be less than significant. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined the Mission Bay plan would result in a significant impact to historic architectural resources, and identified mitigation measures to reduce the impact to a less than significant level; however, the impact and associated mitigation measures are not applicable to the Blocks 29 to 32 site.


Historic and Prehistoric Archaeological Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Cultural Resources section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic and prehistoric resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including information from a Cultural Resources Evaluation conducted in 1987 by David Chavez & Associates, and supplemented with an archaeological resources review conducted in 1997 by David Chavez & Associates. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study indicated the overall potential for prehistoric Native American sites within the Mission Bay plan area was low, however, there was potential for historic-period archaeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area associated with the use of the area for industrial purposes and as a City landfill in the nineteenth and early twentieth century. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study presented mapping of areas within the Mission Bay project area that had the most notable potential for subsurface historic and prehistoric cultural resources; this included the portion of the Mission Bay plan area south of and including 16th Street (i.e., immediately south of and adjacent to the project site).[footnoteRef:2] No substantial potential for archeological resources was identified in most areas composed of filled land in the former Mission Bay, including the project site, with the exception of the opposite (north) margin of Mission Bay, which was used as the City dump in the late 19th century.  [2:  	Potential historic-period resources in this area were identified as being associated with 19th century shipbuilding activities at Potrero Point (Point San Quentin), which extended northward into the southeast corner of Mission Bay nearly to 16th Street, and with a nearby glass factory. ] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study acknowledged that construction under the Mission Bay plan could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources; however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including potential impacts within the vicinity of Blocks 29 to 32, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level. 


Impact Evaluation


Historic Architectural Resources


Impact CP-1: The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. However, as discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any historic architectural resources within or in proximity of the project site, and correspondingly, did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site. Given the absence of historic architectural resources on or in proximity to the project site, the construction and operation of these proposed uses would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to historic architectural resources. 


[bookmark: _GoBack]At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, several buildings and facilities were located and operating on the project site. These buildings and structures were subsequently removed, and the project site has been subject to grading, some excavation, and construction of paved surface parking lots, fencing and associated utilities on portions of the site. This change in conditions on the project site has not altered the fact that the site contains no historic architectural resources, as those facilities that were removed from the project site did not have any historic architectural status or importance, nor would it alter the effects of the project with respect to impacts on historic architectural resources. 


Pursuant to mitigation identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the sole historic architectural resource located within the Mission Bay plan area (former Fire Station 30) was evaluated and determined to be eligible for the NRHP.[footnoteRef:3] This change in conditions for this resource, however, has no effect on conditions regarding the absence of historic architectural resources at or in the vicinity of the project site. There are no other new historic architectural resources, including City Landmarks and/or historic districts, that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, there have been no substantial changes with respect to circumstances under which the project is undertaken nor has any new information become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project.  [3:  	Former Fire Station 30 has since been rehabilitated consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, converted to provide a community meeting room and house the Arson Task Force, and integrated with the newly-constructed Public Safety Building. ] 



As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts historic architectural resources within the project site. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduced project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Consequently, no previously-identified new mitigation measures to address project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required.


On the bases of the factors discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR on historical resources as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the Planning Code.


	


Archaeological Resources


Impact CP-2: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric- or historic-era archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts, including within Blocks 29 to 32, to a less-than-significant level. 


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. Construction activities would require excavation, grading and pile driving, which could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources, should such resources be present. These types of subsurface construction activities were anticipated and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and there is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of previously-identified significant impacts to archaeological resources.


As discussed under Historic Architectural Resources, above, since preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project site has been subject to subsurface disturbance from grading, some excavation activities and new construction. This change in conditions on the project site would not create the potential for the project to result in new or more severe impacts to potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources that may be present on the site. 


There are no other new historic or prehistoric archaeological resources that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.[footnoteRef:4] Therefore, no new information has become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. [4:  	The “Prehistoric Native American Shell Middens on Mission Bay, San Francisco” archaeological district, recently determined eligible for the National Register, is located in the South of Market neighborhood (in the vicinity of the original northern shoreline of the Mission Bay), and consequently, is not located in proximity to the project site, and moreover, is completely outside the Mission Bay plan area.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including the project site, to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce archaeological resources at the project site. While there are no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives required to reduce project impacts to archaeological resources beyond those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the City has since updated its standard mitigation measures for accidental discovery of archeological resources which would augment and replace the FSEIR Mitigation D.6, as specified below. 


[Reviewers: This approach to revising mitigation measures is consistent with what is used in CPEs.]


Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Implementing FSEIR Mitigation D.6: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities being undertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet. 


Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils disturbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 


If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant from the pool of qualified archaeological consultants maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.


Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archaeological monitoring program; or an archeological testing program. If an archeological monitoring program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site security program if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions.


The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and describing the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 


Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD three copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.


It is noted that, because the Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 implements FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, it does not indicate the presence of a new more severe significant impact or an impact of greater severity than was analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR. Consistent with the conclusions of the FSEIR, FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, as implemented through Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, would reduce the proposed project’s impact to a less-than-significant level. As such, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts on archeological resources than were analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR.


	


Paleontological Resources


Impact CP-3: The project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)


Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, or traces of once-living organisms preserved in rocks and sediments. Paleontological resources are lithologically dependent; that is, deposition and preservation of paleontological resources are related to the lithologic unit in which they occur. If the rock types representing a deposition environment conducive to deposition and preservation of fossils are not favorable, fossils will not be present. Rock types that may contain fossils include sedimentary and volcanic formations. 


The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts on paleontological resources within the Mission Bay Plan area, including the project site. However, the project site is not considered a sensitive area for paleontological resources or unique geological features related to such resources. The project site is underlain by artificial fill and Bay Mud to a depth over 50 feet (i.e., below the depth of proposed excavation), and these soil layers are not sensitive for paleontological resources.


Proposed project construction activities would require pile driving activities which were assumed in the Mission Bay FSEIR to occur in the Mission Bay plan area, including within the project site. There is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would be substantially different from that analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


The proposed installation of piles at the project site would involve limited disruption of the underlying geologic units. As noted above, excavation at the project site would encounter only artificial fill and Bay Mud; both of these units have a low paleontological potential per Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) criteria.[footnoteRef:5] In addition, the project would not involve excavation of exposed rock outcrops that would destroy a unique geologic feature. Therefore, impacts related to paleontological resources and geologic features would be less than significant. [5:  	The SVP has established guidelines for the identification, assessment, and mitigation of adverse impacts on nonrenewable paleontological resources. Many federal, state, county, and city agencies have either formally or informally adopted the SVP’s standard guidelines for the mitigation of adverse construction-related impacts on paleontological resources. The SVP has helped define the value of paleontological resources and, in particular, indicates that geologic units of high paleontological potential are those from which vertebrate or significant invertebrate or significant suites of plant fossils have been recovered in the past (i.e., are represented in institutional collections). Areas that contain potentially datable organic remains older than the Recent era, including deposits associated with nests or middens, and areas that may contain new vertebrate deposits, traces, or trackways, are also classified as significant. Geologic units of low paleontological potential are those that are not known to have produced a substantial body of significant paleontological material. As such, the sensitivity of an area with respect to paleontological resources hinges on its geologic setting and whether significant fossils have been discovered in the area or in similar geologic units.] 



	


Human Remains


Impact CP-4: The proposed project would not disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)


To date, no known human burial locations have been identified within the project site. The possibility cannot be entirely discounted, as human remains could exist anywhere. Project construction could result in direct impacts to previously undiscovered human remains during earthmoving activities. 


Under State law, human remains and associated burial items may be significant resources in two ways: they may be significant to descendant communities for patrimonial, cultural, lineage, and religious reasons and human remains may also be important to the scientific community, such as prehistorians, epidemiologists, and physical anthropologists. The specific stake of some descendant groups in ancestral burials is a matter of law for some groups, such as Native Americans (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98). In other cases, the concerns of the associated descendent group regarding appropriate treatment and disposition of discovered human burials may become known only through outreach. Beliefs concerning appropriate treatment, study, and disposition of human remains and associated burial items may be inconsistent and even conflict between descendent and scientific communities. CEQA and other State regulations concerning Native American human remains provide the following procedural requirements to assist in avoiding potential adverse effects to human remains within the contexts of their value to both descendants communities and the scientific community: 


· When an initial study identifies the existence or probable likelihood that a project would impact Native American human remains, the lead agency is to contact and work with the appropriate Native American representatives identified through the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to develop an agreement for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and any associated burial items (CEQA Guidelines Section15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98)


· If human remains are accidentally discovered, the county coroner must be contacted. If the county coroner determines that the human remains are Native American, the coroner must contact the NAHC within 24 hours. The NAHC must identify the most likely descendant (MLD) to provide for the opportunity to make recommendations for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and associated burial items. If the MLD fails to make recommendations within 24 hours of notification or the project applicant rejects the recommendations of the MLD, the Native American human remains and associated burial items must be reburied in a location not subject to future disturbance within the project site (Public Resources Code Section 5097.98).


· If potentially affected human remains/burial may have scientific significance, whether or not having significance to Native Americans or other descendent communities, then under CEQA, the appropriate mitigation of effect may require the recovery of the scientific information of the remains/burial through identification, evaluation, data recovery, analysis, and interpretation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(2)).


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-CP: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, could result in significant impacts to cultural resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The geographic scope for potential cumulative cultural resources generally includes the Mission Bay area. Cumulative projects within the project vicinity would be required to undergo separate environmental review, as necessary. As the proposed project would have no impacts to historic architectural resources, it therefore would not contribute to any such cumulative impact. 


Similar to the proposed project as described under Impacts CP-2 and CP-4, the cumulative projects could have a significant impact on both recorded and unrecorded archeological resources, including human remains interred outside of formal cemeteries, given the substantial amount of construction-related ground disturbance that could occur. The impacts of the proposed project when considered together with similar impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects could contribute to a significant cumulative impact to cultural resources. However, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2, as standard City-required mitigation, would also apply to cumulative projects based on each project’s potential to affect archeological resources and would reduce cumulative impacts to cultural resources to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure: Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	1	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision


Project Name	2	ESA / Project No.


Type of document	Date


Preliminary  Subject to Revision


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	2	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision







From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Micah Fobbs
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:48:30 AM


We are on for tonight.  The quote is fine.  Feel free to record the meeting if you want to, but we only
need audio and microphone stuff.
 


From: Micah Fobbs [mailto:micah.fobbs@hpscac.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 1:42 PM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Hello Lila,
 
Alise can cover the CAC meeting.
Just let me know if in fact you'd like me to do the meeting, I've attached a quote for
your review.
Alo I'd like to video record the meeting if that's ok with you?


Thank You,
Micah J. Fobbs
 
 
HPS Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
HPS SASFRA Site Office
Administrative Support
415.822.4622
415.822.4840 Fx
info@hpscac.com
www.hpscac.com
P.O. Box 885063
San Francisco, CA 94188
 


From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
To: Micah Fobbs <micah.fobbs@hpscac.com> 
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:15 AM
Subject: RE: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
That should work, we are exploring a back up in case Alise is unavailable.  I’ll keep you
posted. 
 
 


From: Micah Fobbs [mailto:micah.fobbs@hpscac.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 10:21 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
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I don't have a projector, but can assist if you have one.
I do have a smaller portable mic/amp set I can bring if it's just two mics.
I should be  able to do it, I'm waiting to hear back from Alise, however I may be able
to have my son assist with the audio in case I can't stay, he's helped me several
times in the past.
 
Thank You,
Micah J. Fobbs
 
 
HPS Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
HPS SASFRA Site Office
Administrative Support
415.822.4622
415.822.4840 Fx
info@hpscac.com
www.hpscac.com
P.O. Box 885063
San Francisco, CA 94188
 


From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
To: Micah Fobbs <micah.fobbs@hpscac.com> 
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 9:58 AM
Subject: RE: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Just two mics and assistance with setting up the projector, warriors will bring their own
projector.


 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 
 
 
 


From: Micah Fobbs [mailto:micah.fobbs@hpscac.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 9:54 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
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Hello Lila,
 
I need to check with Alise when she gets in to see if she can cover the CAC, & I have
some of my equipment on another project right now, what were you looking for? mics,
speakers & recording? how many mics might be needed?
 
Thank You,
Micah J. Fobbs
 


 
HPS Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
HPS SASFRA Site Office
Administrative Support
415.822.4622
415.822.4840 Fx
info@hpscac.com
www.hpscac.com
P.O. Box 885063
San Francisco, CA 94188
 


From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
To: "micah.fobbs@hpscac.com" <micah.fobbs@hpscac.com> 
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:24 PM
Subject: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Micah,
 
I just left you a voicemail.  Can you let me know if you have time to set up a Mission
Bay CAC at 4:30pm this Thursday?  The meeting will last from 4:30-7:30pm.   I know
there is a shipyard P&D meeting, Amabel mentioned you might be able to have
someone record that meeting for you.  I believe we could use some of the AV
equipment onsite if needed.  The meeting will take place at the same Mission Bay
room we used for a Commission a couple of months ago.  Attached is the meeting
agenda.  Let’s talk as soon as possible.  You can also call my cellphone this evening
at 415-378-0808.
 
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond C. (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW draft RFP for OCII comment
Date: Monday, August 11, 2014 9:29:00 AM


I am not going to be able to get to this anytime soon, so I would go ahead and send your comments
to them.  The only thing though is whether they need to start identifying the requirement for the
minimum 25% local hire/50% apprentices?
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Bridges, George (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 11:03 AM
To: Lee, Raymond C. (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW draft RFP for OCII comment
 
This looks fine, thanks!
 


From: Lee, Raymond C. (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:58 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bridges, George (CII)
Subject: FW: GSW draft RFP for OCII comment
 
Hi,
 
Do you have any comments you’d like to convey to Clarke regarding their proposed RFP and I can
respond to him for all of us?
 
My thoughts are as follows:


1.        GSW has an obligation to incorporate MBS OPA Attachment H (Program in Diversity) in its
contracts with direct consultants.  There does not appear to be any requirement to
incorporate Attachment H on subconsultant contracts (only construction contracts—correct
me if I’m wrong).  For their benefit, I thought we should suggest that they incorporate
Attachment H by reference in either their RFP or agreements.


2.        E&O insurance requirements currently state $5 million, presumably for structural engineer. 
This amount should be adjusted based on the discipline sought (e.g., lowered for lighting
design, etc.).


3.        Are their proposed schedules (Preliminary Schedule A and alternate B) in line with our
plans?


 
Thanks,



mailto:george.bridges@sfgov.org
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Ray
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 8:00 AM
To: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond C. (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); David Kelly (dkelly@warriors.com); Jesse Blout;
Julia Nunes (jnunes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: GSW draft RFP for OCII comment
 
George, Ray, Catherine,
 


Please see attached for GSW’s draft RFP which is targeted for release on August 15th, the day after


much of this information becomes unveiled publically at the Mission Bay CAC on August 14th. At the
same time we issue the RFP to the shortlisted firms, we’ll also notify those firms that did not make
the shortlist (draft verbiage will be circulated for your review and comment prior to sending out).
 
Please let us know if you have any comments to the attached, preferably before Monday, August 11.
Certain members of GSW are reviewing the document in parallel, so if there are any significant
changes to the RFP based on their feedback, we’ll let you know.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Office: 415.263.9151 | Cell: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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From: Bruce Agid
To: Albert, Peter (MTA)
Cc: Katy Liddell (clliddell@me.com); kliddell2001@yahoo.com; Alice Rogers (arcomnsf@pacbell.net); Miller-


Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Reilly, Catherine (CII); liz.brisson@sfcta.org
Subject: Re: Check in on WTA and SoMa pilot
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:59:21 AM


Peter,


I'm free from 3:30 to 5:00pm.....Bruce


On Thu, Aug 14, 2014 at 7:57 PM, Albert, Peter <Peter.Albert@sfmta.com> wrote:


Hi, Katie:


I was glad to talk to you tonight and also glad Erin and I weren’t necessary to the
Mission Bay CAC meeting.  We would have gone if transportation were on the
agenda, and I/we will be at future meetings when it is – but Catherine and Tiffany
both assured us tonight’s meeting wasn’t focused on transportation.


 


That said, we did work much in last month with the Warriors to ensure that access
to the new Arena is pedestrian-safe, that driveways and loading areas don’t
obscure access to transit, that bike parking and bikeshare are given adequate
space and are on bike paths, etc.  If the Warriors or OCII represented these
cooperative developments,  I’m happy to report they are correct.


 


SoMa Pilot:


I’m glad to hear you’ve been working with Erin and would welcome a check-in by
phone so Erin and I can give you updates, discuss other aspects, etc. 


I am holding 1:30-5 open next Wednesday afternoon (Aug 20) for a half-hour
phone call.  It would be great to have Alice and Bruce there, too.  I use this email
to see if Erin is also free that day, or if we’d need to find another time next week.


 


WTA 2.0


I outlined how Liz has been working to revamp her scope to support new analysis
based on the Warrior’s new site and still review the broader waterfront network.
The SFMTA just authorized adequate funding for Liz to accomplish this, and we’ll
soon be “on the road” giving our two-agency updates about the WTA.  We don’t
really need to worry that we’ve lost time vis-à-vis the EIRs of the Warriors, Giants
or Pier 70, since the EIRs of all three of these projects are still much farther ahead
thn Liz’s projected completion of her phase.
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We should talk soon about how to set up a WTA update/discussion with the
community.  We’ll make sure our website is updated accordingly.


 


Best regards,


Peter Albert


Manager, SFMTA Urban Planning Initiatives


SF Municipal Transportation Agency


1 South Van Ness Ave, Seventh Floor


San Francisco, CA 94103


(: 415.701.4328


: 415.701.4735


*: peter.albert@sfmta.com
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Gary Oates; Joyce; Karl  Heisler
Subject: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 1:54:48 PM
Attachments: Prelim Draft GSW Mission Bay Initial Study_Cultural Only_08-08-14.docx


Catherine, Chris and Brett:
 
As promised, attached is a preliminary draft of Initial Study Cultural Resources section for the
Warriors project.  This has not been sent out the larger team. Please let us know if you have 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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Initial Study


Project Address/Title


Planning Department Case No. 20XX.XXXXE


A.	PROJECT DESCRIPTION


B.	PROJECT SETTING


C.	COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS


			


			Applicable


			Not Applicable





			Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed to the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable.


			|_|


			|X|





			Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or Region, if applicable.


			|X|


			|_|





			Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other than the Planning Department or the Department of Building Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies.


			|X|


			|_|











D.	SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS


The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor.





			[bookmark: Check8]|_|


			Land Use


			|_|


			Air Quality


			|_|


			Biological Resources





			|_|


			Aesthetics


			|_|


			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			|_|


			Geology and Soils





			|_|


			Population and Housing


			|_|


			Wind and Shadow


			|_|


			Hydrology and Water Quality





			|_|


			Cultural and Paleo. Resources


			|_|


			Recreation


			|_|


			Hazards/Hazardous Materials





			|_|


			Transportation and Circulation


			|_|


			Utilities and Service Systems


			|_|


			Mineral/Energy Resources





			|_|


			Noise


			|_|


			Public Services


			|_|


			Agricultural and Forest Resources





			


			


			


			


			|_|


			Mandatory Findings of Significance











	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Impact Identified and Analyzed in Prior EIR


			Proposed Changes to the Project Result in New or 
More Severe Impacts


			Substantial Changes Occurred With Respect to the Circumstances Under Which the Project is Undertaken that will Result in New or More Severe Impacts; or New Information is Available Showing New or More Severe Impacts


			Newly Feasible or Different Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			Mitigation Measures in the Prior EIR and/or Newly Added Mitigation Measures Adequately Address Impacts


			Less than Significant Impact in Prior EIR or Topic Not Previously Analyzed and No Significant Project Impact 





			4.	CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES—Would the project:


			


			


			


			


			


			





			a)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|





			c)	Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			[bookmark: Check2]|X|


			|_|








Summary of Cultural Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


Summary of Historic Architectural Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic architectural resources present within or adjacent to the Mission Bay plan area. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that former Fire Station 30, located at Third Street and Mission Rock Street within the Mission Bay plan area, was potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); and the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges, located at China Basin Channel located adjacent to but outside the Mission Bay plan area, were determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.[footnoteRef:1] These historic architectural resources were not located within, or in proximity to, the Blocks 29 to 32 site. [1:  	In 1989, the Lefty O’Doul Bridge was designated City Landmark No. 194.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design Impacts section determined that the proposed demolition of former Fire Station 30 would be a significant impact to this historic architectural resource, however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR further determined that the since the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges were located outside the Mission Bay plan area, and those structures and their setting would not be modified under the Mission Bay project, that impacts to those historic architectural resources would be less than significant. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined the Mission Bay plan would result in a significant impact to historic architectural resources, and identified mitigation measures to reduce the impact to a less than significant level; however, the impact and associated mitigation measures are not applicable to the Blocks 29 to 32 site.


Historic and Prehistoric Archaeological Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Cultural Resources section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic and prehistoric resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including information from a Cultural Resources Evaluation conducted in 1987 by David Chavez & Associates, and supplemented with an archaeological resources review conducted in 1997 by David Chavez & Associates. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study indicated the overall potential for prehistoric Native American sites within the Mission Bay plan area was low, however, there was potential for historic-period archaeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area associated with the use of the area for industrial purposes and as a City landfill in the nineteenth and early twentieth century. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study presented mapping of areas within the Mission Bay project area that had the most notable potential for subsurface historic and prehistoric cultural resources; this included the portion of the Mission Bay plan area south of and including 16th Street (i.e., immediately south of and adjacent to the project site).[footnoteRef:2] No substantial potential for archeological resources was identified in most areas composed of filled land in the former Mission Bay, including the project site, with the exception of the opposite (north) margin of Mission Bay, which was used as the City dump in the late 19th century.  [2:  	Potential historic-period resources in this area were identified as being associated with 19th century shipbuilding activities at Potrero Point (Point San Quentin), which extended northward into the southeast corner of Mission Bay nearly to 16th Street, and with a nearby glass factory. ] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study acknowledged that construction under the Mission Bay plan could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources; however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including potential impacts within the vicinity of Blocks 29 to 32, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level. 


Impact Evaluation


Historic Architectural Resources


Impact CP-1: The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. However, as discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any historic architectural resources within or in proximity of the project site, and correspondingly, did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site. Given the absence of historic architectural resources on or in proximity to the project site, the construction and operation of these proposed uses would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to historic architectural resources. 


[bookmark: _GoBack]At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, several buildings and facilities were located and operating on the project site. These buildings and structures were subsequently removed, and the project site has been subject to grading, some excavation, and construction of paved surface parking lots, fencing and associated utilities on portions of the site. This change in conditions on the project site has not altered the fact that the site contains no historic architectural resources, as those facilities that were removed from the project site did not have any historic architectural status or importance, nor would it alter the effects of the project with respect to impacts on historic architectural resources. 


Pursuant to mitigation identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the sole historic architectural resource located within the Mission Bay plan area (former Fire Station 30) was evaluated and determined to be eligible for the NRHP.[footnoteRef:3] This change in conditions for this resource, however, has no effect on conditions regarding the absence of historic architectural resources at or in the vicinity of the project site. There are no other new historic architectural resources, including City Landmarks and/or historic districts, that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, there have been no substantial changes with respect to circumstances under which the project is undertaken nor has any new information become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project.  [3:  	Former Fire Station 30 has since been rehabilitated consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, converted to provide a community meeting room and house the Arson Task Force, and integrated with the newly-constructed Public Safety Building. ] 



As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts historic architectural resources within the project site. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduced project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Consequently, no previously-identified new mitigation measures to address project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required.


On the bases of the factors discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR on historical resources as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the Planning Code.


	


Archaeological Resources


Impact CP-2: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric- or historic-era archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts, including within Blocks 29 to 32, to a less-than-significant level. 


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. Construction activities would require excavation, grading and pile driving, which could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources, should such resources be present. These types of subsurface construction activities were anticipated and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and there is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of previously-identified significant impacts to archaeological resources.


As discussed under Historic Architectural Resources, above, since preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project site has been subject to subsurface disturbance from grading, some excavation activities and new construction. This change in conditions on the project site would not create the potential for the project to result in new or more severe impacts to potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources that may be present on the site. 


There are no other new historic or prehistoric archaeological resources that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.[footnoteRef:4] Therefore, no new information has become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. [4:  	The “Prehistoric Native American Shell Middens on Mission Bay, San Francisco” archaeological district, recently determined eligible for the National Register, is located in the South of Market neighborhood (in the vicinity of the original northern shoreline of the Mission Bay), and consequently, is not located in proximity to the project site, and moreover, is completely outside the Mission Bay plan area.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including the project site, to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce archaeological resources at the project site. While there are no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives required to reduce project impacts to archaeological resources beyond those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the City has since updated its standard mitigation measures for accidental discovery of archeological resources which would augment and replace the FSEIR Mitigation D.6, as specified below. 


[Reviewers: This approach to revising mitigation measures is consistent with what is used in CPEs.]


Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Implementing FSEIR Mitigation D.6: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities being undertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet. 


Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils disturbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 


If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant from the pool of qualified archaeological consultants maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.


Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archaeological monitoring program; or an archeological testing program. If an archeological monitoring program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site security program if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions.


The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and describing the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 


Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD three copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.


It is noted that, because the Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 implements FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, it does not indicate the presence of a new more severe significant impact or an impact of greater severity than was analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR. Consistent with the conclusions of the FSEIR, FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, as implemented through Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, would reduce the proposed project’s impact to a less-than-significant level. As such, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts on archeological resources than were analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR.


	


Paleontological Resources


Impact CP-3: The project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)


Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, or traces of once-living organisms preserved in rocks and sediments. Paleontological resources are lithologically dependent; that is, deposition and preservation of paleontological resources are related to the lithologic unit in which they occur. If the rock types representing a deposition environment conducive to deposition and preservation of fossils are not favorable, fossils will not be present. Rock types that may contain fossils include sedimentary and volcanic formations. 


The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts on paleontological resources within the Mission Bay Plan area, including the project site. However, the project site is not considered a sensitive area for paleontological resources or unique geological features related to such resources. The project site is underlain by artificial fill and Bay Mud to a depth over 50 feet (i.e., below the depth of proposed excavation), and these soil layers are not sensitive for paleontological resources.


Proposed project construction activities would require pile driving activities which were assumed in the Mission Bay FSEIR to occur in the Mission Bay plan area, including within the project site. There is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would be substantially different from that analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


The proposed installation of piles at the project site would involve limited disruption of the underlying geologic units. As noted above, excavation at the project site would encounter only artificial fill and Bay Mud; both of these units have a low paleontological potential per Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) criteria.[footnoteRef:5] In addition, the project would not involve excavation of exposed rock outcrops that would destroy a unique geologic feature. Therefore, impacts related to paleontological resources and geologic features would be less than significant. [5:  	The SVP has established guidelines for the identification, assessment, and mitigation of adverse impacts on nonrenewable paleontological resources. Many federal, state, county, and city agencies have either formally or informally adopted the SVP’s standard guidelines for the mitigation of adverse construction-related impacts on paleontological resources. The SVP has helped define the value of paleontological resources and, in particular, indicates that geologic units of high paleontological potential are those from which vertebrate or significant invertebrate or significant suites of plant fossils have been recovered in the past (i.e., are represented in institutional collections). Areas that contain potentially datable organic remains older than the Recent era, including deposits associated with nests or middens, and areas that may contain new vertebrate deposits, traces, or trackways, are also classified as significant. Geologic units of low paleontological potential are those that are not known to have produced a substantial body of significant paleontological material. As such, the sensitivity of an area with respect to paleontological resources hinges on its geologic setting and whether significant fossils have been discovered in the area or in similar geologic units.] 



	


Human Remains


Impact CP-4: The proposed project would not disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)


To date, no known human burial locations have been identified within the project site. The possibility cannot be entirely discounted, as human remains could exist anywhere. Project construction could result in direct impacts to previously undiscovered human remains during earthmoving activities. 


Under State law, human remains and associated burial items may be significant resources in two ways: they may be significant to descendant communities for patrimonial, cultural, lineage, and religious reasons and human remains may also be important to the scientific community, such as prehistorians, epidemiologists, and physical anthropologists. The specific stake of some descendant groups in ancestral burials is a matter of law for some groups, such as Native Americans (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98). In other cases, the concerns of the associated descendent group regarding appropriate treatment and disposition of discovered human burials may become known only through outreach. Beliefs concerning appropriate treatment, study, and disposition of human remains and associated burial items may be inconsistent and even conflict between descendent and scientific communities. CEQA and other State regulations concerning Native American human remains provide the following procedural requirements to assist in avoiding potential adverse effects to human remains within the contexts of their value to both descendants communities and the scientific community: 


· When an initial study identifies the existence or probable likelihood that a project would impact Native American human remains, the lead agency is to contact and work with the appropriate Native American representatives identified through the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to develop an agreement for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and any associated burial items (CEQA Guidelines Section15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98)


· If human remains are accidentally discovered, the county coroner must be contacted. If the county coroner determines that the human remains are Native American, the coroner must contact the NAHC within 24 hours. The NAHC must identify the most likely descendant (MLD) to provide for the opportunity to make recommendations for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and associated burial items. If the MLD fails to make recommendations within 24 hours of notification or the project applicant rejects the recommendations of the MLD, the Native American human remains and associated burial items must be reburied in a location not subject to future disturbance within the project site (Public Resources Code Section 5097.98).


· If potentially affected human remains/burial may have scientific significance, whether or not having significance to Native Americans or other descendent communities, then under CEQA, the appropriate mitigation of effect may require the recovery of the scientific information of the remains/burial through identification, evaluation, data recovery, analysis, and interpretation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(2)).


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-CP: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, could result in significant impacts to cultural resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The geographic scope for potential cumulative cultural resources generally includes the Mission Bay area. Cumulative projects within the project vicinity would be required to undergo separate environmental review, as necessary. As the proposed project would have no impacts to historic architectural resources, it therefore would not contribute to any such cumulative impact. 


Similar to the proposed project as described under Impacts CP-2 and CP-4, the cumulative projects could have a significant impact on both recorded and unrecorded archeological resources, including human remains interred outside of formal cemeteries, given the substantial amount of construction-related ground disturbance that could occur. The impacts of the proposed project when considered together with similar impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects could contribute to a significant cumulative impact to cultural resources. However, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2, as standard City-required mitigation, would also apply to cumulative projects based on each project’s potential to affect archeological resources and would reduce cumulative impacts to cultural resources to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure: Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	1	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision


Project Name	2	ESA / Project No.


Type of document	Date


Preliminary  Subject to Revision


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	2	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision







From: Bridges, George (CII)
To: Lee, Raymond C. (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW draft RFP for OCII comment
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 11:03:32 AM


This looks fine, thanks!
 


From: Lee, Raymond C. (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:58 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bridges, George (CII)
Subject: FW: GSW draft RFP for OCII comment
 
Hi,
 
Do you have any comments you’d like to convey to Clarke regarding their proposed RFP and I can
respond to him for all of us?
 
My thoughts are as follows:


1.        GSW has an obligation to incorporate MBS OPA Attachment H (Program in Diversity) in its
contracts with direct consultants.  There does not appear to be any requirement to
incorporate Attachment H on subconsultant contracts (only construction contracts—correct
me if I’m wrong).  For their benefit, I thought we should suggest that they incorporate
Attachment H by reference in either their RFP or agreements.


2.        E&O insurance requirements currently state $5 million, presumably for structural engineer. 
This amount should be adjusted based on the discipline sought (e.g., lowered for lighting
design, etc.).


3.        Are their proposed schedules (Preliminary Schedule A and alternate B) in line with our
plans?


 
Thanks,
Ray
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 8:00 AM
To: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond C. (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); David Kelly (dkelly@warriors.com); Jesse Blout;
Julia Nunes (jnunes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: GSW draft RFP for OCII comment
 
George, Ray, Catherine,
 


Please see attached for GSW’s draft RFP which is targeted for release on August 15th, the day after


much of this information becomes unveiled publically at the Mission Bay CAC on August 14th. At the
same time we issue the RFP to the shortlisted firms, we’ll also notify those firms that did not make
the shortlist (draft verbiage will be circulated for your review and comment prior to sending out).
 
Please let us know if you have any comments to the attached, preferably before Monday, August 11.



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=63619A8633694C4CA65780EA3C9899D6-GEORGE BRIDGES
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Certain members of GSW are reviewing the document in parallel, so if there are any significant
changes to the RFP based on their feedback, we’ll let you know.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Office: 415.263.9151 | Cell: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 2:26:15 PM


Micah included audio recordation of the meeting.  I was going to tell him to scratch that unless you
think we might need the audio recording?
 


From: Micah Fobbs [mailto:micah.fobbs@hpscac.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 1:42 PM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Hello Lila,
 
Alise can cover the CAC meeting.
Just let me know if in fact you'd like me to do the meeting, I've attached a quote for
your review.
Alo I'd like to video record the meeting if that's ok with you?


Thank You,
Micah J. Fobbs
 
 
HPS Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
HPS SASFRA Site Office
Administrative Support
415.822.4622
415.822.4840 Fx
info@hpscac.com
www.hpscac.com
P.O. Box 885063
San Francisco, CA 94188
 


From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
To: Micah Fobbs <micah.fobbs@hpscac.com> 
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:15 AM
Subject: RE: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
That should work, we are exploring a back up in case Alise is unavailable.  I’ll keep you
posted. 
 
 


From: Micah Fobbs [mailto:micah.fobbs@hpscac.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 10:21 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
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I don't have a projector, but can assist if you have one.
I do have a smaller portable mic/amp set I can bring if it's just two mics.
I should be  able to do it, I'm waiting to hear back from Alise, however I may be able
to have my son assist with the audio in case I can't stay, he's helped me several
times in the past.
 
Thank You,
Micah J. Fobbs
 
 
HPS Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
HPS SASFRA Site Office
Administrative Support
415.822.4622
415.822.4840 Fx
info@hpscac.com
www.hpscac.com
P.O. Box 885063
San Francisco, CA 94188
 


From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
To: Micah Fobbs <micah.fobbs@hpscac.com> 
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 9:58 AM
Subject: RE: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Just two mics and assistance with setting up the projector, warriors will bring their own
projector.


 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 
 
 
 


From: Micah Fobbs [mailto:micah.fobbs@hpscac.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 9:54 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Hello Lila,
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I need to check with Alise when she gets in to see if she can cover the CAC, & I have
some of my equipment on another project right now, what were you looking for? mics,
speakers & recording? how many mics might be needed?
 
Thank You,
Micah J. Fobbs
 


 
HPS Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
HPS SASFRA Site Office
Administrative Support
415.822.4622
415.822.4840 Fx
info@hpscac.com
www.hpscac.com
P.O. Box 885063
San Francisco, CA 94188
 


From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
To: "micah.fobbs@hpscac.com" <micah.fobbs@hpscac.com> 
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:24 PM
Subject: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Micah,
 
I just left you a voicemail.  Can you let me know if you have time to set up a Mission
Bay CAC at 4:30pm this Thursday?  The meeting will last from 4:30-7:30pm.   I know
there is a shipyard P&D meeting, Amabel mentioned you might be able to have
someone record that meeting for you.  I believe we could use some of the AV
equipment onsite if needed.  The meeting will take place at the same Mission Bay
room we used for a Commission a couple of months ago.  Attached is the meeting
agenda.  Let’s talk as soon as possible.  You can also call my cellphone this evening
at 415-378-0808.
 
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Micah Fobbs
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:15:26 AM


That should work, we are exploring a back up in case Alise is unavailable.  I’ll keep you posted. 
 


From: Micah Fobbs [mailto:micah.fobbs@hpscac.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 10:21 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
I don't have a projector, but can assist if you have one.
I do have a smaller portable mic/amp set I can bring if it's just two mics.
I should be  able to do it, I'm waiting to hear back from Alise, however I may be able
to have my son assist with the audio in case I can't stay, he's helped me several
times in the past.
 
Thank You,
Micah J. Fobbs
 
 
HPS Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
HPS SASFRA Site Office
Administrative Support
415.822.4622
415.822.4840 Fx
info@hpscac.com
www.hpscac.com
P.O. Box 885063
San Francisco, CA 94188
 


From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
To: Micah Fobbs <micah.fobbs@hpscac.com> 
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 9:58 AM
Subject: RE: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Just two mics and assistance with setting up the projector, warriors will bring their own
projector.


 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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From: Micah Fobbs [mailto:micah.fobbs@hpscac.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 9:54 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Hello Lila,
 
I need to check with Alise when she gets in to see if she can cover the CAC, & I have
some of my equipment on another project right now, what were you looking for? mics,
speakers & recording? how many mics might be needed?
 
Thank You,
Micah J. Fobbs
 


 
HPS Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
HPS SASFRA Site Office
Administrative Support
415.822.4622
415.822.4840 Fx
info@hpscac.com
www.hpscac.com
P.O. Box 885063
San Francisco, CA 94188
 


From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
To: "micah.fobbs@hpscac.com" <micah.fobbs@hpscac.com> 
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:24 PM
Subject: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Micah,
 
I just left you a voicemail.  Can you let me know if you have time to set up a Mission
Bay CAC at 4:30pm this Thursday?  The meeting will last from 4:30-7:30pm.   I know
there is a shipyard P&D meeting, Amabel mentioned you might be able to have
someone record that meeting for you.  I believe we could use some of the AV
equipment onsite if needed.  The meeting will take place at the same Mission Bay
room we used for a Commission a couple of months ago.  Attached is the meeting
agenda.  Let’s talk as soon as possible.  You can also call my cellphone this evening
at 415-378-0808.
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Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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From: Bridges, George (CII)
To: Lee, Raymond C. (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW draft RFP for OCII comment
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 11:03:32 AM


This looks fine, thanks!
 


From: Lee, Raymond C. (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:58 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bridges, George (CII)
Subject: FW: GSW draft RFP for OCII comment
 
Hi,
 
Do you have any comments you’d like to convey to Clarke regarding their proposed RFP and I can
respond to him for all of us?
 
My thoughts are as follows:


1.        GSW has an obligation to incorporate MBS OPA Attachment H (Program in Diversity) in its
contracts with direct consultants.  There does not appear to be any requirement to
incorporate Attachment H on subconsultant contracts (only construction contracts—correct
me if I’m wrong).  For their benefit, I thought we should suggest that they incorporate
Attachment H by reference in either their RFP or agreements.


2.        E&O insurance requirements currently state $5 million, presumably for structural engineer. 
This amount should be adjusted based on the discipline sought (e.g., lowered for lighting
design, etc.).


3.        Are their proposed schedules (Preliminary Schedule A and alternate B) in line with our
plans?


 
Thanks,
Ray
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 8:00 AM
To: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond C. (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); David Kelly (dkelly@warriors.com); Jesse Blout;
Julia Nunes (jnunes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: GSW draft RFP for OCII comment
 
George, Ray, Catherine,
 


Please see attached for GSW’s draft RFP which is targeted for release on August 15th, the day after


much of this information becomes unveiled publically at the Mission Bay CAC on August 14th. At the
same time we issue the RFP to the shortlisted firms, we’ll also notify those firms that did not make
the shortlist (draft verbiage will be circulated for your review and comment prior to sending out).
 
Please let us know if you have any comments to the attached, preferably before Monday, August 11.
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Certain members of GSW are reviewing the document in parallel, so if there are any significant
changes to the RFP based on their feedback, we’ll let you know.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Office: 415.263.9151 | Cell: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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From: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com on behalf of jamiewhitaker@gmail.com
[SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn]


To: SouthBeachRinconMissionBayNeighAssn@yahoogroups.com
Subject: [SBRMBNA] Mission Bay CAC meeting Thursday - Warriors Arena design
Date: Sunday, August 10, 2014 10:41:18 PM


 
__,_._,___


Yahoo! Groups • Privacy • Unsubscribe • Terms of Use


Posting the agenda for the Mission Bay CAC meeting that happens this Thursday, August 14, 2014 at 5pm.  The big item is the first
iteration of a design for an arena (and office?) at their Mission Bay property.  The transportation impacts make it important to all of us
living along the SoMa waterfront.


Thanks,
jamie whitaker


MISSION BAY CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
Mission Creek Senior Community (Enter between Philz Coffee and Library) NOTE DIFFERENT ROOM LOCATION 


August 14, 2014 - 5:00 PM 
3rd Floor Community Room 
930 4th Street 


AGENDA 
1. Discussion Item: Preliminary Site Design Concept for Golden State Warriors Project (Blocks 29-32) bounded by Third Street, South
Street, 16th Street and 
Terry Francois Boulevard – Representatives from the Warriors and Design Team 
Description of Item: Representatives from the Golden State Warriors and their design team will  present and solicit community feedback
on the preliminary site design concept for the Golden State Warriors Project.  


2. Discussion Item: Future Park Phasing–– Representatives from Mission Bay 
Development Group (MBDG) – 30 minutes 
Description of Item: Mission Bay Development Group will  review the timeline for near term park construction in Mission Bay. 


3. Action Item: Developer Team Selection - Introduction of Program Concept 
and Overview for the Affordable Housing Parcel at Block 6 East,  Evaluation 
Panel’s Recommended Developer - 30 minutes 
Description of Item: In May 2014, OCII released an Request for Proposals to select a developer team to develop and operate up to 135
units of affordable rental and related support services on Block 6E (1300 4th Street)  for households earning up to 50% Area Median
Income. The OCII staff recommended developer, based on the results of an Evaluation Panel, will  be introduced to provide an overview of
the proposed concept for the project. 


4. OCII/MBDG Updates – 5 minutes 


5. Chair Updates - 5 minutes 


6. Public Comment (Persons wishing to address the members on non-agenda, but CAC related matters) – 10 minutes


__._,_.___


Posted by: jamiewhitaker@gmail.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond C. (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW draft RFP for OCII comment
Date: Monday, August 11, 2014 9:29:00 AM


I am not going to be able to get to this anytime soon, so I would go ahead and send your comments
to them.  The only thing though is whether they need to start identifying the requirement for the
minimum 25% local hire/50% apprentices?
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Bridges, George (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 11:03 AM
To: Lee, Raymond C. (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW draft RFP for OCII comment
 
This looks fine, thanks!
 


From: Lee, Raymond C. (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:58 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bridges, George (CII)
Subject: FW: GSW draft RFP for OCII comment
 
Hi,
 
Do you have any comments you’d like to convey to Clarke regarding their proposed RFP and I can
respond to him for all of us?
 
My thoughts are as follows:


1.        GSW has an obligation to incorporate MBS OPA Attachment H (Program in Diversity) in its
contracts with direct consultants.  There does not appear to be any requirement to
incorporate Attachment H on subconsultant contracts (only construction contracts—correct
me if I’m wrong).  For their benefit, I thought we should suggest that they incorporate
Attachment H by reference in either their RFP or agreements.


2.        E&O insurance requirements currently state $5 million, presumably for structural engineer. 
This amount should be adjusted based on the discipline sought (e.g., lowered for lighting
design, etc.).


3.        Are their proposed schedules (Preliminary Schedule A and alternate B) in line with our
plans?


 
Thanks,
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Ray
 


From: Clarke Miller [mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 8:00 AM
To: Bridges, George (CII); Lee, Raymond C. (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); David Kelly (dkelly@warriors.com); Jesse Blout;
Julia Nunes (jnunes@warriors.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: GSW draft RFP for OCII comment
 
George, Ray, Catherine,
 


Please see attached for GSW’s draft RFP which is targeted for release on August 15th, the day after


much of this information becomes unveiled publically at the Mission Bay CAC on August 14th. At the
same time we issue the RFP to the shortlisted firms, we’ll also notify those firms that did not make
the shortlist (draft verbiage will be circulated for your review and comment prior to sending out).
 
Please let us know if you have any comments to the attached, preferably before Monday, August 11.
Certain members of GSW are reviewing the document in parallel, so if there are any significant
changes to the RFP based on their feedback, we’ll let you know.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Office: 415.263.9151 | Cell: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Micah Fobbs
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 9:58:35 AM


Just two mics and assistance with setting up the projector, warriors will bring their own projector.


 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 
 
 


From: Micah Fobbs [mailto:micah.fobbs@hpscac.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 9:54 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Hello Lila,
 
I need to check with Alise when she gets in to see if she can cover the CAC, & I have
some of my equipment on another project right now, what were you looking for? mics,
speakers & recording? how many mics might be needed?
 
Thank You,
Micah J. Fobbs


 
HPS Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
HPS SASFRA Site Office
Administrative Support
415.822.4622
415.822.4840 Fx
info@hpscac.com
www.hpscac.com
P.O. Box 885063
San Francisco, CA 94188
 


From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
To: "micah.fobbs@hpscac.com" <micah.fobbs@hpscac.com> 
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:24 PM
Subject: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
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Micah,
 
I just left you a voicemail.  Can you let me know if you have time to set up a Mission
Bay CAC at 4:30pm this Thursday?  The meeting will last from 4:30-7:30pm.   I know
there is a shipyard P&D meeting, Amabel mentioned you might be able to have
someone record that meeting for you.  I believe we could use some of the AV
equipment onsite if needed.  The meeting will take place at the same Mission Bay
room we used for a Commission a couple of months ago.  Attached is the meeting
agenda.  Let’s talk as soon as possible.  You can also call my cellphone this evening
at 415-378-0808.
 
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: Herrera, Patty (DBI); Hui, Tom (DBI)
Cc: Madison, Taras (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI); Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Jayin, Carolyn (DBI); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Request for Help with Warriors Project
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 3:45:21 PM


Patty,
 
I want to thank your office, staff and the whole DBI for the all outstanding efforts expended to
further this project.
 
With respect to 1650 Owens, I will come over to your office tomorrow to narrow down which permit
(addenda) to print.
 
Again, I want to thank everyone at DBI for their outstanding efforts.  
 
Regards,
 
Immanuel
 


From: Herrera, Patty (DBI) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 2:09 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Hui, Tom (DBI)
Cc: Madison, Taras (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI); Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Jayin, Carolyn (DBI)
Subject: RE: Request for Help with Warriors Project
 
Immanuel,
 
We came across another request from you for 1650 Owens Street , there are over 700 plan sheets
for this address.  Do you still need them?
 
Thank you
 
Patty
 
Patty Herrera, Manager
Records Management Division
Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 558-6130 Office
(415) 558-6402 Fax
www.sfdbi.org   
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Herrera, Patty (DBI); Hui, Tom (DBI)
Cc: Madison, Taras (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI); Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Jayin, Carolyn (DBI)
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Subject: RE: Request for Help with Warriors Project
 
All
 
Thank you very much. I will send someone over to retrieve the boxes.
 
Regards,
 
 
 


Immanuel Bereket
Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 749-2495
Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org
 
 
 


From: Herrera, Patty (DBI) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 1:42 PM
To: Hui, Tom (DBI); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Madison, Taras (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI); Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Jayin, Carolyn (DBI)
Subject: RE: Request for Help with Warriors Project
 
Immanuel,
 
The copies of the records requested are ready to be picked up.   There are over 3,400 copies of
records in two boxes, you will need a cart and/or transportation to carry them.
 
Thank you
 
Patty
 
 
Patty Herrera, Manager
Records Management Division
Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 558-6130 Office
(415) 558-6402 Fax
www.sfdbi.org   
 


From: Hui, Tom (DBI) 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 3:25 PM



mailto:Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org

http://www.sfdbi.org/





To: Herrera, Patty (DBI)
Cc: Madison, Taras (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI); Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Jayin, Carolyn (DBI)
Subject: Fwd: Request for Help with Warriors Project
 
Hi Patty,
Please, review this email and take proper action to help this project. You may let me know
with any update information.
Thanks
Tom


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Ho, Gary (DBI)" <gary.ho@sfgov.org>
To: "Hui, Tom (DBI)" <tom.hui@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Sweeney, Edward (DBI)" <edward.sweeney@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: Request for Help with Warriors Project


Tom,


Immanuel of OCII would like to have the records that they requested in the
attachments for the Warriors Project by next Tuesday, 8/12.  Can you ask Ms.
Patty Herrera to help?  I have already talked to her briefly this afternoon.


Thanks.


Gary Ho, Structural Engineer
Plan Review Services Division
Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission St., 2nd floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
Phone: 415.558.6083


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 2:49 PM
To: Ho, Gary (DBI)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: Request for Help with Warriors Project


Hi Gary,


It is nice to meet finally. We greatly appreciate your efforts in helping us
compile the permit history data.


Regards,


Immanuel Bereket



mailto:gary.ho@sfgov.org

mailto:tom.hui@sfgov.org
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Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 749-2495
Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org<mailto:Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org>


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 9:07 AM
To: Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Tom, Ronald (DBI)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Request for Help with Warriors Project


Dear Mr. Sweeney,


We submitted construction records request last week to DBI Records Division.
They informed us that it will take nearly a month to get the records printed (or
provided electronically). Is there any way you can expedite this request? We
need the information as soon as possible for our internal analysis regarding
Mission Bay development to date.


Attached, you’ll find the permits requests we submitted. The table below
summarizes the attachments.  In total, we’re requesting copies of 9 permits. I was
wondering if it is possible to request expedites copies of these plans.


Address


Block Number


Lot


Reference Number


Date Submitted


Expected Date of Completion


185 Channel


8711


23


RR20140788802


7/22/2014



mailto:Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org

mailto:Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org





8/19/2014


1515 Third Street


3871


1


RR20140722207


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


1155 Fourth Street


8711


25


RR20140722206


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


1401 Third Street


8721


32


RR20140722208


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


420 Mission Bay Blvd North


8720


117-448


RR20140722204


7/22/2014


8/19/2014







555 Mission Rock Street


8711


28


RR20140722203


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


1500 Owens Street


8709


18


RR20140723214


7/23/2014


8/20/2014


1650 Owens Street


8709


8


RR20140724293


7/24/2014


8/21/2014


1700 Owens Street


8709


7


RR20140723213


7/23/2014


8/20/2014







Regards,


Immanuel Bereket
Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 749-2495
Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org<mailto:Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org>


From: Sweeney, Edward (DBI)
Sent: Monday, July 28, 2014 1:26 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hui, Tom (DBI)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Tom, Ronald (DBI)
Subject: RE: Request for Help with Warriors Project


Catherine ,


Do we need to meet soon ? As you can imagine everyone is exited to work on
this particular project .


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 1:34 PM
To: Hui, Tom (DBI)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Tom, Ronald (DBI)
Subject: RE: Request for Help with Warriors Project


Thank you so much, Tom and Ed!  We really appreciate it.


Immanuel in my office has been taking the lead on this and is available to
help/answer questions.


Have a great weekend everyone.


Catherine Reilly
Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
  Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/


From: Hui, Tom (DBI)



mailto:Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org
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Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 1:30 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Tom, Ronald (DBI)
Subject: Re: Request for Help with Warriors Project


Hi Catherine,
We are willing to help for this project.
Ed Sweeney will work with you to make sure your request on time.
Please, let me know if you have any additional questions.
Thanks
Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O.
Director
City & County of San Francisco
Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission Street, Sixth Floor<x-apple-data-detectors://0/0>
San Francisco CA 94103<x-apple-data-detectors://0/0>
415-558-6131<tel:415-558-6131> Phone
415-558-6225<tel:415-558-6225> Fax
Email: Tom.Hui@sfgov.org<mailto:Tom.Hui@sfgov.org>
Web: www.sfdbi.org<x-msg://356/www.sfdbi.org>


Sent from my iPhone


On Jul 25, 2014, at 1:18 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>> wrote:
Hi, Tom – We are working on the Warriors project in Mission Bay and need to
tie down some development numbers for the permitted Mission Bay to finalize
the project description.  We have identified which permits we need and have
submitted the request for to your staff (attached).  However, it sounds like the
typical turn-around is one month and we were wondering if there was any way to
expedite these permits to get them quicker (it would be great if next week was a
possibility).  We can send staff over to help pull the records if that is helpful to
you.  Electronic copies of the plans (vs. paper) would also work for us, if that is
easier.


Thank you for your assistance and please let us know what we can do to assist
your staff.  They have been great to work with for the first data request we
submitted a month or two ago.


Catherine Reilly
Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
  Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)



tel:415-558-6131
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Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 10:08 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: RE: Misison Bay South Retail Data


Here is an updated data.


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 10:00 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Misison Bay South Retail Data


Catherine,


As discussed, I submitted construction records request yesterday to DBI Records
Division. They informed me that it will take nearly a month to get the records
printed (or provided electronically).


Attached, you’ll find the permits request I submitted. The table below
summarizes the attachments.  In total, we’re requesting copies of 9 permits. I was
wondering if it is possible to request expedites copies of these plans.


Address


Block Number


Lot


Reference Number


Date Submitted


Expected Date of Completion


185 Channel


8711


23


RR20140788802


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


1515 Third Street


3871







1


RR20140722207


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


1155 Fourth Street


8711


25


RR20140722206


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


1401 Third Street


8721


32


RR20140722208


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


420 Mission Bay Blvd North


8720


117-448


RR20140722204


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


555 Mission Rock Street


8711


28







RR20140722203


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


1500 Owens Street


8709


18


RR20140723214


7/23/2014


8/20/2014


1650 Owens Street


8709


8


RR20140724293


7/24/2014


8/21/2014


1700 Owens Street


8709


7


RR20140723213


7/23/2014


8/20/2014


Thanks


Immanuel Bereket
Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor







San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 749-2495
Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org<mailto:Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org>


<DOC072314.pdf>
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From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 12:00:56 PM
Attachments: MB6E_Presentation_CAC.pdf


Presentation Outline.CAC.8.12.14.docx


Let’s discuss a little bit later this afternoon, how about around 2:00pm?
 


From: Aidan Poile [mailto:apoile@TNDC.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:54 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII); White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
 
All,
Attached is a pdf of the slides for the CAC presentation.  I’ve also attached a narrative for the TNDC
slides, which will give you more info on the content.
 
The design portion that we presented last week was about 8 minutes, so our architects are planning
to present the same information, with minor adjustments to reflect the different audience.  We
aren’t proposing changes to the slides though.
 
Please let me know if you have comments or suggestions.  Please also let me know what we’ll need
to bring for the presentation (laptop, projector, etc.)
 
Thanks,
Aidan
 


From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:20 PM
To: Aidan Poile; White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
 
Hi Aidan,
 
I am part of the Mission Bay Team and interface a lot with the CAC.  I think a brief TNDC intro would
be great for the community.  I don’t think the services and management staff need to attend, but
Dan should be able to comment generally on services management.  Let’s set up a time to chat after
you send us over your presentation tomorrow.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


th
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1. Cover Slide





2. Intro Slide 





3. TNDC – Overview and Experience 





TNDC is a community-based affordable housing developer, property manager and social service provider.  We were founded in 1981, and since then we’ve developed over 2,500 units in 33 buildings in San Francisco.  We currently own and manage 32 buildings, provide direct services at 23 buildings, and operate the Tenderloin After School Program. Our buildings provide affordable housing for 2,519 San Francisco households as well as 42 commercial tenants.





We’re a leader in supportive housing for families, with buildings in several neighborhoods in the City serving low-income and formerly homeless families.  Most of these family buildings are also mixed-use, providing commercial space for small local businesses.





We wanted to provide one example of a building that we own and manage that has a very similar program to 1300 Fourth, and that was also designed by Mithun l Solomon.  Our Mosaica building, pictured here, is located in the Mission neighborhood and like 1300 Fourth Street, the building serves low-income families with a portion of units setaside for formerly homeless families.





4.  Mosaica Retail 





Mosaica also includes a commercial component and provides a great example of how we incorporate lively retail spaces for small, local businesses into our family buildings.  The building has 10 spaces ranging from under 500 sf to almost 1,600 sf.  Located in a PDR district, we have to attract and retain tenants that meet a narrow set of guidelines.  We have done this successfully, with tenants that include the Bike Kitchen, a nonprofit that teaches people how to repair bicycles.





5. 1300 Fourth Street Program


The proposed program for 1300 Fourth Street includes the following:


· 135 units affordable to low-income families.  The units are distributed evenly across one, two, and three bedroom units, w/ 45 each.


· 80% of the units will be designated for families earning 50% ami, while the remaining 20% will be reserved for formerly homeless families with incomes below 30% ami.


· The development will include over 9,500 sf of retail space specifically designed to accommodate small local businesses.


· TNDC will be the property manager and will provide 24 hour property management for the building, including Night Manager and an on-site manager’s unit.


· We are a leader in providing supportive housing in the San Francisco, and our services staff will work closely with our management team to help tenants stabilize and maintain their housing, through a wide array of service offerings.





6. 826 Intro Slide 


· Finally our proposal includes Out of School Time programming. We have been working with 826 Valencia’s Executive Director, to develop a potential satellite location in this building, complete with Out of School Time offerings for young people and a retail store, like their pirate store in the Mission.  





7. 826 Overview and Programs 





You might know 826 Valencia from their work in the Mission, where they have been serving students ages six to eighteen with their creative and expository writing skills.  





[bookmark: _GoBack]Their work is about providing one-on-one attention through a trained volunteer force, publishing student writing, and partnering with schools/families.  They do this through a range of programs that take place during the school day, afterschool, in the evenings, on weekends, and during the summer.


 


8. 826 Retail 





In addition to their programs, they plan to bring their signature Pirate Store, pictured here, which is their interactive retail front to the service space.  The store is a dynamic, creative environment which I believe would instantaneously create a lively atmosphere at the corner of 4th and China Basin Streets.





Design (Slides 9-31)





32. Conclusion 





We are very excited to be working in Mission Bay and we’re looking forward to working with you on this project.   We’re happy to answer any questions you may have about our proposal.






One South Van Ness, 5  Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 
 
 


From: Aidan Poile [mailto:apoile@TNDC.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:11 PM
To: White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
 
Jeff,
Thanks again.  Everyone here is thrilled that we were selected.
 
I should be able to get you a draft of the materials by midday Wednesday.  We’re planning to
present a modified version of the PowerPoint presentation we presented last week.  In addition to
the items you noted below, we were planning to give a very brief intro to TNDC, since we haven’t
developed in the neighborhood before.  If you don’t think this is necessary we can omit this.
 
I also wanted to let you know that Anne is out of town, so Dan will be doing the presentation of the
design.  I’ll communicate the time constraints to him.
 
Finally, we were planning to have our services and management staff attend the meeting to answer
questions.  We don’t want to overwhelm the meeting though, so if you think this isn’t necessary,
please let me know.
 
Thanks,
 


Aidan Poile
Senior Project Manager
TNDC
apoile@tndc.org
415.358.3971
 
 


From: White, Jeffrey (CII) [mailto:jeffrey.white@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 2:59 PM
To: Aidan Poile; Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
 
Hi Katie and Aidan,
 
Congratulations again on being selected! We are very excited about your proposal and moving the
project forward.



mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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A few things to check in on:
 


1.        Pam Sims will be the development specialist/project manager and your main point of
contact on the project. She’s been on vacation but is back on Monday.


2.        For the CAC meeting on Thursday – the meeting starts at 5:00, but your item won’t likely be
up until 7:00. You’ll be after an item on the Warriors project.


3.        I’d suggest getting there no later than 6:30. I won’t be able to be at the meeting, but Ethan
is planning on it. Ethan will briefly introduce the agenda item (and request that the CAC vote
to recommend the selection to the OCII commission of your team) and then turn it over to
your team. I’d suggest Aidan spending just a few minutes on the program – low income with
20% formerly homeless, retail, robust services and 826 concept.  And then have Anne
Tourney show the concept design. Since the meeting will likely already be long, please
mention to Anne to speak only for less than 10 minutes. We want to respect the CAC’s time.


4.       Please send us the materials you plan on presenting – we’d like to review it before the
meeting. Do you think you can have the materials to us by mid day tomorrow
(Wednesday)?


5.        Next steps after Thursday…OCII staff plans to provide an Informational Memo to the
Commission for their Sept 2 describing the results of the selection panel.  I’d suggest having
one person from your team come to that commission meeting, just in case there are any
questions. There is no presentation.


6.        Then, we’d like to proceed to Loan Committee for your predevelopment loan request early
as late September.


7.        Once the loan is approved, we’re hoping to go to our October 21 Commission meeting
seeking approval of the loan and the Exclusive Negotiations Agreement with TNDC for the


development of 1300 4th Street.
 


Thanks,
Jeff
 
 
 
 
Jeff White
Housing Program Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
tel: 415 749 2488
jeffrey.white@sfgov.org
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From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: RE: Update
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:50:21 AM


I don’t have any GSW mtgs on my calendar for Mon 8/11. Am I supposed to?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:12 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: RE: Update
 
Thank you for the update, Jennifer (and thanks for sorting this all out Friday).  We were planning on


holding a follow-up community workshop on Saturday the 16th.  Do you think there will be enough
information provided to still keep to that plan?  We’d like to get a “save the date” out today for the
workshop.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Saturday, August 02, 2014 4:13 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: Update
 
Hi guys,
 
So John's schedule is the trickiest re: meetings. Right now we have a meeting for me, Tiffany, John at
9am on 8/11 followed by a meeting with the larger/full design group with Warriors at 11am on 8/11.
Sort of weird. HOWEVER, after much discussion with Warriors (and due in part to Catherine's
comments/concerns) the Warriors have decided to significantly dial back what they plan to share
with the CAC on 8/14. They will NOT be showing any renderings, pretty pictures, sketches, etc. They
will not be describing the site at a level
of detail that addresses/describes the height of the podium. (Likewise they will not be sharing
renderings, etc. with the press.)  I feel like this gives us more breathing room to work on outstanding
issues and means that the meeting schedule for the 11th is workable. The Warriors hope to roll
out/move forward with renderings and sketches at the CAC meeting in September. 
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On Jul 31, 2014, at 11:17 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thabks, Jennifer. I appreciate your help keeping things moving tomorrow. 
 
I also was impressed with some of the changes they had made. The podium height and
the termination of Illinois seemed to be the biggest areas remaining to get agreement
on direction.
 
I wont be too available tomorrow since a heavy medical day for my mom. So texting
will be the fastest way to get me to respond for anything you need from me. 510 282
9907.  I will also keep an eye out on the emails.
 
Hope you got all your medical stuff sorted today and can enjoy the weekend.
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
Date:07/31/2014 9:02 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)"
Subject: Re: Comments on GSW Design
 
Sorry to drop off today. Had some medical stuff to deal with. Yes on Phillip scheduling.
Yes on an earlier big group meeting. Yes on Warriors giving us visuals in our own space
to look at. I'll work on all of this tomorrow. I feel like the big issue is the podium. I was
enthusiastic about what I saw today - especially along TFS and in the plaza area and
the improved northwest corner; we agreed to disagree about the podium for now. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 5:32 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Thanks, Josh.  Was going to hit send on a similar email.  I think the other


big topic that I’d like to get City agreement on is the 16th Street garage
interface with Illinois Street.
 
Unfortunately, I am out tomorrow and I don’t have adm support to offer
up.  I’ve cc-ed Jennifer to see if Phillip may be able to help out with this. 
 
Also, Jennifer, would you be able to talk with Jesse on the ability to get
something to review with the larger group?  Talking with Clarke today,
they would prefer to wait closer to the CAC date (such as next Friday) to
do a leave behind.
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I’m going to be mainly off line until Monday, but I will try to keep an eye
out for emails over the weekend.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 5:18 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Comments on GSW Design
 
So, seems like we have a director’s level internal-city-family meeting
ASAP with John, Tiffany and Jen to make some decisions about how we
feel about key pieces, particularly the plaza/podium height. To do that we
will also need some visuals from them that we can sit around with
everyone to talk about, so they will need to provide us with something. I
suppose we could do another session at Strada’s office where they leave
us alone in the room with the model, but that makes me a little
uncomfortable. Anyhow, do you think you could have (a) have an admin
person in your office work with Andrea Green to schedule a mtg and (b)
ask Strada for some visuals that we could use for that meeting?
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 2:18 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC);
Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Bohee, Tiffany (CII);
Rahaim, John (CPC); Arce, Pedro (CII); ed.reiskin@sfmta.com
Subject: Comments on GSW Design
 
Jesse/Clarke – attached are the City’s combined comments on the
proposed Warriors Pavilion project.  Please let us know if you have any
questions, otherwise, we look forward to continuing to work on this
exciting project.
 
Thank you
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Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:52:00 AM


Extension cord?
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Hussain, Lila (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:48 AM
To: Micah Fobbs
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
We are on for tonight.  The quote is fine.  Feel free to record the meeting if you want to, but we only
need audio and microphone stuff.
 


From: Micah Fobbs [mailto:micah.fobbs@hpscac.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 1:42 PM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Hello Lila,
 
Alise can cover the CAC meeting.
Just let me know if in fact you'd like me to do the meeting, I've attached a quote for
your review.
Alo I'd like to video record the meeting if that's ok with you?


Thank You,
Micah J. Fobbs
 
 
HPS Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
HPS SASFRA Site Office
Administrative Support
415.822.4622
415.822.4840 Fx
info@hpscac.com
www.hpscac.com
P.O. Box 885063
San Francisco, CA 94188
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From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
To: Micah Fobbs <micah.fobbs@hpscac.com> 
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:15 AM
Subject: RE: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
That should work, we are exploring a back up in case Alise is unavailable.  I’ll keep you
posted. 
 
 


From: Micah Fobbs [mailto:micah.fobbs@hpscac.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 10:21 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
I don't have a projector, but can assist if you have one.
I do have a smaller portable mic/amp set I can bring if it's just two mics.
I should be  able to do it, I'm waiting to hear back from Alise, however I may be able
to have my son assist with the audio in case I can't stay, he's helped me several
times in the past.
 
Thank You,
Micah J. Fobbs
 
 
HPS Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
HPS SASFRA Site Office
Administrative Support
415.822.4622
415.822.4840 Fx
info@hpscac.com
www.hpscac.com
P.O. Box 885063
San Francisco, CA 94188
 


From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
To: Micah Fobbs <micah.fobbs@hpscac.com> 
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 9:58 AM
Subject: RE: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Just two mics and assistance with setting up the projector, warriors will bring their own
projector.


 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
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Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 
 
 
 


From: Micah Fobbs [mailto:micah.fobbs@hpscac.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 9:54 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Hello Lila,
 
I need to check with Alise when she gets in to see if she can cover the CAC, & I have
some of my equipment on another project right now, what were you looking for? mics,
speakers & recording? how many mics might be needed?
 
Thank You,
Micah J. Fobbs
 


 
HPS Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)
HPS SASFRA Site Office
Administrative Support
415.822.4622
415.822.4840 Fx
info@hpscac.com
www.hpscac.com
P.O. Box 885063
San Francisco, CA 94188
 


From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
To: "micah.fobbs@hpscac.com" <micah.fobbs@hpscac.com> 
Cc: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:24 PM
Subject: AV equipment assistance need for Mission Bay CAC meeting
 
Micah,
 
I just left you a voicemail.  Can you let me know if you have time to set up a Mission
Bay CAC at 4:30pm this Thursday?  The meeting will last from 4:30-7:30pm.   I know
there is a shipyard P&D meeting, Amabel mentioned you might be able to have
someone record that meeting for you.  I believe we could use some of the AV
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equipment onsite if needed.  The meeting will take place at the same Mission Bay
room we used for a Commission a couple of months ago.  Attached is the meeting
agenda.  Let’s talk as soon as possible.  You can also call my cellphone this evening
at 415-378-0808.
 
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW meeting 8/13
Date: Monday, August 11, 2014 2:15:00 PM


Thanks – sounds good.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 7:33 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW meeting 8/13
 
I spoke with Paul Friday and we also both agreed that a meeting wasn’t necessary this week. I will
send out a cancellation notice today.
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 4:29 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: GSW meeting 8/13
 
Hi Brett,
I spoke with Joyce today and we agreed that there probably isn’t a need to meet next week on the
Warriors project. Please coordinate with Catherine on this and cancel the meeting if the two of you
agree.
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW meeting 8/13
Date: Monday, August 11, 2014 7:33:07 AM


I spoke with Paul Friday and we also both agreed that a meeting wasn’t necessary this week. I will
send out a cancellation notice today.
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 4:29 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: GSW meeting 8/13
 
Hi Brett,
I spoke with Joyce today and we agreed that there probably isn’t a need to meet next week on the
Warriors project. Please coordinate with Catherine on this and cancel the meeting if the two of you
agree.
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: RE: Update
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 2:16:00 PM


Thanks!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 2:08 PM
To: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Update
 
Meeting is 8/8 and notice is going out. 


On Aug 4, 2014, at 9:50 AM, "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)" <joshua.switzky@sfgov.org> wrote:


I don’t have any GSW mtgs on my calendar for Mon 8/11. Am I supposed to?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:12 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: RE: Update
 
Thank you for the update, Jennifer (and thanks for sorting this all out Friday).  We were


planning on holding a follow-up community workshop on Saturday the 16th.  Do you
think there will be enough information provided to still keep to that plan?  We’d like to
get a “save the date” out today for the workshop.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Saturday, August 02, 2014 4:13 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: Update
 
Hi guys,
 
So John's schedule is the trickiest re: meetings. Right now we have a meeting for me,
Tiffany, John at 9am on 8/11 followed by a meeting with the larger/full design group
with Warriors at 11am on 8/11. Sort of weird. HOWEVER, after much discussion with
Warriors (and due in part to Catherine's comments/concerns) the Warriors have
decided to significantly dial back what they plan to share with the CAC on 8/14. They
will NOT be showing any renderings, pretty pictures, sketches, etc. They will not be
describing the site at a level
of detail that addresses/describes the height of the podium. (Likewise they will not be
sharing renderings, etc. with the press.)  I feel like this gives us more breathing room to
work on outstanding issues and means that the meeting schedule for the 11th is
workable. The Warriors hope to roll out/move forward with renderings and sketches at
the CAC meeting in September. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 11:17 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Thabks, Jennifer. I appreciate your help keeping things moving tomorrow. 
 
I also was impressed with some of the changes they had made. The
podium height and the termination of Illinois seemed to be the biggest
areas remaining to get agreement on direction.
 
I wont be too available tomorrow since a heavy medical day for my mom.
So texting will be the fastest way to get me to respond for anything you
need from me. 510 282 9907.  I will also keep an eye out on the emails.
 
Hope you got all your medical stuff sorted today and can enjoy the
weekend.
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
Date:07/31/2014 9:02 PM (GMT-08:00)
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To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)"
Subject: Re: Comments on GSW Design
 
Sorry to drop off today. Had some medical stuff to deal with. Yes on
Phillip scheduling. Yes on an earlier big group meeting. Yes on Warriors
giving us visuals in our own space to look at. I'll work on all of this
tomorrow. I feel like the big issue is the podium. I was enthusiastic about
what I saw today - especially along TFS and in the plaza area and the
improved northwest corner; we agreed to disagree about the podium for
now. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 5:32 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thanks, Josh.  Was going to hit send on a similar email.  I
think the other big topic that I’d like to get City agreement


on is the 16th Street garage interface with Illinois Street.
 
Unfortunately, I am out tomorrow and I don’t have adm
support to offer up.  I’ve cc-ed Jennifer to see if Phillip may
be able to help out with this. 
 
Also, Jennifer, would you be able to talk with Jesse on the
ability to get something to review with the larger group? 
Talking with Clarke today, they would prefer to wait closer to
the CAC date (such as next Friday) to do a leave behind.
 
I’m going to be mainly off line until Monday, but I will try to
keep an eye out for emails over the weekend.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and
County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST
1, 2014
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From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 5:18 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Comments on GSW Design
 
So, seems like we have a director’s level internal-city-family
meeting ASAP with John, Tiffany and Jen to make some
decisions about how we feel about key pieces, particularly
the plaza/podium height. To do that we will also need some
visuals from them that we can sit around with everyone to
talk about, so they will need to provide us with something. I
suppose we could do another session at Strada’s office
where they leave us alone in the room with the model, but
that makes me a little uncomfortable. Anyhow, do you think
you could have (a) have an admin person in your office work
with Andrea Green to schedule a mtg and (b) ask Strada for
some visuals that we could use for that meeting?
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 2:18 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Winslow,
David (CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-Blankinship, Erin
(MTA); Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Rahaim, John (CPC); Arce, Pedro
(CII); ed.reiskin@sfmta.com
Subject: Comments on GSW Design
 
Jesse/Clarke – attached are the City’s combined comments
on the proposed Warriors Pavilion project.  Please let us
know if you have any questions, otherwise, we look forward
to continuing to work on this exciting project.
 
Thank you
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and
County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST
1, 2014
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From: Miller, Erin
To: "Bruce Agid"; Katy Liddell (clliddell@me.com); Alice Rogers (arcomnsf@pacbell.net)
Cc: Osborn, Casey; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Albert, Peter (MTA); Angulo, Sunny (BOS); Samii, Camron (MTA);


Brisson, Liz
Subject: RE: Check in on WTA and SoMa pilot
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 6:34:07 PM


Hi everyone,
 
Thanks for following up with Peter about the status of the Enforcement Pilot and the Waterfront
Transportation Assessment.  I was actually planning to invite you all to a meeting where we would
share preliminary data and findings based on the first four days of the Pilot.  I feel that it’s important
for the SFMTA to assemble and review that information so that we can summarize it in a useful and
understandable way.  We will be working on that next week, and I would propose that we schedule a
meeting in person to review, if possible.
 
Peter also mentioned in his email that we have recently finalized an updated scope for the WTA
Phase 2 work that the TA is leading.  We are working on a broader communication and update on
the project, and I would be happy to put a brief update the agenda if you are interested.
 
Would you be interested in meeting in person?  If not, we will still be happy to schedule a
conference call with you. I see that next Thursday 8/21 has been proposed.  Would 3:30 to 4:30
work for you?  When we settle on a time and place (or phone), I’ll send an invitation out to you all
through my calendar.
 
Have a great weekend, and I look forward to catching up with you all soon.
 
Best,
 
Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Development & Transportation Integration
Urban Planning Initiatives
 
Waterfront Transportation Assessment


Bay Bridge Approach Enforcement Pilot
Rincon Hill Transit Study
The Embarcadero Enhancment Study


 
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
 
From: Bruce Agid [mailto:bruce.h.agid@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:59 AM
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To: Albert, Peter
Cc: Katy Liddell (clliddell@me.com); kliddell2001@yahoo.com; Alice Rogers (arcomnsf@pacbell.net);
Miller, Erin; Reilly, Catherine; liz.brisson@sfcta.org
Subject: Re: Check in on WTA and SoMa pilot
 
Peter,
 
I'm free from 3:30 to 5:00pm.....Bruce
 


On Thu, Aug 14, 2014 at 7:57 PM, Albert, Peter <Peter.Albert@sfmta.com> wrote:
Hi, Katie:
I was glad to talk to you tonight and also glad Erin and I weren’t necessary to the Mission
Bay CAC meeting.  We would have gone if transportation were on the agenda, and I/we will
be at future meetings when it is – but Catherine and Tiffany both assured us tonight’s
meeting wasn’t focused on transportation.
 
That said, we did work much in last month with the Warriors to ensure that access to the new
Arena is pedestrian-safe, that driveways and loading areas don’t obscure access to transit, that
bike parking and bikeshare are given adequate space and are on bike paths, etc.  If the
Warriors or OCII represented these cooperative developments,  I’m happy to report they are
correct.
 
SoMa Pilot:
I’m glad to hear you’ve been working with Erin and would welcome a check-in by phone so
Erin and I can give you updates, discuss other aspects, etc. 
I am holding 1:30-5 open next Wednesday afternoon (Aug 20) for a half-hour phone call. 
It would be great to have Alice and Bruce there, too.  I use this email to see if Erin is also
free that day, or if we’d need to find another time next week.
 
WTA 2.0
I outlined how Liz has been working to revamp her scope to support new analysis based on
the Warrior’s new site and still review the broader waterfront network. The SFMTA just
authorized adequate funding for Liz to accomplish this, and we’ll soon be “on the road”
giving our two-agency updates about the WTA.  We don’t really need to worry that we’ve
lost time vis-à-vis the EIRs of the Warriors, Giants or Pier 70, since the EIRs of all three of
these projects are still much farther ahead thn Liz’s projected completion of her phase.
 
We should talk soon about how to set up a WTA update/discussion with the community. 
We’ll make sure our website is updated accordingly.
 
Best regards,
Peter Albert
Manager, SFMTA Urban Planning Initiatives
SF Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Ave, Seventh Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
(: 415.701.4328
: 415.701.4735
*: peter.albert@sfmta.com
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From: Clarke Miller
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: FW: GSW comments to Transportation SOW
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 9:35:36 AM


Brett, see below for our comments. I thought Chris was handling while you were out.
Let me know if you have any questions.
Clarke
 


From: Clarke Miller 
Sent: Tuesday, July 22, 2014 9:58 AM
To: Chris Kern (chris.kern@sfgov.org)
Cc: Catherine Reilly (Catherine.Reilly@sfgov.org); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Mary Murphy
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com)
Subject: GSW comments to Transportation SOW
 
Chris,
 
Please see below for GSW/Strada comments related to the Transportation SOW. I believe you’re
aggregating them before distributing to the Transportation consultants. Comments relating to the
ESA SOW are forthcoming under separate cover.
 


·         References to project variant can be removed
·         References to athletic clubs can be removed
·         Table 1: the three scenarios for variants can be removed from the chart
·         Page 5: a sentence should be added mentioning the Mission Bay TMA shuttle system
·         Page 5: a sentence should be added mentioning Muni lines 33/52
·         Page 10, Transit Impacts section 6.2: does ‘transit capacity utilization’ factor in anything like


Muni’s proposed buses staged on 16th Street for shuttling to/from 16th Street BART
before/after events?


·         Seems appropriate to mention the Central Subway in the document
·         A map should be added to illustrate the ‘study area’ boundaries
·         Bicycle analysis: Terry Francois Blvd/the Blue Greenway should be mentioned in Table 5
·         Parking: UCSF’s off-street parking facilities should be referenced


 
Let us know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks,
Clarke
 
 
Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
101 Mission Street, Suite 420 | San Francisco, CA 94105
Office: 415.263.9151 | Cell: 415.572.7640
Email: cmiller@stradasf.com
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: RE: Additional GSW Design Thoughts
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 5:02:00 PM


Thanks – that was the one we really wanted your insight on, figured you would be ok with the rest.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 3:49 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Winslow, David (CPC);
Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: Re: Additional GSW Design Thoughts
 
Totally. I am thinking on the 500 car comment. Rest of it makes sense to me and I support. I will send
thoughts ASAP. 


On Aug 5, 2014, at 2:57 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


The thought was that OCII/Planning staff would be asked to provide background to
Tiffany/John prior to the small meeting they have with you on Friday at 9.30AM, so we
wanted to make sure you were aware/commented on the following additional
comments before we passed them onto to Tiffany/John (we assumed that we were all
on the same page for the comments already provided last week, so these are the only
new thoughts that we haven’t run by you). 
 
Then the three of you would meet at your 9.30AM meeting Friday to discuss whether
the you three feel we can advocate for all of our asks and how for the large meeting at
11AM (assuming you three would take the lead on the discussion based on the
outcome of your 9.30 meeting).   It would be great if all of use could get in a room
prior to the 11AM meeting, but it doesn’t look like it is feasible.
 
Does that make sense?  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
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San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 2:47 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Winslow,
David (CPC); Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: Re: Additional GSW Design Thoughts
 
I'll review now. Thank you. I think we need to loop in John and Tiffany and get us all in
sync and that will be best  done after the smaller meeting. If we are trying to say
something at the big meeting it's tricky given the timing of the me-John-Tiffany
meeting. Can you say again how you want to proceed after I review this - I may not be
understanding something! 


On Aug 5, 2014, at 2:00 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Jennifer – Erin, Josh and I just talked through the remaining big design
issues that have been floating around and came up with the following
recommendations we wanted to run by you.  Once you have
reviewed/comments, we would take these, along with the comments that
were sent to the Warriors last week, when we brief those above us prior
to Friday’s meeting.
 
Illinois Street/Garage Entrance - The City is in agreement that the


primary garage access should line up with Illinois Street on 16th Street. 
However, the GSW should further explore a means of creating a
significant, memorable, and useful termination to Illinois Street, as both a
visual terminus of the view corridor and as a circulation spine for
pedestrians and bikes.  They should also provide visual permeability into


the center of the project (ie, a peek into the  podium) along 16th Street
(preferably at the termination of Illinois Street) to break up the mass of
the project along that street frontage.  Right now, there is an unending


expanse of structure between 3rd and TFB along 16th, with no visual
breaks into the project.
 
Podium Height – We still would like to see the podium lowered by four
feet.
 
Parking – While we know that they are tied to the parking numbers, we
do think it would make sense to for them to explore reducing the
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underground parking to 500 spaces.  It would significantly reduce the cost
of the project, help provide opportunities to minimize the podium height,
and also would be consistent with the number of spaces they were
planning on providing at the Piers 30-32 location.  500 would also be the
amount of parking required for 500K gsf of office in Mission Bay.  Since
the office and arena would typically be operating at different times, they
could share the parking, with 500 spaces available for the office uses
during the weekday workdays, and 500 spaces for the arena on evenings 
and nights.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW meeting 8/13
Date: Monday, August 11, 2014 2:15:00 PM


Thanks – sounds good.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 7:33 AM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW meeting 8/13
 
I spoke with Paul Friday and we also both agreed that a meeting wasn’t necessary this week. I will
send out a cancellation notice today.
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 4:29 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: GSW meeting 8/13
 
Hi Brett,
I spoke with Joyce today and we agreed that there probably isn’t a need to meet next week on the
Warriors project. Please coordinate with Catherine on this and cancel the meeting if the two of you
agree.
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: RE: Update
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 2:16:00 PM


Thanks!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 2:08 PM
To: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Update
 
Meeting is 8/8 and notice is going out. 


On Aug 4, 2014, at 9:50 AM, "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)" <joshua.switzky@sfgov.org> wrote:


I don’t have any GSW mtgs on my calendar for Mon 8/11. Am I supposed to?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:12 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: RE: Update
 
Thank you for the update, Jennifer (and thanks for sorting this all out Friday).  We were


planning on holding a follow-up community workshop on Saturday the 16th.  Do you
think there will be enough information provided to still keep to that plan?  We’d like to
get a “save the date” out today for the workshop.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Saturday, August 02, 2014 4:13 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: Update
 
Hi guys,
 
So John's schedule is the trickiest re: meetings. Right now we have a meeting for me,
Tiffany, John at 9am on 8/11 followed by a meeting with the larger/full design group
with Warriors at 11am on 8/11. Sort of weird. HOWEVER, after much discussion with
Warriors (and due in part to Catherine's comments/concerns) the Warriors have
decided to significantly dial back what they plan to share with the CAC on 8/14. They
will NOT be showing any renderings, pretty pictures, sketches, etc. They will not be
describing the site at a level
of detail that addresses/describes the height of the podium. (Likewise they will not be
sharing renderings, etc. with the press.)  I feel like this gives us more breathing room to
work on outstanding issues and means that the meeting schedule for the 11th is
workable. The Warriors hope to roll out/move forward with renderings and sketches at
the CAC meeting in September. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 11:17 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Thabks, Jennifer. I appreciate your help keeping things moving tomorrow. 
 
I also was impressed with some of the changes they had made. The
podium height and the termination of Illinois seemed to be the biggest
areas remaining to get agreement on direction.
 
I wont be too available tomorrow since a heavy medical day for my mom.
So texting will be the fastest way to get me to respond for anything you
need from me. 510 282 9907.  I will also keep an eye out on the emails.
 
Hope you got all your medical stuff sorted today and can enjoy the
weekend.
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
Date:07/31/2014 9:02 PM (GMT-08:00)
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To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)"
Subject: Re: Comments on GSW Design
 
Sorry to drop off today. Had some medical stuff to deal with. Yes on
Phillip scheduling. Yes on an earlier big group meeting. Yes on Warriors
giving us visuals in our own space to look at. I'll work on all of this
tomorrow. I feel like the big issue is the podium. I was enthusiastic about
what I saw today - especially along TFS and in the plaza area and the
improved northwest corner; we agreed to disagree about the podium for
now. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 5:32 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thanks, Josh.  Was going to hit send on a similar email.  I
think the other big topic that I’d like to get City agreement


on is the 16th Street garage interface with Illinois Street.
 
Unfortunately, I am out tomorrow and I don’t have adm
support to offer up.  I’ve cc-ed Jennifer to see if Phillip may
be able to help out with this. 
 
Also, Jennifer, would you be able to talk with Jesse on the
ability to get something to review with the larger group? 
Talking with Clarke today, they would prefer to wait closer to
the CAC date (such as next Friday) to do a leave behind.
 
I’m going to be mainly off line until Monday, but I will try to
keep an eye out for emails over the weekend.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and
County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST
1, 2014
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From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 5:18 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Comments on GSW Design
 
So, seems like we have a director’s level internal-city-family
meeting ASAP with John, Tiffany and Jen to make some
decisions about how we feel about key pieces, particularly
the plaza/podium height. To do that we will also need some
visuals from them that we can sit around with everyone to
talk about, so they will need to provide us with something. I
suppose we could do another session at Strada’s office
where they leave us alone in the room with the model, but
that makes me a little uncomfortable. Anyhow, do you think
you could have (a) have an admin person in your office work
with Andrea Green to schedule a mtg and (b) ask Strada for
some visuals that we could use for that meeting?
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 2:18 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Winslow,
David (CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-Blankinship, Erin
(MTA); Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Rahaim, John (CPC); Arce, Pedro
(CII); ed.reiskin@sfmta.com
Subject: Comments on GSW Design
 
Jesse/Clarke – attached are the City’s combined comments
on the proposed Warriors Pavilion project.  Please let us
know if you have any questions, otherwise, we look forward
to continuing to work on this exciting project.
 
Thank you
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and
County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST
1, 2014
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: GSW Design Meeting
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 6:58:44 PM


Got it.


> On Aug 4, 2014, at 6:01 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
>
> She was invited, but declined.  Pat may come.  Basically, I think they are interested in the design as
it relates to the type of construction and associated trades.  I will be providing Pat with the draft Project
Description since it may be more helpful at this point in the design as we are at the type of construction
stage of design yet.
>
> Catherine Reilly
> Project Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
>    Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
> 1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
> San Francisco, CA 94103
> 415-749-2516 (direct)
> http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
>
> PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
>
>
> -----Original Message-----
> From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
> Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 2:43 PM
> To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
> Subject: Re: GSW Design Meeting
>
> Rhonda at this meeting?
>
>> On Aug 4, 2014, at 2:16 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
>>
>>
>>
>> <meeting.ics>
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: GSW Design Meeting
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 2:43:07 PM


Rhonda at this meeting?


> On Aug 4, 2014, at 2:16 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
>
>
>
> <meeting.ics>
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: RE: Additional GSW Design Thoughts
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 5:02:00 PM


Thanks – that was the one we really wanted your insight on, figured you would be ok with the rest.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 3:49 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Winslow, David (CPC);
Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: Re: Additional GSW Design Thoughts
 
Totally. I am thinking on the 500 car comment. Rest of it makes sense to me and I support. I will send
thoughts ASAP. 


On Aug 5, 2014, at 2:57 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


The thought was that OCII/Planning staff would be asked to provide background to
Tiffany/John prior to the small meeting they have with you on Friday at 9.30AM, so we
wanted to make sure you were aware/commented on the following additional
comments before we passed them onto to Tiffany/John (we assumed that we were all
on the same page for the comments already provided last week, so these are the only
new thoughts that we haven’t run by you). 
 
Then the three of you would meet at your 9.30AM meeting Friday to discuss whether
the you three feel we can advocate for all of our asks and how for the large meeting at
11AM (assuming you three would take the lead on the discussion based on the
outcome of your 9.30 meeting).   It would be great if all of use could get in a room
prior to the 11AM meeting, but it doesn’t look like it is feasible.
 
Does that make sense?  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
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San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 2:47 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Winslow,
David (CPC); Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: Re: Additional GSW Design Thoughts
 
I'll review now. Thank you. I think we need to loop in John and Tiffany and get us all in
sync and that will be best  done after the smaller meeting. If we are trying to say
something at the big meeting it's tricky given the timing of the me-John-Tiffany
meeting. Can you say again how you want to proceed after I review this - I may not be
understanding something! 


On Aug 5, 2014, at 2:00 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Jennifer – Erin, Josh and I just talked through the remaining big design
issues that have been floating around and came up with the following
recommendations we wanted to run by you.  Once you have
reviewed/comments, we would take these, along with the comments that
were sent to the Warriors last week, when we brief those above us prior
to Friday’s meeting.
 
Illinois Street/Garage Entrance - The City is in agreement that the


primary garage access should line up with Illinois Street on 16th Street. 
However, the GSW should further explore a means of creating a
significant, memorable, and useful termination to Illinois Street, as both a
visual terminus of the view corridor and as a circulation spine for
pedestrians and bikes.  They should also provide visual permeability into


the center of the project (ie, a peek into the  podium) along 16th Street
(preferably at the termination of Illinois Street) to break up the mass of
the project along that street frontage.  Right now, there is an unending


expanse of structure between 3rd and TFB along 16th, with no visual
breaks into the project.
 
Podium Height – We still would like to see the podium lowered by four
feet.
 
Parking – While we know that they are tied to the parking numbers, we
do think it would make sense to for them to explore reducing the
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underground parking to 500 spaces.  It would significantly reduce the cost
of the project, help provide opportunities to minimize the podium height,
and also would be consistent with the number of spaces they were
planning on providing at the Piers 30-32 location.  500 would also be the
amount of parking required for 500K gsf of office in Mission Bay.  Since
the office and arena would typically be operating at different times, they
could share the parking, with 500 spaces available for the office uses
during the weekday workdays, and 500 spaces for the arena on evenings 
and nights.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: RE: Update
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:11:00 AM


Thank you for the update, Jennifer (and thanks for sorting this all out Friday).  We were planning on


holding a follow-up community workshop on Saturday the 16th.  Do you think there will be enough
information provided to still keep to that plan?  We’d like to get a “save the date” out today for the
workshop.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Saturday, August 02, 2014 4:13 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: Update
 
Hi guys,
 
So John's schedule is the trickiest re: meetings. Right now we have a meeting for me, Tiffany, John at
9am on 8/11 followed by a meeting with the larger/full design group with Warriors at 11am on 8/11.
Sort of weird. HOWEVER, after much discussion with Warriors (and due in part to Catherine's
comments/concerns) the Warriors have decided to significantly dial back what they plan to share
with the CAC on 8/14. They will NOT be showing any renderings, pretty pictures, sketches, etc. They
will not be describing the site at a level
of detail that addresses/describes the height of the podium. (Likewise they will not be sharing
renderings, etc. with the press.)  I feel like this gives us more breathing room to work on outstanding
issues and means that the meeting schedule for the 11th is workable. The Warriors hope to roll
out/move forward with renderings and sketches at the CAC meeting in September. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 11:17 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thabks, Jennifer. I appreciate your help keeping things moving tomorrow. 
 
I also was impressed with some of the changes they had made. The podium height and
the termination of Illinois seemed to be the biggest areas remaining to get agreement
on direction.
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I wont be too available tomorrow since a heavy medical day for my mom. So texting
will be the fastest way to get me to respond for anything you need from me. 510 282
9907.  I will also keep an eye out on the emails.
 
Hope you got all your medical stuff sorted today and can enjoy the weekend.
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
Date:07/31/2014 9:02 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)"
Subject: Re: Comments on GSW Design
 
Sorry to drop off today. Had some medical stuff to deal with. Yes on Phillip scheduling.
Yes on an earlier big group meeting. Yes on Warriors giving us visuals in our own space
to look at. I'll work on all of this tomorrow. I feel like the big issue is the podium. I was
enthusiastic about what I saw today - especially along TFS and in the plaza area and
the improved northwest corner; we agreed to disagree about the podium for now. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 5:32 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Thanks, Josh.  Was going to hit send on a similar email.  I think the other


big topic that I’d like to get City agreement on is the 16th Street garage
interface with Illinois Street.
 
Unfortunately, I am out tomorrow and I don’t have adm support to offer
up.  I’ve cc-ed Jennifer to see if Phillip may be able to help out with this. 
 
Also, Jennifer, would you be able to talk with Jesse on the ability to get
something to review with the larger group?  Talking with Clarke today,
they would prefer to wait closer to the CAC date (such as next Friday) to
do a leave behind.
 
I’m going to be mainly off line until Monday, but I will try to keep an eye
out for emails over the weekend.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
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Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 5:18 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Comments on GSW Design
 
So, seems like we have a director’s level internal-city-family meeting
ASAP with John, Tiffany and Jen to make some decisions about how we
feel about key pieces, particularly the plaza/podium height. To do that we
will also need some visuals from them that we can sit around with
everyone to talk about, so they will need to provide us with something. I
suppose we could do another session at Strada’s office where they leave
us alone in the room with the model, but that makes me a little
uncomfortable. Anyhow, do you think you could have (a) have an admin
person in your office work with Andrea Green to schedule a mtg and (b)
ask Strada for some visuals that we could use for that meeting?
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 2:18 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC);
Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Bohee, Tiffany (CII);
Rahaim, John (CPC); Arce, Pedro (CII); ed.reiskin@sfmta.com
Subject: Comments on GSW Design
 
Jesse/Clarke – attached are the City’s combined comments on the
proposed Warriors Pavilion project.  Please let us know if you have any
questions, otherwise, we look forward to continuing to work on this
exciting project.
 
Thank you
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
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415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
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From: Miller, Erin
To: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: maybe this is a little bit like the Warriors along 3rd Street
Date: Friday, August 01, 2014 11:37:47 AM


I saw this image on Socket Site and it made me think of the 3rd Street condition.  The actual image showed the stairs at about a 12’ rise, so I trimmed it to get


an sense of what about 8’ of stairs would feel like from the sidewalk on 3rd St.  Of course it’s only representational, but an idea….
 


 
Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Development & Transportation Integration
Urban Planning Initiatives
 
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: RE: Update
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:11:00 AM


Thank you for the update, Jennifer (and thanks for sorting this all out Friday).  We were planning on


holding a follow-up community workshop on Saturday the 16th.  Do you think there will be enough
information provided to still keep to that plan?  We’d like to get a “save the date” out today for the
workshop.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Saturday, August 02, 2014 4:13 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: Update
 
Hi guys,
 
So John's schedule is the trickiest re: meetings. Right now we have a meeting for me, Tiffany, John at
9am on 8/11 followed by a meeting with the larger/full design group with Warriors at 11am on 8/11.
Sort of weird. HOWEVER, after much discussion with Warriors (and due in part to Catherine's
comments/concerns) the Warriors have decided to significantly dial back what they plan to share
with the CAC on 8/14. They will NOT be showing any renderings, pretty pictures, sketches, etc. They
will not be describing the site at a level
of detail that addresses/describes the height of the podium. (Likewise they will not be sharing
renderings, etc. with the press.)  I feel like this gives us more breathing room to work on outstanding
issues and means that the meeting schedule for the 11th is workable. The Warriors hope to roll
out/move forward with renderings and sketches at the CAC meeting in September. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 11:17 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thabks, Jennifer. I appreciate your help keeping things moving tomorrow. 
 
I also was impressed with some of the changes they had made. The podium height and
the termination of Illinois seemed to be the biggest areas remaining to get agreement
on direction.
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I wont be too available tomorrow since a heavy medical day for my mom. So texting
will be the fastest way to get me to respond for anything you need from me. 510 282
9907.  I will also keep an eye out on the emails.
 
Hope you got all your medical stuff sorted today and can enjoy the weekend.
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
Date:07/31/2014 9:02 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)"
Subject: Re: Comments on GSW Design
 
Sorry to drop off today. Had some medical stuff to deal with. Yes on Phillip scheduling.
Yes on an earlier big group meeting. Yes on Warriors giving us visuals in our own space
to look at. I'll work on all of this tomorrow. I feel like the big issue is the podium. I was
enthusiastic about what I saw today - especially along TFS and in the plaza area and
the improved northwest corner; we agreed to disagree about the podium for now. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 5:32 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Thanks, Josh.  Was going to hit send on a similar email.  I think the other


big topic that I’d like to get City agreement on is the 16th Street garage
interface with Illinois Street.
 
Unfortunately, I am out tomorrow and I don’t have adm support to offer
up.  I’ve cc-ed Jennifer to see if Phillip may be able to help out with this. 
 
Also, Jennifer, would you be able to talk with Jesse on the ability to get
something to review with the larger group?  Talking with Clarke today,
they would prefer to wait closer to the CAC date (such as next Friday) to
do a leave behind.
 
I’m going to be mainly off line until Monday, but I will try to keep an eye
out for emails over the weekend.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
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Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 5:18 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Comments on GSW Design
 
So, seems like we have a director’s level internal-city-family meeting
ASAP with John, Tiffany and Jen to make some decisions about how we
feel about key pieces, particularly the plaza/podium height. To do that we
will also need some visuals from them that we can sit around with
everyone to talk about, so they will need to provide us with something. I
suppose we could do another session at Strada’s office where they leave
us alone in the room with the model, but that makes me a little
uncomfortable. Anyhow, do you think you could have (a) have an admin
person in your office work with Andrea Green to schedule a mtg and (b)
ask Strada for some visuals that we could use for that meeting?
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 2:18 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC);
Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Bohee, Tiffany (CII);
Rahaim, John (CPC); Arce, Pedro (CII); ed.reiskin@sfmta.com
Subject: Comments on GSW Design
 
Jesse/Clarke – attached are the City’s combined comments on the
proposed Warriors Pavilion project.  Please let us know if you have any
questions, otherwise, we look forward to continuing to work on this
exciting project.
 
Thank you
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
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415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Winslow, David (CPC); Arce, Pedro


(CII)
Subject: RE: Additional GSW Design Thoughts
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 2:57:00 PM


The thought was that OCII/Planning staff would be asked to provide background to Tiffany/John
prior to the small meeting they have with you on Friday at 9.30AM, so we wanted to make sure you
were aware/commented on the following additional comments before we passed them onto to
Tiffany/John (we assumed that we were all on the same page for the comments already provided
last week, so these are the only new thoughts that we haven’t run by you). 
 
Then the three of you would meet at your 9.30AM meeting Friday to discuss whether the you three
feel we can advocate for all of our asks and how for the large meeting at 11AM (assuming you three
would take the lead on the discussion based on the outcome of your 9.30 meeting).   It would be
great if all of use could get in a room prior to the 11AM meeting, but it doesn’t look like it is
feasible.
 
Does that make sense?  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 2:47 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Winslow, David (CPC);
Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: Re: Additional GSW Design Thoughts
 
I'll review now. Thank you. I think we need to loop in John and Tiffany and get us all in sync and that
will be best  done after the smaller meeting. If we are trying to say something at the big meeting it's
tricky given the timing of the me-John-Tiffany meeting. Can you say again how you want to proceed
after I review this - I may not be understanding something! 


On Aug 5, 2014, at 2:00 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Jennifer – Erin, Josh and I just talked through the remaining big design issues that have
been floating around and came up with the following recommendations we wanted to
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run by you.  Once you have reviewed/comments, we would take these, along with the
comments that were sent to the Warriors last week, when we brief those above us
prior to Friday’s meeting.
 
Illinois Street/Garage Entrance - The City is in agreement that the primary garage


access should line up with Illinois Street on 16th Street.  However, the GSW should
further explore a means of creating a significant, memorable, and useful termination to
Illinois Street, as both a visual terminus of the view corridor and as a circulation spine
for pedestrians and bikes.  They should also provide visual permeability into the center


of the project (ie, a peek into the  podium) along 16th Street (preferably at the
termination of Illinois Street) to break up the mass of the project along that street


frontage.  Right now, there is an unending expanse of structure between 3rd and TFB


along 16th, with no visual breaks into the project.
 
Podium Height – We still would like to see the podium lowered by four feet.
 
Parking – While we know that they are tied to the parking numbers, we do think it
would make sense to for them to explore reducing the underground parking to 500
spaces.  It would significantly reduce the cost of the project, help provide opportunities
to minimize the podium height, and also would be consistent with the number of
spaces they were planning on providing at the Piers 30-32 location.  500 would also be
the amount of parking required for 500K gsf of office in Mission Bay.  Since the office
and arena would typically be operating at different times, they could share the parking,
with 500 spaces available for the office uses during the weekday workdays, and 500
spaces for the arena on evenings  and nights.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
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From: DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Ko, Yvonne (CPC); Zhu, Karen (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII - GSW: MOU
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:47:59 PM
Attachments: image001.png


image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png


Hi Viktoriya,
 
I am OK with us billing the GSW quarterly our T&M costs for that quarter.  We do not need to collect
an upfront deposit for our work.  I haven’t seen the draft MOU in a while, so it would be good to
make the sure the billing procedures are clear as we now agree to.  Please let me know if you have
any questions or would like to discuss.  Thank you!
 
Keith DeMartini
Finance & IT Manager
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9118 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Keith.DeMartini@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


            
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
 


 


From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:25 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Kern, Chris (CPC); DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Subject: OCII - GSW: MOU
 
Hi Catherine-
The Planning Department is amenable to the GSW reimbursing us directly for the work we do on
that project.  I believe you have the latest version of the MOU.  Kindly propose amendments based
on this agreement (including measures we discussed:  full payment of bill prior to publication of
Draft SEIR and RTC, etc).  As we previously agreed, we will continue to bill OCII on a quarterly basis. 
 
If possible, I would like to have a fully executed (signed) MOU by the end of the month.  Let me
know if this works with your existing commitments or if you require more time.
 
Keith:  do you want the GSW to pay us an upfront deposit (e.g., 20% of the estimated budget) or are
we okay just billing them quarterly? 
 
Thank you.
Viktoriya
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From: Watty, Elizabeth (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: GSW Design Meeting
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 10:45:38 AM


Catherine,
Both Dave Winslow and I will be out if the office this Friday. I haven't spoken with josh but hopefully he
can attend.
Thanks,
Liz


Sent from my iPhone


> On Aug 5, 2014, at 10:42 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
>
> Please note that we will be meeting at City Hall this Friday.  Thank you
>
> <meeting.ics>
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From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: RE: Update
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:50:21 AM


I don’t have any GSW mtgs on my calendar for Mon 8/11. Am I supposed to?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:12 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: RE: Update
 
Thank you for the update, Jennifer (and thanks for sorting this all out Friday).  We were planning on


holding a follow-up community workshop on Saturday the 16th.  Do you think there will be enough
information provided to still keep to that plan?  We’d like to get a “save the date” out today for the
workshop.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Saturday, August 02, 2014 4:13 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: Update
 
Hi guys,
 
So John's schedule is the trickiest re: meetings. Right now we have a meeting for me, Tiffany, John at
9am on 8/11 followed by a meeting with the larger/full design group with Warriors at 11am on 8/11.
Sort of weird. HOWEVER, after much discussion with Warriors (and due in part to Catherine's
comments/concerns) the Warriors have decided to significantly dial back what they plan to share
with the CAC on 8/14. They will NOT be showing any renderings, pretty pictures, sketches, etc. They
will not be describing the site at a level
of detail that addresses/describes the height of the podium. (Likewise they will not be sharing
renderings, etc. with the press.)  I feel like this gives us more breathing room to work on outstanding
issues and means that the meeting schedule for the 11th is workable. The Warriors hope to roll
out/move forward with renderings and sketches at the CAC meeting in September. 
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On Jul 31, 2014, at 11:17 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thabks, Jennifer. I appreciate your help keeping things moving tomorrow. 
 
I also was impressed with some of the changes they had made. The podium height and
the termination of Illinois seemed to be the biggest areas remaining to get agreement
on direction.
 
I wont be too available tomorrow since a heavy medical day for my mom. So texting
will be the fastest way to get me to respond for anything you need from me. 510 282
9907.  I will also keep an eye out on the emails.
 
Hope you got all your medical stuff sorted today and can enjoy the weekend.
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
Date:07/31/2014 9:02 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)"
Subject: Re: Comments on GSW Design
 
Sorry to drop off today. Had some medical stuff to deal with. Yes on Phillip scheduling.
Yes on an earlier big group meeting. Yes on Warriors giving us visuals in our own space
to look at. I'll work on all of this tomorrow. I feel like the big issue is the podium. I was
enthusiastic about what I saw today - especially along TFS and in the plaza area and
the improved northwest corner; we agreed to disagree about the podium for now. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 5:32 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Thanks, Josh.  Was going to hit send on a similar email.  I think the other


big topic that I’d like to get City agreement on is the 16th Street garage
interface with Illinois Street.
 
Unfortunately, I am out tomorrow and I don’t have adm support to offer
up.  I’ve cc-ed Jennifer to see if Phillip may be able to help out with this. 
 
Also, Jennifer, would you be able to talk with Jesse on the ability to get
something to review with the larger group?  Talking with Clarke today,
they would prefer to wait closer to the CAC date (such as next Friday) to
do a leave behind.
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I’m going to be mainly off line until Monday, but I will try to keep an eye
out for emails over the weekend.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 5:18 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Comments on GSW Design
 
So, seems like we have a director’s level internal-city-family meeting
ASAP with John, Tiffany and Jen to make some decisions about how we
feel about key pieces, particularly the plaza/podium height. To do that we
will also need some visuals from them that we can sit around with
everyone to talk about, so they will need to provide us with something. I
suppose we could do another session at Strada’s office where they leave
us alone in the room with the model, but that makes me a little
uncomfortable. Anyhow, do you think you could have (a) have an admin
person in your office work with Andrea Green to schedule a mtg and (b)
ask Strada for some visuals that we could use for that meeting?
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 2:18 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC);
Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Bohee, Tiffany (CII);
Rahaim, John (CPC); Arce, Pedro (CII); ed.reiskin@sfmta.com
Subject: Comments on GSW Design
 
Jesse/Clarke – attached are the City’s combined comments on the
proposed Warriors Pavilion project.  Please let us know if you have any
questions, otherwise, we look forward to continuing to work on this
exciting project.
 
Thank you
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Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Winslow, David (CPC); Arce, Pedro


(CII)
Subject: RE: Additional GSW Design Thoughts
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 2:57:00 PM


The thought was that OCII/Planning staff would be asked to provide background to Tiffany/John
prior to the small meeting they have with you on Friday at 9.30AM, so we wanted to make sure you
were aware/commented on the following additional comments before we passed them onto to
Tiffany/John (we assumed that we were all on the same page for the comments already provided
last week, so these are the only new thoughts that we haven’t run by you). 
 
Then the three of you would meet at your 9.30AM meeting Friday to discuss whether the you three
feel we can advocate for all of our asks and how for the large meeting at 11AM (assuming you three
would take the lead on the discussion based on the outcome of your 9.30 meeting).   It would be
great if all of use could get in a room prior to the 11AM meeting, but it doesn’t look like it is
feasible.
 
Does that make sense?  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 2:47 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Winslow, David (CPC);
Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: Re: Additional GSW Design Thoughts
 
I'll review now. Thank you. I think we need to loop in John and Tiffany and get us all in sync and that
will be best  done after the smaller meeting. If we are trying to say something at the big meeting it's
tricky given the timing of the me-John-Tiffany meeting. Can you say again how you want to proceed
after I review this - I may not be understanding something! 


On Aug 5, 2014, at 2:00 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Jennifer – Erin, Josh and I just talked through the remaining big design issues that have
been floating around and came up with the following recommendations we wanted to
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run by you.  Once you have reviewed/comments, we would take these, along with the
comments that were sent to the Warriors last week, when we brief those above us
prior to Friday’s meeting.
 
Illinois Street/Garage Entrance - The City is in agreement that the primary garage


access should line up with Illinois Street on 16th Street.  However, the GSW should
further explore a means of creating a significant, memorable, and useful termination to
Illinois Street, as both a visual terminus of the view corridor and as a circulation spine
for pedestrians and bikes.  They should also provide visual permeability into the center


of the project (ie, a peek into the  podium) along 16th Street (preferably at the
termination of Illinois Street) to break up the mass of the project along that street


frontage.  Right now, there is an unending expanse of structure between 3rd and TFB


along 16th, with no visual breaks into the project.
 
Podium Height – We still would like to see the podium lowered by four feet.
 
Parking – While we know that they are tied to the parking numbers, we do think it
would make sense to for them to explore reducing the underground parking to 500
spaces.  It would significantly reduce the cost of the project, help provide opportunities
to minimize the podium height, and also would be consistent with the number of
spaces they were planning on providing at the Piers 30-32 location.  500 would also be
the amount of parking required for 500K gsf of office in Mission Bay.  Since the office
and arena would typically be operating at different times, they could share the parking,
with 500 spaces available for the office uses during the weekday workdays, and 500
spaces for the arena on evenings  and nights.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Comment Sheet
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 2:27:26 PM
Attachments: image002.png


Thabks John. I think ohone pix are all we need and not necessary if it doesnt work
out. Would you mibd getting there around 4.30? If you are up for it it would be
great if you could help with logistics and such after the presentation since Lila and I
will need to stick with the rest of the meeting.


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Gavin, John (MYR)"
Date:08/14/2014 11:38 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Hussain, Lila (CII)"
Subject: RE: Comment Sheet


Hey, I actually drove today, but thanks for the offer.  I don’t have a camera, do you have one I can
use?
 
What time should I get there?
 
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6122
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 10:26 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Comment Sheet
 
John – would you be willing to take some photos of the meeting tonight?  Might be nice to have for
the website.  We’ve found a comment card, so all good there.  We’ll be driving down around 3.40
today if you want a ride.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
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1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Gavin, John (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:36 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Comment Sheet
 
I don't think we have a template.  I can check with the SF Port though...


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 8:52 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Comment Sheet
 
John – do you have an example comment sheet that you used at a prior GSW meeting?  If not, we’ll
make one for tonight’s meeting.


Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Theo Ellington
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: corinnewoods@cs.com
Subject: to CAC members (per our convo last week)
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 3:29:34 PM
Attachments: Mission Bay CAC Memo_Ellington.docx


Please see attached memo / letter to be sent to CAC members.
 
It’s basically a short intro for me.
 
TE
 


 


Theo Ellington | Director, Public Affairs


Golden State Warriors 


ph# 510-986-2278  | tellington@warriors.com


1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
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To:  Mission Bay CAC


From:  Theo Ellington, Director of Public Affairs for the Golden State Warriors 


Subject:  Introduction


As a native San Franciscan and current resident, I am thrilled to join the Golden State Warriors as the Director of Public Affairs. The Mission Bay neighborhood is amidst a major transformation and I’m excited to join in on the incredible work each of you has put forth. 


Prior to joining the Warriors I served as a Commissioner for the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure.  I’ve also worked as an organizer for several political campaigns—both on the city-wide and supervisorial level.  In addition, I was a programming and operations consultant for several non-profits and technology firms.  I plan to bring the same skill sets to the project here in Mission Bay.


I look forward to spending a lot more time in the neighborhood working with community groups, meeting residents, shopping and eating at the local businesses, and getting to know each of you as we embark on a collective journey to continue building Mission Bay to its true potential. 


Please feel free to reach out as I will be the primary liaison between the community and the Warriors organization.


[bookmark: _GoBack]Kind Regards, 


Theo Ellington


tellington@warriors.com 


510-986-2278 Office


310-347-8447 Cell













From: Miller, Erin
To: liz.brisson@sfcta.org; Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: [Update] Possible MB CAC w Warriors
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 8:45:12 AM


Liz, Catherine:


A brief update at this MB CAC is still possible. I leave it up to Catherine for her
thoughts about if, how much and what. My only concern is that I can imagine some
interest in general WTA discussion, and I don't want to steal from a booked agenda
for the Warriors. 


Catherine, thoughts?


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 7, 2014, at 7:10 PM, "liz.brisson@sfcta.org" <liz.brisson@sfcta.org> wrote:


Hi Erin, can you please let me know if this is happening or not and what
is expected of me so i can plan my time to prepare appropriately. It's on
my list to update as much of the schedule as i can, but it is really
contingent on knowing when we will have the contract amendment in
place so i know when consultant work can fully start again. Thanks, Liz


Possible MB CAC w Warriors


Liz, Peter: 


The focus of this Mission Bay CAC meeting will be the Warriors, but I offered the 
possibility of us giving a VERY brief update on the WTA. I am sure we'll have a 
strong updated scope by then, and hopefully I'll have had a chance to get an idea of 
an updated outreach schedule for the WTA that we could possibly share as well.


Anyway, please pencil this time in.


When Thu Aug 14, 2014 5pm – 6:30pm Pacific Time


Where Mission Creek Senior (map)


Who • Miller, Erin - organizer


• Liz Brisson - creator, optional


• Albert, Peter
• Brisson, Liz
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From: Miller, Erin
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Winslow, David (CPC); Arce, Pedro (CII)
Subject: RE: Additional GSW Design Thoughts
Date: Thursday, August 07, 2014 10:24:33 AM


I think that makes good sense.  As long as the city family is in agreement on the height of the
podium, then the sponsor will have to figure out  how to do that in a way that works best for them.
 
Thanks Jennifer.
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) [mailto:jennifer.matz@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 9:26 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine
Cc: Switzky, Joshua; Miller, Erin; Albert, Peter; Winslow, David; Arce, Pedro
Subject: Re: Additional GSW Design Thoughts
 
I think the comments about reducing the parking make a lot of assumptions about the Warriors
costs and operations that they would not agree with and it feels sort presumptions for all of us to
make some of those assertions. While 500 spots may be consistent with 500,000 sq ft of office
development,
I assume the retail and arena would be entitled to some additional parking. 
 
The 750 parking number was specifically discussed before the Warriors purchased the property
because they wanted assurances that the 750 was allowed under the Plan and would be supported. 
 
I think we are on much stronger ground to stand firm on the reduction of the podium without telling
the Warriors how to get there. 
 
So I don't support forwarding the 500 car recommend to John and Tiffany. I think it is
counterproductive. 
 
 
 


On Aug 5, 2014, at 2:00 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Jennifer – Erin, Josh and I just talked through the remaining big design issues that have
been floating around and came up with the following recommendations we wanted to
run by you.  Once you have reviewed/comments, we would take these, along with the
comments that were sent to the Warriors last week, when we brief those above us
prior to Friday’s meeting.
 
Illinois Street/Garage Entrance - The City is in agreement that the primary garage


access should line up with Illinois Street on 16th Street.  However, the GSW should
further explore a means of creating a significant, memorable, and useful termination to
Illinois Street, as both a visual terminus of the view corridor and as a circulation spine
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for pedestrians and bikes.  They should also provide visual permeability into the center


of the project (ie, a peek into the  podium) along 16th Street (preferably at the
termination of Illinois Street) to break up the mass of the project along that street


frontage.  Right now, there is an unending expanse of structure between 3rd and TFB


along 16th, with no visual breaks into the project.
 
Podium Height – We still would like to see the podium lowered by four feet.
 
Parking – While we know that they are tied to the parking numbers, we do think it
would make sense to for them to explore reducing the underground parking to 500
spaces.  It would significantly reduce the cost of the project, help provide opportunities
to minimize the podium height, and also would be consistent with the number of
spaces they were planning on providing at the Piers 30-32 location.  500 would also be
the amount of parking required for 500K gsf of office in Mission Bay.  Since the office
and arena would typically be operating at different times, they could share the parking,
with 500 spaces available for the office uses during the weekday workdays, and 500
spaces for the arena on evenings  and nights.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
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From: Gavin, John (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Comment Sheet
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 11:38:57 AM
Attachments: image002.png


Hey, I actually drove today, but thanks for the offer.  I don’t have a camera, do you have one I can
use?
 
What time should I get there?
 
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6122
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 10:26 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Comment Sheet
 
John – would you be willing to take some photos of the meeting tonight?  Might be nice to have for
the website.  We’ve found a comment card, so all good there.  We’ll be driving down around 3.40
today if you want a ride.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Gavin, John (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:36 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Comment Sheet
 
I don't think we have a template.  I can check with the SF Port though...


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
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Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 8:52 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Comment Sheet
 
John – do you have an example comment sheet that you used at a prior GSW meeting?  If not, we’ll
make one for tonight’s meeting.


Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Oerth, Sally (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Do you think I need to be at Commission today for Block 7W?
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 1:34:12 PM


Speaking of stuff, do you have a draft yet for the GSW schedule? I could take a look
at it in advance of our weekly mtg tomorrow 


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 5, 2014, at 12:39 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


I would rather keep working on some other stuff, but can head that way if you think
non-housing issues will come up.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
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From: Liz Brisson
To: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: [Update] Possible MB CAC w Warriors
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 8:58:44 AM


It might be better to keep the 2 more separate. ..


*sent from my phone*


On Aug 8, 2014 8:45 AM, "Miller, Erin" <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:
Liz, Catherine:


A brief update at this MB CAC is still possible. I leave it up to Catherine for her
thoughts about if, how much and what. My only concern is that I can imagine
some interest in general WTA discussion, and I don't want to steal from a booked
agenda for the Warriors. 


Catherine, thoughts?


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 7, 2014, at 7:10 PM, "liz.brisson@sfcta.org" <liz.brisson@sfcta.org>
wrote:


Hi Erin, can you please let me know if this is happening or not and
what is expected of me so i can plan my time to prepare appropriately.
It's on my list to update as much of the schedule as i can, but it is
really contingent on knowing when we will have the contract
amendment in place so i know when consultant work can fully start
again. Thanks, Liz


Possible MB CAC w Warriors


Liz, Peter: 


The focus of this Mission Bay CAC meeting will be the Warriors, but I offered the 
possibility of us giving a VERY brief update on the WTA. I am sure we'll have a 
strong updated scope by then, and hopefully I'll have had a chance to get an idea 
of an updated outreach schedule for the WTA that we could possibly share as well.


Anyway, please pencil this time in.
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When Thu Aug 14, 2014 5pm – 6:30pm Pacific Time


Where Mission Creek Senior (map)


Who • Miller, Erin - organizer


• Liz Brisson - creator, optional


• Albert, Peter
• Brisson, Liz



http://maps.google.com/maps?q=Mission+Creek+Senior&hl=en






From: Jesse Blout
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Additional Ideas for the PPT
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:25:22 AM


Thanks Catherine.  Just to clarify: are you expecting a member of our team to do #1
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 8:05 AM
To: Jesse Blout
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Additional Ideas for the PPT
 
Jesse – Tiffany had some good suggestions for the presentation tonight (no changes to the PPT
needed, more about how to incorporate info into the verbal discussion while setting the stage).
 


(1)    The presentation should include a basic walk through of Mission Bay i.e orienting the
audience to the surrounding land uses, bike network, transit, adjacent parking garages,
future development  etc


(2)    Strada and the Warriors should demonstrate their knowledge of their neighborhood and
share some of their analysis of how this site works well for their proposed uses


 
I will start with a basic MB 101 if it looks like there are a lot of new faces – ie, that it is in a
Redevelopment Project Area, the DRDAP process, that tonight’s item is the first in many meetings to
get to the final design, etc.  I will keep it to a few minutes.
 
Thanks and see you all tonight.  We’ll be getting there early to make sure the room is set up well, so
you can show up anytime from 4.15 onwards.  If the door is locked downstairs, please call my cell at
510-282-9907 and we’ll send someone down.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Comment Sheet
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 10:26:00 AM


John – would you be willing to take some photos of the meeting tonight?  Might be nice to have for
the website.  We’ve found a comment card, so all good there.  We’ll be driving down around 3.40
today if you want a ride.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Gavin, John (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:36 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Comment Sheet
 
I don't think we have a template.  I can check with the SF Port though...


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 8:52 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Comment Sheet
 
John – do you have an example comment sheet that you used at a prior GSW meeting?  If not, we’ll
make one for tonight’s meeting.


Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Jesse Blout"
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Additional Ideas for the PPT
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:46:00 AM


It would be good as setting the stage on what you took into consideration when designing the site
to just touch on some of the issues below so you can take credit for all the work you have done to
know the community and immediate location.  Doesn’t have to be very indepth – ie – when laying
out the site, you took into consideration the location of primary transit routes/stops such as …..  In
addition, you have looked at where folks will be walking/biking to with bike routes along TFB and


16th, and parking lots to the north and UCSF.  Something very basic like that within the format of the
existing PPT we looked at yesterday (I think there was one slide with a map of the site that would be
a good talking place).
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Jesse Blout [mailto:jblout@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:25 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Additional Ideas for the PPT
 
Thanks Catherine.  Just to clarify: are you expecting a member of our team to do #1
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 8:05 AM
To: Jesse Blout
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Additional Ideas for the PPT
 
Jesse – Tiffany had some good suggestions for the presentation tonight (no changes to the PPT
needed, more about how to incorporate info into the verbal discussion while setting the stage).
 


(1)    The presentation should include a basic walk through of Mission Bay i.e orienting the
audience to the surrounding land uses, bike network, transit, adjacent parking garages,
future development  etc


(2)    Strada and the Warriors should demonstrate their knowledge of their neighborhood and
share some of their analysis of how this site works well for their proposed uses


 
I will start with a basic MB 101 if it looks like there are a lot of new faces – ie, that it is in a
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Redevelopment Project Area, the DRDAP process, that tonight’s item is the first in many meetings to
get to the final design, etc.  I will keep it to a few minutes.
 
Thanks and see you all tonight.  We’ll be getting there early to make sure the room is set up well, so
you can show up anytime from 4.15 onwards.  If the door is locked downstairs, please call my cell at
510-282-9907 and we’ll send someone down.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Comment Sheet
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:41:00 AM


That’s fine.  We’ll make one up. 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Gavin, John (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:36 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Comment Sheet
 
I don't think we have a template.  I can check with the SF Port though...


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 8:52 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Comment Sheet
 
John – do you have an example comment sheet that you used at a prior GSW meeting?  If not, we’ll
make one for tonight’s meeting.


Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Ho, Gary (DBI); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: Warriors Project
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 10:21:00 AM
Attachments: Warriors" Info Memo - Item 8(a) - April 29 Spec Comm mtg.pdf


Gary – here is a brief intro memo we did about the process and location.  I do not think they have an
actual street address yet, but looking at my cheat-sheet map they are comprised of the site located
along the 1600-1700 blocks of Third Street, the 600 block of Terry Francois Blvd, and the 300 and


400 blocks of South and 16th Streets.  I have requested the power point from last night’s workshop
and will send that along as soon as possible and it will have more information about the context. 
 
We are still finessing the project description, so don’t want to send out a more detailed one until we
have a few things nailed down – but I would hope we would have something more detailed to share
in the next few weeks.  However, the PPT will give you a good overview of the program. 
 
As for schedule the PPT will have the initial dates, but we are still working on the overall project
timeline and will have more details once we go back to the community in September and know how
they respond to the building massing. 
 
We will encourage the design team to outreach to DBI to do an initial meeting – I think they have
been so focused on last night’s workshop they haven’t had much band width, but have expressed
the desire to start working with DBI as soon as possible.
 
Thank you!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Ho, Gary (DBI) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 10:12 AM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Warriors Project
 
Immanuel,
 
Mainly, we need to put down the location of the project site at this point,  I would say the site is


bounded by 3rd, South and 16th Streets, and Terry Francois Boulevard.  Do you think this is a good
description?
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Thanks.
 
 
Gary Ho, Structural Engineer
Plan Review Services Division
Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission St., 2nd floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
Phone: 415.558.6083
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 9:04 AM
To: Ho, Gary (DBI)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: Warriors Project
 
Good morning Gary
 
Catherine, the Mission Bay Project Manager, will contact you shortly to walk you through the overall
project description.
 
Regarding  DBI director’s questions about construction fee estimate, etc., I don’t think construction
level information is available as of today, and we will certainly share that information as it becomes
available.
 
Manny
 
 


From: Ho, Gary (DBI) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 3:33 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: Warriors Project
 
Immanuel,
 
Our Director’s office would like to have a brief description of the project.  Can you let  me know
about the project address, and what they would like to built in addition to the arena?
 
Thanks.
 
 
Gary Ho, Structural Engineer
Plan Review Services Division
Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission St., 2nd floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
Phone: 415.558.6083







 


 
 








From: Ho, Gary (DBI)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Warriors Project
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 10:12:32 AM


Immanuel,
 
Mainly, we need to put down the location of the project site at this point,  I would say the site is


bounded by 3rd, South and 16th Streets, and Terry Francois Boulevard.  Do you think this is a good
description?
 
Thanks.
 
 
Gary Ho, Structural Engineer
Plan Review Services Division
Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission St., 2nd floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
Phone: 415.558.6083
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 9:04 AM
To: Ho, Gary (DBI)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: Warriors Project
 
Good morning Gary
 
Catherine, the Mission Bay Project Manager, will contact you shortly to walk you through the overall
project description.
 
Regarding  DBI director’s questions about construction fee estimate, etc., I don’t think construction
level information is available as of today, and we will certainly share that information as it becomes
available.
 
Manny
 
 


From: Ho, Gary (DBI) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 3:33 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: Warriors Project
 
Immanuel,
 
Our Director’s office would like to have a brief description of the project.  Can you let  me know
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about the project address, and what they would like to built in addition to the arena?
 
Thanks.
 
 
Gary Ho, Structural Engineer
Plan Review Services Division
Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission St., 2nd floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
Phone: 415.558.6083
 


 
 








From: Gavin, John (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Comment Sheet
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:35:41 AM


I don't think we have a template.  I can check with the SF Port though...


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 8:52 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Comment Sheet
 
John – do you have an example comment sheet that you used at a prior GSW meeting?  If not, we’ll
make one for tonight’s meeting.


Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Comment Sheet
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 2:28:34 PM
Attachments: image002.png


Oops. Ignore all the typos. Hit send by accident before cleaning them up.


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Date:08/14/2014 2:27 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Gavin, John (MYR)"
Cc: "Hussain, Lila (CII)"
Subject: RE: Comment Sheet


Thabks John. I think ohone pix are all we need and not necessary if it doesnt work
out. Would you mibd getting there around 4.30? If you are up for it it would be
great if you could help with logistics and such after the presentation since Lila and I
will need to stick with the rest of the meeting.


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Gavin, John (MYR)"
Date:08/14/2014 11:38 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Hussain, Lila (CII)"
Subject: RE: Comment Sheet


Hey, I actually drove today, but thanks for the offer.  I don’t have a camera, do you have one I can
use?
 
What time should I get there?
 
 
John L. Gavin
Project Manager
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall Room 448
San Francisco, CA 94102
John.Gavin@sfgov.org
415.554.6122
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 10:26 AM



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=619AB48309934C6CBD9C6E781E4D71D9-CATHERINE REILLY

mailto:john.gavin@sfgov.org

mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org

http://www.oewd.org/Development-Projects-Waterfront-Development-Projects.aspx

mailto:John.Gavin@sfgov.org







To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Comment Sheet
 
John – would you be willing to take some photos of the meeting tonight?  Might be nice to have for
the website.  We’ve found a comment card, so all good there.  We’ll be driving down around 3.40
today if you want a ride.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Gavin, John (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:36 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Comment Sheet
 
I don't think we have a template.  I can check with the SF Port though...


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 8:52 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Comment Sheet
 
John – do you have an example comment sheet that you used at a prior GSW meeting?  If not, we’ll
make one for tonight’s meeting.


Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Luba Wyznyckyj
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: José I. Farrán (jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com); Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com); Joyce Hsiao 


(joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Murphy, Mary G. 
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya 
(CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)


Subject: Re: GSW Transportation SOW Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 1:36:11 PM
Attachments: MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Final Transportation SOW 2014_8_13.docx


ATT00001.htm


Hi Brett
Per our discussion, attached is the Draft Final markup version of the transportation 
scope of work for your final review.
Prior edits were accepted, and we addressed the three outstanding comments.
Once your approve these edits, we will prepare a pdf version and attach the signed 
Scope of Work Acknowledgment and Approval form.
Thank you,
Luba
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Scope of Work


Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR 


FinalSecond Draft: August 13July 30, 2014





Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting are pleased to submit this scope of work to prepare the transportation section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed event center and sports arena to be located in the Mission Bay South Area of San Francisco. This scope of work follows the San Francisco Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002” (SF Guidelines), as applicable. 


Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


The San Francisco Planning Department requires that the scope of work for the transportation analysis be reviewed and approved by the designated transportation planner and environmental staff coordinator prior to commencement of any work by the transportation consultants.  The transportation consultants will meet and consult with Environmental Planning staff, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), and other city agencies, as determined by Environmental Planning to review, discuss and modify the draft scope of work and define the required level of detail for the transportation analysis.  The discussions will focus on items such as:


Project definition and components, including alternatives;


Data collection (traffic counts, locations, day of week, and time of day);


Assumptions (study area, land use types, cumulative growth, etc.);


Methodology (trip generation methodology and appropriate sources, travel forecasts, etc.);


Analysis scenarios (future years, development and transportation network and transit service assumptions);


Extent of analysis of the alternatives to the proposed project; and


Transportation section schedule and deliverables.


Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


The transportation consultants will review the project definition, land use, and transportation circulation assumptions prepared by the project sponsor and will provide written request for clarification and additional data needs that might be necessary to conduct the transportation analysis.


The transportation consultants will meet with Environmental Planning staff to confirm the definition of analysis scenarios and direction on the analysis methodologies proposed for the transportation impact assessment.  The travel demand analysis of the land use program of the proposed project (e.g., office, retail, restaurant, movie theater) will be conducted using the SF Guidelines, while the travel demand analysis for the arena and other ancillary sport uses will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, travel characteristics at similar facilities (e.g., mode of travel, trip distribution, vehicle occupancy, parking demand, etc.), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes to and from the site. For the live theater use, the travel demand analysis will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday.  The analysis will assume movie theater and live theater functions taking place concurrently with an event at the event center.


The transportation consultants will define the analysis scenarios in detail.  Table 1 on the next page presents the list of transportation analysis scenarios for the proposed project components.


The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum documenting the travel demand methodology, and assumptions for the arena and other proposed uses.  The memorandum will include a description of each of the analysis scenarios and assumptions used for the impact analysis, including land use, background, project-related transportation improvements, background traffic assumptions, and parking assumptions. The proposed project travel demand will be presented for each analysis scenario.  This technical memorandum will be presented to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to proceeding with the transportation impact analysis.  It is anticipated that SFMTA will also review and provide feedback on this technical memorandum.  


The transportation consultants will work with Environmental Planning and the project sponsor to develop the definition of the project alternatives.





			Table 1 - Scenarios for Transportation Analysis


Event Center at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32





			SCENARIOS





			WEEKDAY PERIODS


			SATURDAY


			Number of Analysis Scenarios 





			


			PM COMMUTE 


(4 To 6 PM)


			EVENING 


(6 to 8 PM)


			LATE PM 


(9 - 11 PM)


			EVENING PERIOD


(7 to 9 PM)


			





			


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with  SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Per discussion with the City Attorney, staff recommends that the late PM scenario also include conditions with the SF Giants Game.  

OK



			with  SF Giants Game


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with  SF Giants Game 


			





			Existing Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing 


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			78





			Project Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing + Project w/out events on siteat arena


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			78





			Existing + Project w/ Convention Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			Future Year 2040 Cumulative


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Project - No Event at arena


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Project – with Event at arena


- with Basketball Game


- with Convention Event


			


1


1


			


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			


2


1





			TOTAL


			7


			2


			2


			2


			2


			2


			5


			2


			2224








Task 3 – Data Collection


Traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and off-street parking data collection will be conducted for the following time periods:


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Traffic: The transportation consultants will obtain intersection turning movement volume counts at the 21 study intersections listed in Table 2a for the proposed project site from previously collected traffic count efforts, supplemented with new counts performed in May (May 15th, 20th, 21st, 27th, 29th, and 31st) and June (June 7th and 11th) 2014, as appropriate (and previously approved by the Planning Department).


			Table 2a - Intersection Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			King St/Third St


			11


			Terry Francois Blvd/16th St [a]





			2


			King St/Fourth St


			12


			Illinois St/16th St





			3


			King St/Fifth St/I-280 on-/off-ramps


			13


			Third St/16th St





			4


			Fifth/Harrison/I-80 WB off-ramp


			14


			Fourth St/16th St





			5


			Fifth/Bryant.I-80 EB on-ramp


			15


			Owens St/16th St





			6


			Third St/Channel St


			16


			Seventh St/Mississippi St/16th St





			7


			Fourth St/Channel St


			17


			Illinois St/Mariposa St





			8


			Seventh St/Mission Bay Drive


			18


			Third St/Mariposa St





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St


			19


			Mariposa St/I-280 NB off-ramp





			10


			Third St/South St


			20


			Mariposa St/I-280 SB on-ramp





			


			


			21


			Third St/Cesar Chavez St





			Note:


[a] Future analysis location - not currently an intersection. Sixteenth Street is not continuous between Illinois Street and Terry François Boulevard and will be extended from Illinois Street to Terry François Boulevard as part of the proposed project. 











The transportation consultants will also gather on-ramp and off-ramp traffic data from Caltrans and from peak period turning movement volume counts at ramp touchdown intersections for the I-80 and I-280 ramp locations shown in Table 2b.  Freeway on-ramps and off-ramps will be analyzed based on peak hour volumes. Freeway ramp volume data will be obtained from the intersection traffic counts listed in Table 2a and supplemented, as necessary. 


			Table 2b – Freeway Ramp Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling/Bryant


			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant


			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison


			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa











Transit: Transit data will be obtained from SFMTA and regional transit operators, as appropriate, for weekday p.m., evening, late evening, and Saturday evening conditions.  The transportation consultants will compile data on all Muni bus routes and rail lines (including motor coach, trolley coach, and light rail service) and stop locations within a study area generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street.


This work will include a description of Muni’s transit route service hours, peak periods, stops and headways on weekdays and Saturdays for the bus routes and rail lines within the study area.  The latest available weekday p.m., weekday evening, late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load points (MLP) for the Muni routes and lines serving the transportation study area will be requested from Muni for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3). 


Existing ridership and capacity utilization information for the Muni bus routes and rail lines will be provided individually, as well as combined, based on access between the transportation study area and the four San Francisco superdistricts.  


Preliminary corridor grouping of Muni routes and lines for the project site (subject to discussion with the SFMTA):


North/South: K Ingleside, T Third, N Judah, 30 Stockton, 45 Union Stockton.


East/West: 10 Townsend, 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness.


The transportation consultants will also compile data on regional transit operators (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit bus and ferry service, SamTrans and Caltrain) including the nearest transit stop location within the study area boundary and the latest scheduled operations on weekdays and Saturdays. Weekday and Saturday ridership and capacity utilization for the regional service providers for the analysis periods identified in Table 1 (p. 3) will be obtained from the regional operators.


[bookmark: _GoBack]The two existing shuttle systems (i.e., the Mission Bay Transportation Management Association and the UCSF shuttle systems) in the vicinity of the project site will be described (e.g., routes, headways, hours of operation, restrictions on use, and ridership and capacity, if available). 


Existing Muni and regional service provider weekday p.m. peak hour screenlines will be obtained from the Planning Department.  


Pedestrians: The transportation consultants will collect pedestrian counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 3, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few pedestrians are present at the study locations during the late evening period. Effective sidewalk widths will be measured at each sidewalk analysis location, and in the vicinity of the project site.





			Table 3 - Crosswalk and Sidewalk Analysis Locations [a]





			Location


			Location





			Crosswalk Analysis [a]


			Sidewalk Analysis





			1


			Third St/South St


			1


			Both sides of Third St between South and 16th streets 





			2


			Third St/16th St


			2 


			North side of 16th St [b]





			3


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St [b]


			3


			South side of South St [b]





			Notes:


[a] All crosswalks at the listed intersections.


[b] Future analysis location.











Bicycles: The transportation consultants will conduct bicycle counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 4, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) counts without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few bicyclists are present at the study locations during the late evening period.


			Table 4 - Bicycle Analysis Locations 	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add Terry Francois Blvd to locations.

OK






			Location





			1


			Both sides of Third Street between South and 16th streets





			2


			Both sides of 16th Street between Third and Fourth streets





			3


			Terry Francois Boulevard between South and 16th streets











Parking: The parking study area is generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street. The transportation consultants will collect off-street public parking supply and occupancy for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) from available sources such as the SFpark, SFMTA, data previously collected for the Piers 30-32 site, and other project technical studies, and conduct additional surveys for facilities and time periods for which parking supply and occupancy data is not available.  Current hours of operation and characteristics such as whether they are publicly accessible, of the off-street facilities will be identified.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add reference to MB shuttle program.

OK. IN TRANSIT SECTION.



The transportation consultants will also document current on-street parking regulations and illegal parking on the blocks adjacent to the proposed project, and generally describe the on-street parking regulations and parking occupancy within the parking study area.  Any loading observations will also be noted.  


Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


Using the data collected in Task 3, the transportation consultants will document existing traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access conditions within the transportation study areas and at the study intersections shown in Table 2a, including:


A base map and text for the study area, describing the street designations, street names, number of lanes and traffic flow directions;


A description of existing uses and vehicular access to the project site;


An assessment of existing parking operations at the project site, including hours of operation, supply and hourly utilization;


Intersection level of service (LOS) conditions during the peak hours at the study intersections identified in Table 2a using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual operations methodology (HCM 2000) and the Synchro traffic analysis software;


Freeway on-ramp and off-ramp LOS conditions during the peak hours at the study locations identified in Table 2b using the 2000 HCM methodology and the HCS analysis software. Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology. Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results.


Graphics indicating the existing peak hour traffic volumes and lane configuration at the study intersections identified in Table 2a;


A map and discussion of Muni and regional transit services within the transportation study area, including bus routes and bus stop locations, as well as conditions at each route’s maximum load point. A quantitative description of weekday p.m. commute period, weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour transit conditions will be provided for Muni and the regional transit service as available. Planned changes to Muni service in the Transit Effectiveness Program (TEP) will also be described.  Identification of any operational conflicts between buses or streetcars and other vehicles will be described. 


Pedestrian LOS analyses at the study locations identified in Table 3 using the HCM 2000 methodology. A qualitative assessment of pedestrian conditions (conflicts, safety and operational issues) will also be conducted;


Bicycle flows at the study locations identified in Table 4, and a qualitative discussion of general bicycle circulation conditions and the identification of any safety and right-of-way issues in the vicinity of the project site, including the description and mapping of bicycle routes. A description of changes to the bicycle network within the transportation study area being considered by the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other City proposals;


A qualitative assessment of existing weekday and Saturday on-street commercial loading conditions within the transportation study area;


A description of the existing emergency vehicle access routes to the project site; 


Passenger loading, including disabled loading and parking; and


Quantitative assessment of off-street parking supply and utilization within the parking study area, and qualitative discussion of on-street parking regulations and utilization. 


Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


The future travel demand estimates will be developed by the transportation consultant, and reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff prior to use in the transportation impact assessment.  Travel demand estimates will be provided for vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes, and will include internal and external trips for each project component listed in Table 1, as appropriate.	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: I just want to confirm our common understanding.  There will be a No Project alternative and probably a Reduced Intensity alternative.  We will be generating travel demand estimates for both, correct?    

YES. THE NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE WILL BE THE PREVIOUSLY-APPROVED USES ON THE SITE, AND THE REDUCED INTENSITEY WILL NEED TO BE DEVELOPED.

OCII will need to define what previously approved uses and intensities are,



Sports Arena: Since sports arenas are considered “special generators,” each with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of their impact cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.  Thus, the travel demand analysis for the operation of basketball games, conventions, and other events will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, typical weekday and weekend start times of the games/events, available travel characteristics of other venues such as AT&T Park and other comparable venues (e.g., mode split, trip distribution, vehicle assignment, parking demand, transit demand), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed ingress and egress routes for the new arena. Loading demand for the arena will be based on information obtained from the project sponsor.


Other Project Land Uses: The transportation consultants will estimate the travel demand for standard proposed land uses  (i.e., retail, office, restaurant, movie theater) using the methodology and information provided in the SF Guidelines (trip generation rates, mode splits, trip distribution, loading demand, parking demand).  For the live theater use, trip generation will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday. Since the SF Guidelines only provide trip generation rates for the weekday p.m. peak hour, weekday evening and weekday late evening travel demand will be estimated based on temporal distribution patterns contained within Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department. To determine Saturday evening travel demand appropriate adjustments will be made to obtain similar factors for the Saturday daily based on the Saturday to weekday daily ratio from ITE Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department.


The transportation consultants will estimate the number of vehicle trips associated with the existing parking lots located at the project site using the methodology described in the SF Guidelines (i.e., actual traffic data collected as part of Task 3, rather than trip generation estimates). Vehicles currently utilizing the existing surface parking facilities will be redistributed to park at other nearby off-street facilities based on their existing parking availability data obtained in Task 3.


Documentation: The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology and results of the travel demand for the proposed project component listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  The technical memorandum will summarize the data sources, methodologies and recommended rates and factors to be used in the trip generation, mode choice, vehicle occupancies and parking demand analyses. The technical memorandum will summarize the travel demand estimates for the proposed project by land use type, mode of travel and place of origin.  A graphic showing vehicle-trip distributions and assignments will also be included.  This technical memorandum will be submitted to Planning Department staff in paper and electronic format for their review and approval prior to performing the transportation impact analyses (Task 6 – Transportation Impacts Analysis).  It is anticipated that this document will also be reviewed by OCII and SFMTA staff, as appropriate.  


Alternatives: Travel demand estimates for up to two alternatives to the proposed project will be developed based on the methodology presented above for the proposed project uses. The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses). The travel demand for the alternatives will be documented in a separate technical memorandum, and will be reviewed by Planning Department, OCII and SFMTA staff. See Task 8 for alternatives analysis.  


Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


The transportation consultants will identify the transportation impacts associated with the proposed project listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  This will include impacts on the study intersections, impacts on transit (capacity utilization and operation), pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, passenger and freight loading supply and demand conditions, construction related activities, and emergency vehicle access to the site.  A parking supply and demand analysis will also be presented for informational purposes.


The transportation impact analysis will reflect planned improvements to the transportation network (e.g., relocation and realignment of Terry Francois Boulevard with the eastern edge of Blocks 30 and 32), any changes/features included as part of the proposed project (e.g., wider sidewalks, plazas, adjacent bicycle lanes), as well as the draft Transportation Management Plan for events at the proposed arena. 


Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate peak hour intersection and freeway ramp LOS using the HCM 2000 methodology for the study intersections identified in Table 2a for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event


Future year 2040 Cumulative - with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


The traffic volumes at the study intersection and freeway ramps for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA).  The future cumulative traffic conditions at the study intersections and ramps will account for the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the traffic volumes at the study intersections and freeway ramps will be shown in an Existing plus Project traffic volume figure for each analysis period/scenario, which will also identify the critical movement at each location.  Based on this information and the estimated growth in traffic volumes between existing and year 2040 conditions, the transportation consultants will calculate the proposed project contribution to future cumulative conditions at those intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, as specified in Table 1 (p. 3).  A series of 2040 Cumulative volume figures will then be prepared, identifying the critical movements at each intersection for the various cumulative scenarios.


A vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the entrance(s) to the on-site parking facilities, or other nearby off-street parking locations for Existing plus Project scenarios. 


Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology.  Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will also be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results at the freeway off-ramp intersections listed in Table 2b.  The analysis will discuss the potential for project to exacerbate existing queuing; project’s contributions to traffic on- and off-ramps will be summarized.  Because these on-ramps are frequently operating over-capacity during the peak hours, the transportation team will work with the Planning Department to identify a methodology for describing the project’s contribution to these conditions.


Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate transit capacity utilization for Muni and the regional transit providers for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event 


Future year 2040 Cumulative – with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


A transit impact analysis will be conducted for:


Muni and regional screenlines – weekday p.m. commute peak hour


Muni and regional routes serving the transportation study area, by individual route/line and by corridor – weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening


The transit ridership and capacity for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), as obtained from the Planning Department and SFMTA.  The future cumulative transit conditions will account for the transit ridership generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the transit capacity utilization will be estimated, and contributions where 2040 Cumulative conditions exceed the transit operator capacity utilization standard will be identified. 


A qualitative assessment of Existing plus Project conditions at the Muni Metro platform on Third Street at South Street will be conducted before and after weekday basketball and non-basketball events, subject to discussion with SFMTA.


Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


The transportation consultants will perform peak hour pedestrian LOS analyses of Existing plus Project conditions listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 3 using the HCM 2000 Methodology based on the number of new pedestrians that will be added to the network. Potential pedestrian safety issues will be identified, including vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, interruption of pedestrian circulation and potential safety issues.  A qualitative discussion of the project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Area Plan will also be included. Future year 2040 Cumulative pedestrian conditions will be assessed qualitatively.


Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively evaluate bicycle conditions for the Existing plus Project scenarios listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 4.  Potential bicycle circulation safety issues will be identified, including bicyclist-vehicular conflicts, interruption of bicycle flow and potential safety issues at the project site, as well as the effect on existing and proposed nearby bicycle routes.  In addition, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D)[footnoteRef:2] requirements for bicycle parking and related facilities will be identified and compared to the proposed supply. Future year 2040 Cumulative bicycle conditions will be assessed qualitatively. [2:  In combination with the Development Plan, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D) document supersedes the San Francisco Planning Code for the Mission Bay South Area Development Plan.] 



Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a loading supply/demand analysis for the proposed project.  The proposed on-site loading supply will be compared to the Mission Bay South Area D4D in terms of their location, number of spaces and minimum dimensions, as applicable.  The loading supply will also be compared to the estimated demand generated by the proposed project.  Additionally, the transportation consultant will assess the proposed loading facilities in terms of their operational characteristics, including truck movement (including truck turning pathways into the loading area), location of trash compactor, storage and removal of garbage. 


Passenger loading/unloading, including taxis, charter buses, limousines, and private autos, before and after events at the proposed arena passenger loading/unloading facilities will be assessed.  


Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


The transportation consultants will assess any potential impacts to the emergency access that could result from the proposed project. 


Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively assess any potential temporary construction-related transportation impacts that would be generated by the proposed project.  Construction impact evaluation will address displacement of existing parking, the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, street and/or sidewalk closures, impacts on Muni operations, and construction worker parking. 


Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a parking supply/code/demand analysis for the proposed project.  Handicapped-accessible, bicycle and carshare spaces supplied by the proposed project will be identified.  The proposed parking supply will be compared to the requirements of the Mission Bay South Area D4D.  Any exceptions to the Mission Bay South Area D4D will be noted. 


Any deficit or surplus of parking spaces will be quantified, and discussed in relation to the effect on the parking supply in the area surrounding the project sites. The design of the access to the proposed project’s parking facilities will be assessed in terms of operational characteristics.


As described in Task 6.1, a vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the project entrance(s) to any proposed parking facility on site other nearby off-street parking locations.


Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


Mitigation measures will be proposed to improve operations if significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures may be proposed where no significant impacts have been identified.  In accordance with City guidelines, the report will clearly distinguish between mitigation measures required under CEQA, and transportation improvement measures not related to CEQA significant impacts, such as pedestrian improvement measures, parking access operations, traffic, parking and pedestrian enforcement etc.  Responsibility for implementation of identified measures will be identified, where possible. 


Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


The No Project Alternative (approved Mission Bay Plan uses on the project site) and a Lesser Intensity Alternative will be assessed qualitatively for various transportation scenarios.  Depending on definition of the alternatives and the outcome of the travel demand memo, the Planning Department may require at a later time limited quantitative analysis.  The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses). The scenarios will be developed in conjunction with development of the alternatives in consultation with the Planning Department and OCII. The analysis will cover all transportation topics. Travel demand estimates will be prepared for each alternative based on the travel demand methodology presented in Task 5.  


Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


The transportation consultants will prepare the transportation setting and impact analysis sections for inclusion in the EIR document.  The transportation discussion will follow the format specified by Planning Department staff, and will include setting, methodology, impact assessment, and mitigation and improvement measures.  A discussion of the underlying environmental review document (e.g., 1998 SEIR) will also be provided, as needed.  An Administrative Draft 1 of the transportation chapter will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff. 


All stand-alone submittals of the transportation section of the Draft EIR will be in paper copies (five copies), along with an electronic version. Transportation section versions included as part of the overall Administrative Draft EIR will follow the distribution format determined for the EIR.


As part of the transportation section submittal, the transportation consultants will prepare a comprehensive technical appendix that will include, but not be limited to, the following:


Proposed project access and internal/external circulation plans;


Lane geometries at the study intersections;


Traffic summaries showing turning movement volumes at the study intersections for all periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Intersection and freeway ramp LOS analysis for the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Transit capacity utilization calculations for Muni and regional transit providers for all the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Travel demand calculations for the proposed project and alternatives to the project;


Travel demand analysis Technical Memorandum;


Pedestrian counts and LOS, and bicycle counts at all study locations; 


Existing and Existing plus Project parking supply and utilization; and


Draft Transportation Management Plan (to be developed by project sponsor).


Two paper copies and an electronic copy of the draft technical appendix will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff for Preliminary Draft 1 and Preliminary Draft 2 submittals.  


Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


The transportation consultants will summarize and package the Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes developed in the previous tasks for submittal to the noise and air quality analysts for their studies.


Task 11 – Attendance at Meetings


The transportation consultants will meet with the Planning Department, OCII, and other city agencies, as appropriate, to work out details related to transportation scope of work, impact assumptions, methodology, and development of improvement and/or mitigation measures.


Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments


The transportation consultant will prepare responses to comments made by public agencies and members of the public at large related to the transportation section of the Draft EIR.
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Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255


(c) 415-385-7031









On Aug 13, 2014, at 11:21 AM, Bollinger, Brett (CPC) wrote:

Attached are comments on the draft SOW, including project sponsor comments.

<MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30_Combined Comments.docx>









Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255

(c) 415-385-7031















From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: GSW - Transportation Scope of Work
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 9:56:59 AM
Attachments: MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30 Markup.docx


ATT00001.htm
MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30 CLEAN.docx
ATT00002.htm
MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30_BB comments.docx


Attached are my comments on the SOW.
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 4:27 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Karl Heisler; Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran
Subject: GSW - Transportation Scope of Work
 
Hi Viktoriya and Brett
Per our conversation following our project meeting today, attached is a slightly updated
version of the transportation scope of work that removes the variants and adds back in two
alternatives to the project. Also, as discussed, the revised scope of work also removes two
intersections.  The two intersections on The Embarcadero at Harrison and at Bryant weren't
analyzed in the 1998 Mission Bay SEIR, and it would make the analysis/comparison more
straight-forward if we did not have to include them.  
 
A markup of the July 14th version of the transportation scope of work, and a CLEAN copy is
attached.
 
We look forward to your review of the transportation scope of work.
Thank you,
Luba
 
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=67BDABC659C24C8683A48BF436A14F2D-BRETT BOLLINGER

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=53ddc14b15cb409584d3f7b15453f64a-Viktoriya Wise

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org
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Scope of Work


[bookmark: _GoBack]Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR 


Second Draft: July 3014, 2014





Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting are pleased to submit this scope of work to prepare the transportation section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed event center and sports arena to be located in the Mission Bay South Area of San Francisco. This scope of work follows the San Francisco Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002” (SF Guidelines), as applicable. 


Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


The San Francisco Planning Department requires that the scope of work for the transportation analysis be reviewed and approved by the designated transportation planner and environmental staff coordinator prior to commencement of any work by the transportation consultants.  The transportation consultants will meet and consult with Environmental Planning staff, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), and other city agencies, as determined by Environmental Planning to review, discuss and modify the draft scope of work and define the required level of detail for the transportation analysis.  The discussions will focus on items such as:


Project definition and components, including project variantalternatives;


Data collection (traffic counts, locations, day of week, and time of day);


Assumptions (study area, land use types, cumulative growth, etc.);


Methodology (trip generation methodology and appropriate sources, travel forecasts, etc.);


Analysis scenarios – future years, development and transportation network and transit service assumptions;


Extent of analysis of the project variantalternatives to the proposed project; and


Transportation section schedule and deliverables.


Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


The transportation consultants will review the project definition, land use, and transportation circulation assumptions prepared by the project sponsor and will provide written request for clarification and additional data needs that might be necessary to conduct the transportation analysis.


The transportation consultants will meet with Environmental Planning staff to confirm the definition of analysis scenarios and direction on the analysis methodologies proposed for the transportation impact assessment.  The travel demand analysis of the land use program of the proposed project (e.g., office, retail, restaurant, athletic club, movie theater, live theater) will be conducted using the SF Guidelines, while the travel demand analysis for the arena and other ancillary sport uses will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, travel characteristics at similar facilities (e.g., mode of travel, trip distribution, vehicle occupancy, parking demand, etc.), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes to and from the site. 


The transportation consultants will define the analysis scenarios in detail.  Table 1 on the next page presents the list of transportation analysis scenarios for the proposed project components.


The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum documenting the travel demand methodology, and assumptions for the arena and other proposed uses.  The memorandum will include a description of each of the analysis scenarios and assumptions used for the impact analysis, including land use, background, project-related transportation improvements, background traffic assumptions, and parking assumptions. The proposed project and project variant travel demand will be presented for each analysis scenario.  This technical memorandum will be presented to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to proceeding with the transportation impact analysis.  


The transportation consultants will work with Environmental Planning and the project sponsor to develop the definition of the project variantalternatives.





			Table 1 - Scenarios for Transportation Analysis


Event Center at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32





			SCENARIOS





			WEEKDAY PERIODS


			SATURDAY


			Number of Analysis Scenarios 





			


			PM COMMUTE 


(4 To 6 PM)


			EVENING 


(6 to 8 PM)


			LATE PM 


(9 - 11 PM)


			EVENING PERIOD


(7 to 9 PM)


			





			


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			





			Existing Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing 


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Project Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing + Project w/out events on site


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Existing + Project w/ Convention Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			Existing + Project Variant


			1


			


			1


			


			


			


			


			2





			Future Year 2040 Cumulative


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Project - No Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Project – with Event 


- with Basketball Game


- with Convention Event


			


1


1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			


2


1





			Project Variant – No Event 


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			TOTAL


			97


			2


			32


			2


			2


			5


			2


			2522











Task 3 – Data Collection


Traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and off-street parking data collection will be conducted for the following time periods:


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Traffic: The transportation consultants will obtain intersection turning movement volume counts at the 23 study intersections listed in Table 2a for the proposed project site from previously collected traffic count efforts, supplemented with new counts to be performed in May and June 2014, as appropriate.


			Table 2a - Intersection Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			The Embarcadero/Harrison St


			113


			Terry Francois Blvd/16th St [a]





			2


			The Embarcadero/Bryant St


			124


			Illinois St/16th St





			31


			King St/Third St


			135


			Third St/16th St





			42


			King St/Fourth St


			146


			Fourth St/16th St





			53


			King St/Fifth St/I-280 on-/off-ramps


			157


			Owens St/16th St





			64


			Fifth/Harrison/I-80 WB off-ramp


			186


			Seventh St/Mississippi St/16th St





			75


			Fifth/Bryant.I-80 EB on-ramp


			197


			Illinois St/Mariposa St





			86


			Third St/Channel St


			2018


			Third St/Mariposa St





			97


			Fourth St/Channel St


			2119


			Mariposa St/I-280 NB off-ramp





			108


			Seventh St/Mission Bay Drive


			2220


			Mariposa St/I-280 SB on-ramp





			119


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St


			231


			Third St/Cesar Chavez St





			102


			Third St/South St


			


			





			Note:


[a] Future analysis location.











The transportation consultants will also gather on-ramp and off-ramp traffic data from Caltrans and from peak period turning movement volume counts at ramp touchdown intersections for the I-80 and I-280 ramp locations shown in Table 2b.  Freeway on-ramps and off-ramps will be analyzed based on peak hour volumes. Freeway ramp volume data will be obtained from the intersection traffic counts listed in Table 2a and supplemented, as necessary. 


			Table 2b – Freeway Ramp Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling/Bryant


			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant


			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison


			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa











Transit: Transit data will be obtained from SFMTA and regional transit operators, as appropriate, for weekday p.m., late evening, and Saturday evening conditions.  The transportation consultants will compile data on all Muni bus routes and rail lines (including motor coach, trolley coach, and light rail service) and stop locations within a study area generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street.


This work will include a description of Muni’s transit route service hours, peak periods, stops and headways on weekdays and Saturdays for the bus routes and rail lines within the study area.  The latest available weekday p.m., weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load points (MLP) for the Muni routes and lines serving the transportation study area will be requested from Muni for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3). 


Existing ridership and capacity utilization information for the Muni bus routes and rail lines will be provided individually, as well as combined, based on access between the transportation study area and the four San Francisco superdistricts.  


Preliminary corridor grouping of Muni routes and lines for the project site (subject to discussion with the SFMTA):


North/South: K Ingleside, T Third, N Judah, 30 Stockton, 45 Union Stockton.


East/West: 10 Townsend, 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness.


The transportation consultants will also compile data on regional transit operators (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit bus and ferry service, SamTrans and Caltrain) including the nearest transit stop location within the study area boundary and the latest scheduled operations on weekdays and Saturdays. Weekday and Saturday ridership and capacity utilization for the regional service providers for the analysis periods identified in Table 1 (p. 3) will be obtained from the regional operators.


Existing Muni and regional service provider weekday p.m. peak hour screenlines will be obtained from the Planning Department.  


Pedestrians: The transportation consultants will collect pedestrian counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 at the locations shown in Table 4, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted. Effective sidewalk widths will be measured at each sidewalk analysis location, and in the vicinity of the project site.





			Table 4 - Crosswalk and Sidewalk Analysis Locations [a]





			Location


			Location





			Crosswalk Analysis [a]


			Sidewalk Analysis





			1


			Third St/South St


			1


			Both sides of Third St between South and 16th streets 





			2


			Third St/16th St


			


			





			3


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St [b]


			


			





			Notes:


[a] All crosswalks at the listed intersections.


[b] Future analysis location.











Bicycles: The transportation consultants will conduct bicycle counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 5, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) counts without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted.


			Table 5- Bicycle Analysis Locations 





			Location





			1


			Both sides of Third Street between South and 16th streets





			2


			Both sides of 16th Street between Third and Fourth streets











Parking: The parking study area is generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street. The transportation consultants will collect off-street public parking supply and occupancy for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) from available sources such as the SFpark, SFMTA, data previously collected for the Piers 30-32 site, and other project technical studies, and conduct additional surveys for facilities and time periods for which parking supply and occupancy data is not available.  Current hours of operation and characteristics of the off-street facilities will be identified.


The transportation consultants will also document current on-street parking regulations and illegal parking on the blocks adjacent to the proposed project, and generally describe the on-street parking regulations and parking occupancy within the parking study area. 


Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


Using the data collected in Task 3, the transportation consultants will document existing traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, bicycle and emergency vehicle access conditions within the transportation study areas and at the study intersections shown in Table 2a, including:


A base map and text for the study area, describing the street designations, street names, number of lanes and traffic flow directions;


A description of existing uses and vehicular access to the project site;


An assessment of existing parking operations at the project site, including hours of operation, supply and hourly utilization;


Intersection level of service (LOS) conditions during the peak hours at the study intersections identified in Table 2a using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual operations methodology (HCM 2000) and the Synchro traffic analysis software;


Freeway on-ramp and off-ramp LOS conditions during the peak hours at the study locations identified in Table 2b using the 2000 HCM methodology and the HCS analysis software. Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology. Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results.


Graphics indicating the existing peak hour traffic volumes and lane configuration at the study intersections identified in Table 2a;


A map and discussion of Muni and regional transit services within the transportation study area, including bus routes and bus stop locations, as well as conditions at each route’s maximum load point. A quantitative description of weekday p.m. commute period, weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour transit conditions will be provided for Muni and the regional transit service as available. Planned changes to Muni service in the Transit Effectiveness Program (TEP) will also be described.  Identification of any operational conflicts between buses or streetcars and other vehicles will be described. 


Pedestrian LOS analyses at the study locations identified in Table 4 using the HCM 2000 methodology. A qualitative assessment of pedestrian conditions (conflicts, safety and operational issues) will also be conducted;


Bicycle flows at the study locations identified in Table 5, and a qualitative discussion of general bicycle circulation conditions and the identification of any safety and right-of-way issues in the vicinity of the project site, including the description and mapping of bicycle routes. A description of changes to the bicycle network within the transportation study area being considered by the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other City proposals;


A qualitative assessment of existing weekday and Saturday on-street commercial loading conditions within the transportation study area;


A description of the existing emergency vehicle access routes to the project site; 


Passenger loading, including disabled loading and parking; and


Quantitative assessment of off-street parking supply and utilization within the parking study area, and qualitative discussion of on-street parking regulations and utilization. 


Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Variant Travel Demand


The future travel demand estimates will be developed by the transportation consultant, and reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff prior to use in the transportation impact assessment.  Travel demand estimates will be provided for vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes, and will include internal and external trips for each project and project variant component listed in Table 1, as appropriate.


Sports Arena: Since sports arenas are considered “special generators,” each with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of their impact cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.  Thus, the travel demand analysis for the operation of basketball games, conventions, and other events will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, typical weekday and weekend start times of the games/events, available travel characteristics of other venues such as AT&T Park and other comparable venues (e.g., mode split, trip distribution, vehicle assignment, parking demand, transit demand), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes for the new arena. Loading demand for the arena will be based on information obtained from the project sponsor.


Other Project Land Uses: The transportation consultants will estimate the travel demand for standard proposed land uses  (i.e., retail, office, athletic club, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) using the methodology and information provided in the SF Guidelines (trip generation rates, mode splits, trip distribution, loading demand, parking demand).  Since the SF Guidelines only provide trip generation rates for the weekday p.m. peak hour, weekday evening and weekday late evening travel demand will be estimated based on temporal distribution patterns contained within Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department. To determine Saturday evening travel demand appropriate adjustments will be made to obtain similar factors for the Saturday daily based on the Saturday to weekday daily ratio from ITE Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department.


The transportation consultants will estimate the number of vehicle trips associated with the existing parking lots located at the project site using the methodology described in the SF Guidelines (i.e., actual traffic data collected as part of Task 3, rather than trip generation estimates). Vehicles currently utilizing the existing surface parking facilities will be redistributed to park at other nearby off-street facilities based on their existing parking availability data obtained in Task 3.


Documentation: The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology and results of the travel demand for the proposed project and the project variant component listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  The technical memorandum will summarize the data sources, methodologies and recommended rates and factors to be used in the trip generation, mode choice, vehicle occupancies and parking demand analyses. The technical memorandum will summarize the travel demand estimates for the proposed project and project variant by land use type, mode of travel and place of origin.  A graphic showing vehicle-trip distributions and assignments will also be included.  This technical memorandum will be submitted to Planning Department staff in paper and electronic format for their review and approval prior to performing the transportation impact analyses (Task 6 – Transportation Impacts Analysis).


Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


The transportation consultants will identify the transportation impacts associated with the proposed project and the project variant listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  This will include impacts on the study intersections, impacts on transit (capacity utilization and operation), pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, passenger and freight loading supply and demand conditions, construction related activities, and emergency vehicle access to the site.  A parking supply and demand analysis will also be presented for informational purposes.


Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate peak hour intersection and freeway ramp LOS using the HCM 2000 methodology for the study intersections identified in Table 2a for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event


Future year 2040 Cumulative - with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Pproject, project variant, and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


The traffic volumes at the study intersection and freeway ramps for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA).  The future cumulative traffic conditions at the study intersections and ramps will account for the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s and project variant’s contribution to the traffic volumes at the study intersections and freeway ramps will be shown in an Existing plus Project traffic volume figure for each analysis period/scenario, which will also identify the critical movement at each location.  Based on this information and the estimated growth in traffic volumes between existing and year 2040 conditions, the transportation consultants will calculate the proposed project contribution to future cumulative conditions at those intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, as specified in Table 1 (p. 3).  A series of 2040 Cumulative volume figures will then be prepared, identifying the critical movements at each intersection for the various cumulative scenarios.


A vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the entrance(s) to the on-site parking facilities, or other nearby off-street parking locations. 


Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology.  Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will also be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results at the freeway off-ramp intersections listed in Table 2b.  The analysis will discuss the potential for project to exacerbate existing queuing; project’s/project variant’s contributions to traffic on- and off-ramps will be summarized.  Because these on-ramps are frequently operating over-capacity during the peak hours, the transportation team will work with the Planning Department to identify a methodology for describing the project’s/project variant’s contribution to these conditions.


Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate transit capacity utilization for Muni and the regional transit providers for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event 


Future year 2040 Cumulative – with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Pproject, project variant and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


A transit impact analysis will be conducted for:


Muni and regional screenlines – weekday p.m. commute peak hour


Muni and regional routes serving the transportation study area – weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening


The transit ridership and capacity for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), as obtained from Environmental Planning and SFMTA.  The future cumulative transit conditions will account for the transit ridership generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the transit capacity utilization will be estimated, and contributions where 2040 Cumulative conditions exceed the transit operator capacity utilization standard will be identified. 


A qualitative assessment of Existing plus Project conditions at the Muni Metro platform on Third Street at South Street will be conducted before and after weekday basketball and non-basketball events, subject to discussion with SFMTA.


Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


The transportation consultants will perform peak hour pedestrian LOS analyses of Existing plus Project conditions listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 4 using the HCM 2000 Methodology based on the number of new pedestrians that will be added to the network. Potential pedestrian safety issues will be identified, including vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, interruption of pedestrian circulation and potential safety issues.  A qualitative discussion of the project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Area Plan will also be included. Future year 2040 Cumulative pedestrian conditions will be assessed qualitatively.


Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively evaluate bicycle conditions for the Existing plus Project scenarios listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 5.  Potential bicycle circulation safety issues will be identified, including bicyclist-vehicular conflicts, interruption of bicycle flow and potential safety issues at the project site, as well as the effect on existing and proposed nearby bicycle routes.  In addition, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D)[footnoteRef:1] requirements for bicycle parking and related facilities will be identified and compared to the proposed supply. Future year 2040 Cumulative bicycle conditions will be assessed qualitatively. [1:  In combination with the Development Plan, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D) documents supersede the San Francisco Planning Code for the Mission Bay South Area Development Plan.] 



Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a loading supply/demand analysis for the proposed project and the project variant.  The proposed on-site loading supply will be compared to the Mission Bay South Area D4D in terms of their location, number of spaces and minimum dimensions, as applicable.  The loading supply will also be compared to the estimated demand generated by the proposed project and project variant project.  Additionally, the transportation consultant will assess the proposed loading facilities in terms of their operational characteristics, including truck movement (including truck turning pathways into the loading area), location of trash compactor, storage and removal of garbage. 


Passenger loading/unloading, including taxis, charter buses, limousines, and private autos, before and after events at the proposed arena passenger loading/unloading facilities will be assessed.  


Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


The transportation consultants will assess any potential impacts to the emergency access that could result from the proposed project and the project variant. 


Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively assess any potential temporary construction-related transportation impacts that would be generated by the proposed project and the project variant.  Construction impact evaluation will address displacement of existing parking, the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, street and/or sidewalk closures, impacts on Muni operations, and construction worker parking. 


Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a parking supply/code/demand analysis for the proposed project and the project variant.  Handicapped-accessible, bicycle and carshare spaces supplied by the proposed project and project variant will be identified.  The proposed parking supply will be compared to the requirements of the Mission Bay South Area D4D.  Any exceptions to the Mission Bay South Area D4D will be noted. 


Any deficit or surplus of parking spaces will be quantified, and discussed in relation to the effect on the parking supply in the area surrounding the project sites. The design of the access to the proposed project’s parking facilities will be assessed in terms of operational characteristics.


As described in Task 6.1, a vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the project entrance(s) to any proposed parking facility on site other nearby off-street parking locations.


Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


Mitigation measures will be proposed to improve operations if significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures may be proposed where no significant impacts have been identified.  In accordance with City guidelines, the report will clearly distinguish between mitigation measures required under CEQA, and transportation improvement measures not related to CEQA significant impacts, such as pedestrian improvement measures, parking access operations, traffic, parking and pedestrian enforcement etc.  Responsibility for implementation of identified measures will be identified, where possible. 


Task 8 –Alternative Analysis


The No Project Alternative (approved Mission Bay Plan uses on the project site) and a Lesser Intensity Alternative will be assessed qualitatively for all transportation analysis topics. Travel demand estimates will be prepared for each alternative based on the travel demand methodology presented in Task 5.  


Task 98 – Transportation Section of the EIR


The transportation consultants will prepare the transportation setting and impact analysis sections for inclusion in the EIR document.  The transportation discussion will follow the format specified by Planning Department staff, and will include setting, methodology, impact assessment, and mitigation and improvement measures.  An Administrative Draft 1 of the transportation chapter will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff. 


All stand-alone submittals of the transportation section of the Draft EIR will be in paper copies (five copies), along with an electronic version. Transportation section versions included as part of the overall Administrative Draft EIR will follow the distribution format determined for the EIR.


As part of the transportation section submittal, the transportation consultants will prepare a comprehensive technical appendix that will include, but not be limited to, the following:


Proposed project access and internal/external circulation plans;


Lane geometries at the study intersections;


Traffic summaries showing turning movement volumes at the study intersections for all periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Intersection and freeway ramp LOS analysis for the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Transit capacity utilization calculations for Muni and regional transit providers for all the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Travel demand calculations for the proposed project and project variantalternatives to the project;


Travel demand analysis Technical Memorandum;


Pedestrian counts and LOS, and bicycle counts at all study locations; 


Existing and Existing plus Project parking supply and utilization; and


Draft Transportation Management Plan (to be developed by project sponsor).


Two paper copies and an electronic copy of the draft technical appendix will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff for Preliminary Draft 1 and Preliminary Draft 2 submittals.  


Task 109 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


The transportation consultants will summarize and package the Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes developed in the previous tasks for submittal to the noise and air quality analysts for their studies.


Task 101:  Attendance at Meetings


The transportation consultants will meet with the Planning Department, OCII, and other city agencies, as appropriate, to work out details related to transportation scope of work, impact assumptions, methodology, and development of improvement and/or mitigation measures.


Task 112 – Draft EIR Response to Comments


The transportation consultant will prepare responses to comments made by public agencies and members of the public at large related to the transportation section of the Draft EIR.
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Scope of Work


[bookmark: _GoBack]Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR 


Second Draft: July 30, 2014





Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting are pleased to submit this scope of work to prepare the transportation section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed event center and sports arena to be located in the Mission Bay South Area of San Francisco. This scope of work follows the San Francisco Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002” (SF Guidelines), as applicable. 


Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


The San Francisco Planning Department requires that the scope of work for the transportation analysis be reviewed and approved by the designated transportation planner and environmental staff coordinator prior to commencement of any work by the transportation consultants.  The transportation consultants will meet and consult with Environmental Planning staff, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), and other city agencies, as determined by Environmental Planning to review, discuss and modify the draft scope of work and define the required level of detail for the transportation analysis.  The discussions will focus on items such as:


Project definition and components, including alternatives;


Data collection (traffic counts, locations, day of week, and time of day);


Assumptions (study area, land use types, cumulative growth, etc.);


Methodology (trip generation methodology and appropriate sources, travel forecasts, etc.);


Analysis scenarios – future years, development and transportation network and transit service assumptions;


Extent of analysis of the alternatives to the proposed project; and


Transportation section schedule and deliverables.


Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


The transportation consultants will review the project definition, land use, and transportation circulation assumptions prepared by the project sponsor and will provide written request for clarification and additional data needs that might be necessary to conduct the transportation analysis.


The transportation consultants will meet with Environmental Planning staff to confirm the definition of analysis scenarios and direction on the analysis methodologies proposed for the transportation impact assessment.  The travel demand analysis of the land use program of the proposed project (e.g., office, retail, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) will be conducted using the SF Guidelines, while the travel demand analysis for the arena and other ancillary sport uses will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, travel characteristics at similar facilities (e.g., mode of travel, trip distribution, vehicle occupancy, parking demand, etc.), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes to and from the site. 


The transportation consultants will define the analysis scenarios in detail.  Table 1 on the next page presents the list of transportation analysis scenarios for the proposed project components.


The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum documenting the travel demand methodology, and assumptions for the arena and other proposed uses.  The memorandum will include a description of each of the analysis scenarios and assumptions used for the impact analysis, including land use, background, project-related transportation improvements, background traffic assumptions, and parking assumptions. The proposed project travel demand will be presented for each analysis scenario.  This technical memorandum will be presented to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to proceeding with the transportation impact analysis.  


The transportation consultants will work with Environmental Planning and the project sponsor to develop the definition of the project alternatives.





			Table 1 - Scenarios for Transportation Analysis
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			SCENARIOS





			WEEKDAY PERIODS


			SATURDAY


			Number of Analysis Scenarios 





			


			PM COMMUTE 


(4 To 6 PM)


			EVENING 


(6 to 8 PM)


			LATE PM 


(9 - 11 PM)


			EVENING PERIOD


(7 to 9 PM)


			





			


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			





			Existing Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing 


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Project Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing + Project w/out events on site


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Existing + Project w/ Convention Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			Future Year 2040 Cumulative


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Project - No Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Project – with Event 


- with Basketball Game


- with Convention Event


			


1


1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			


2


1





			TOTAL


			7


			2


			2


			2


			2


			5


			2


			22











Task 3 – Data Collection


Traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and off-street parking data collection will be conducted for the following time periods:


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Traffic: The transportation consultants will obtain intersection turning movement volume counts at the 23 study intersections listed in Table 2a for the proposed project site from previously collected traffic count efforts, supplemented with new counts to be performed in May and June 2014, as appropriate.


			Table 2a - Intersection Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			King St/Third St


			11


			Terry Francois Blvd/16th St [a]





			2


			King St/Fourth St


			12


			Illinois St/16th St





			3


			King St/Fifth St/I-280 on-/off-ramps


			13


			Third St/16th St





			4


			Fifth/Harrison/I-80 WB off-ramp


			14


			Fourth St/16th St





			5


			Fifth/Bryant.I-80 EB on-ramp


			15


			Owens St/16th St





			6


			Third St/Channel St


			16


			Seventh St/Mississippi St/16th St





			7


			Fourth St/Channel St


			17


			Illinois St/Mariposa St





			8


			Seventh St/Mission Bay Drive


			18


			Third St/Mariposa St





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St


			19


			Mariposa St/I-280 NB off-ramp





			10


			Third St/South St


			20


			Mariposa St/I-280 SB on-ramp





			


			


			21


			Third St/Cesar Chavez St





			Note:


[a] Future analysis location.











The transportation consultants will also gather on-ramp and off-ramp traffic data from Caltrans and from peak period turning movement volume counts at ramp touchdown intersections for the I-80 and I-280 ramp locations shown in Table 2b.  Freeway on-ramps and off-ramps will be analyzed based on peak hour volumes. Freeway ramp volume data will be obtained from the intersection traffic counts listed in Table 2a and supplemented, as necessary. 


			Table 2b – Freeway Ramp Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling/Bryant


			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant


			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison


			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa











Transit: Transit data will be obtained from SFMTA and regional transit operators, as appropriate, for weekday p.m., late evening, and Saturday evening conditions.  The transportation consultants will compile data on all Muni bus routes and rail lines (including motor coach, trolley coach, and light rail service) and stop locations within a study area generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street.


This work will include a description of Muni’s transit route service hours, peak periods, stops and headways on weekdays and Saturdays for the bus routes and rail lines within the study area.  The latest available weekday p.m., weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load points (MLP) for the Muni routes and lines serving the transportation study area will be requested from Muni for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3). 


Existing ridership and capacity utilization information for the Muni bus routes and rail lines will be provided individually, as well as combined, based on access between the transportation study area and the four San Francisco superdistricts.  


Preliminary corridor grouping of Muni routes and lines for the project site (subject to discussion with the SFMTA):


North/South: K Ingleside, T Third, N Judah, 30 Stockton, 45 Union Stockton.


East/West: 10 Townsend, 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness.


The transportation consultants will also compile data on regional transit operators (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit bus and ferry service, SamTrans and Caltrain) including the nearest transit stop location within the study area boundary and the latest scheduled operations on weekdays and Saturdays. Weekday and Saturday ridership and capacity utilization for the regional service providers for the analysis periods identified in Table 1 (p. 3) will be obtained from the regional operators.


Existing Muni and regional service provider weekday p.m. peak hour screenlines will be obtained from the Planning Department.  


Pedestrians: The transportation consultants will collect pedestrian counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 at the locations shown in Table 4, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted. Effective sidewalk widths will be measured at each sidewalk analysis location, and in the vicinity of the project site.





			Table 4 - Crosswalk and Sidewalk Analysis Locations [a]





			Location


			Location





			Crosswalk Analysis [a]


			Sidewalk Analysis





			1


			Third St/South St


			1


			Both sides of Third St between South and 16th streets 





			2


			Third St/16th St


			


			





			3


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St [b]


			


			





			Notes:


[a] All crosswalks at the listed intersections.


[b] Future analysis location.











Bicycles: The transportation consultants will conduct bicycle counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 5, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) counts without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted.


			Table 5- Bicycle Analysis Locations 





			Location





			1


			Both sides of Third Street between South and 16th streets





			2


			Both sides of 16th Street between Third and Fourth streets











Parking: The parking study area is generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street. The transportation consultants will collect off-street public parking supply and occupancy for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) from available sources such as the SFpark, SFMTA, data previously collected for the Piers 30-32 site, and other project technical studies, and conduct additional surveys for facilities and time periods for which parking supply and occupancy data is not available.  Current hours of operation and characteristics of the off-street facilities will be identified.


The transportation consultants will also document current on-street parking regulations and illegal parking on the blocks adjacent to the proposed project, and generally describe the on-street parking regulations and parking occupancy within the parking study area. 


Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


Using the data collected in Task 3, the transportation consultants will document existing traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, bicycle and emergency vehicle access conditions within the transportation study areas and at the study intersections shown in Table 2a, including:


A base map and text for the study area, describing the street designations, street names, number of lanes and traffic flow directions;


A description of existing uses and vehicular access to the project site;


An assessment of existing parking operations at the project site, including hours of operation, supply and hourly utilization;


Intersection level of service (LOS) conditions during the peak hours at the study intersections identified in Table 2a using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual operations methodology (HCM 2000) and the Synchro traffic analysis software;


Freeway on-ramp and off-ramp LOS conditions during the peak hours at the study locations identified in Table 2b using the 2000 HCM methodology and the HCS analysis software. Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology. Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results.


Graphics indicating the existing peak hour traffic volumes and lane configuration at the study intersections identified in Table 2a;


A map and discussion of Muni and regional transit services within the transportation study area, including bus routes and bus stop locations, as well as conditions at each route’s maximum load point. A quantitative description of weekday p.m. commute period, weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour transit conditions will be provided for Muni and the regional transit service as available. Planned changes to Muni service in the Transit Effectiveness Program (TEP) will also be described.  Identification of any operational conflicts between buses or streetcars and other vehicles will be described. 


Pedestrian LOS analyses at the study locations identified in Table 4 using the HCM 2000 methodology. A qualitative assessment of pedestrian conditions (conflicts, safety and operational issues) will also be conducted;


Bicycle flows at the study locations identified in Table 5, and a qualitative discussion of general bicycle circulation conditions and the identification of any safety and right-of-way issues in the vicinity of the project site, including the description and mapping of bicycle routes. A description of changes to the bicycle network within the transportation study area being considered by the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other City proposals;


A qualitative assessment of existing weekday and Saturday on-street commercial loading conditions within the transportation study area;


A description of the existing emergency vehicle access routes to the project site; 


Passenger loading, including disabled loading and parking; and


Quantitative assessment of off-street parking supply and utilization within the parking study area, and qualitative discussion of on-street parking regulations and utilization. 


Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


The future travel demand estimates will be developed by the transportation consultant, and reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff prior to use in the transportation impact assessment.  Travel demand estimates will be provided for vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes, and will include internal and external trips for each project component listed in Table 1, as appropriate.


Sports Arena: Since sports arenas are considered “special generators,” each with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of their impact cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.  Thus, the travel demand analysis for the operation of basketball games, conventions, and other events will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, typical weekday and weekend start times of the games/events, available travel characteristics of other venues such as AT&T Park and other comparable venues (e.g., mode split, trip distribution, vehicle assignment, parking demand, transit demand), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes for the new arena. Loading demand for the arena will be based on information obtained from the project sponsor.


Other Project Land Uses: The transportation consultants will estimate the travel demand for standard proposed land uses  (i.e., retail, office, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) using the methodology and information provided in the SF Guidelines (trip generation rates, mode splits, trip distribution, loading demand, parking demand).  Since the SF Guidelines only provide trip generation rates for the weekday p.m. peak hour, weekday evening and weekday late evening travel demand will be estimated based on temporal distribution patterns contained within Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department. To determine Saturday evening travel demand appropriate adjustments will be made to obtain similar factors for the Saturday daily based on the Saturday to weekday daily ratio from ITE Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department.


The transportation consultants will estimate the number of vehicle trips associated with the existing parking lots located at the project site using the methodology described in the SF Guidelines (i.e., actual traffic data collected as part of Task 3, rather than trip generation estimates). Vehicles currently utilizing the existing surface parking facilities will be redistributed to park at other nearby off-street facilities based on their existing parking availability data obtained in Task 3.


Documentation: The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology and results of the travel demand for the proposed project component listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  The technical memorandum will summarize the data sources, methodologies and recommended rates and factors to be used in the trip generation, mode choice, vehicle occupancies and parking demand analyses. The technical memorandum will summarize the travel demand estimates for the proposed project by land use type, mode of travel and place of origin.  A graphic showing vehicle-trip distributions and assignments will also be included.  This technical memorandum will be submitted to Planning Department staff in paper and electronic format for their review and approval prior to performing the transportation impact analyses (Task 6 – Transportation Impacts Analysis).


Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


The transportation consultants will identify the transportation impacts associated with the proposed project listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  This will include impacts on the study intersections, impacts on transit (capacity utilization and operation), pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, passenger and freight loading supply and demand conditions, construction related activities, and emergency vehicle access to the site.  A parking supply and demand analysis will also be presented for informational purposes.


Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate peak hour intersection and freeway ramp LOS using the HCM 2000 methodology for the study intersections identified in Table 2a for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event


Future year 2040 Cumulative - with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


The traffic volumes at the study intersection and freeway ramps for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA).  The future cumulative traffic conditions at the study intersections and ramps will account for the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the traffic volumes at the study intersections and freeway ramps will be shown in an Existing plus Project traffic volume figure for each analysis period/scenario, which will also identify the critical movement at each location.  Based on this information and the estimated growth in traffic volumes between existing and year 2040 conditions, the transportation consultants will calculate the proposed project contribution to future cumulative conditions at those intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, as specified in Table 1 (p. 3).  A series of 2040 Cumulative volume figures will then be prepared, identifying the critical movements at each intersection for the various cumulative scenarios.


A vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the entrance(s) to the on-site parking facilities, or other nearby off-street parking locations. 


Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology.  Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will also be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results at the freeway off-ramp intersections listed in Table 2b.  The analysis will discuss the potential for project to exacerbate existing queuing; project’s contributions to traffic on- and off-ramps will be summarized.  Because these on-ramps are frequently operating over-capacity during the peak hours, the transportation team will work with the Planning Department to identify a methodology for describing the project’s contribution to these conditions.


Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate transit capacity utilization for Muni and the regional transit providers for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event 


Future year 2040 Cumulative – with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


A transit impact analysis will be conducted for:


Muni and regional screenlines – weekday p.m. commute peak hour


Muni and regional routes serving the transportation study area – weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening


The transit ridership and capacity for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), as obtained from Environmental Planning and SFMTA.  The future cumulative transit conditions will account for the transit ridership generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the transit capacity utilization will be estimated, and contributions where 2040 Cumulative conditions exceed the transit operator capacity utilization standard will be identified. 


A qualitative assessment of Existing plus Project conditions at the Muni Metro platform on Third Street at South Street will be conducted before and after weekday basketball and non-basketball events, subject to discussion with SFMTA.


Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


The transportation consultants will perform peak hour pedestrian LOS analyses of Existing plus Project conditions listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 4 using the HCM 2000 Methodology based on the number of new pedestrians that will be added to the network. Potential pedestrian safety issues will be identified, including vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, interruption of pedestrian circulation and potential safety issues.  A qualitative discussion of the project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Area Plan will also be included. Future year 2040 Cumulative pedestrian conditions will be assessed qualitatively.


Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively evaluate bicycle conditions for the Existing plus Project scenarios listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 5.  Potential bicycle circulation safety issues will be identified, including bicyclist-vehicular conflicts, interruption of bicycle flow and potential safety issues at the project site, as well as the effect on existing and proposed nearby bicycle routes.  In addition, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D)[footnoteRef:1] requirements for bicycle parking and related facilities will be identified and compared to the proposed supply. Future year 2040 Cumulative bicycle conditions will be assessed qualitatively. [1:  In combination with the Development Plan, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D) documents supersede the San Francisco Planning Code for the Mission Bay South Area Development Plan.] 



Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a loading supply/demand analysis for the proposed project.  The proposed on-site loading supply will be compared to the Mission Bay South Area D4D in terms of their location, number of spaces and minimum dimensions, as applicable.  The loading supply will also be compared to the estimated demand generated by the proposed project.  Additionally, the transportation consultant will assess the proposed loading facilities in terms of their operational characteristics, including truck movement (including truck turning pathways into the loading area), location of trash compactor, storage and removal of garbage. 


Passenger loading/unloading, including taxis, charter buses, limousines, and private autos, before and after events at the proposed arena passenger loading/unloading facilities will be assessed.  


Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


The transportation consultants will assess any potential impacts to the emergency access that could result from the proposed project. 


Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively assess any potential temporary construction-related transportation impacts that would be generated by the proposed project.  Construction impact evaluation will address displacement of existing parking, the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, street and/or sidewalk closures, impacts on Muni operations, and construction worker parking. 


Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a parking supply/code/demand analysis for the proposed project.  Handicapped-accessible, bicycle and carshare spaces supplied by the proposed project will be identified.  The proposed parking supply will be compared to the requirements of the Mission Bay South Area D4D.  Any exceptions to the Mission Bay South Area D4D will be noted. 


Any deficit or surplus of parking spaces will be quantified, and discussed in relation to the effect on the parking supply in the area surrounding the project sites. The design of the access to the proposed project’s parking facilities will be assessed in terms of operational characteristics.


As described in Task 6.1, a vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the project entrance(s) to any proposed parking facility on site other nearby off-street parking locations.


Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


Mitigation measures will be proposed to improve operations if significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures may be proposed where no significant impacts have been identified.  In accordance with City guidelines, the report will clearly distinguish between mitigation measures required under CEQA, and transportation improvement measures not related to CEQA significant impacts, such as pedestrian improvement measures, parking access operations, traffic, parking and pedestrian enforcement etc.  Responsibility for implementation of identified measures will be identified, where possible. 


Task 8 –Alternative Analysis


The No Project Alternative (approved Mission Bay Plan uses on the project site) and a Lesser Intensity Alternative will be assessed qualitatively for all transportation analysis topics. Travel demand estimates will be prepared for each alternative based on the travel demand methodology presented in Task 5.  


Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


The transportation consultants will prepare the transportation setting and impact analysis sections for inclusion in the EIR document.  The transportation discussion will follow the format specified by Planning Department staff, and will include setting, methodology, impact assessment, and mitigation and improvement measures.  An Administrative Draft 1 of the transportation chapter will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff. 


All stand-alone submittals of the transportation section of the Draft EIR will be in paper copies (five copies), along with an electronic version. Transportation section versions included as part of the overall Administrative Draft EIR will follow the distribution format determined for the EIR.


As part of the transportation section submittal, the transportation consultants will prepare a comprehensive technical appendix that will include, but not be limited to, the following:


Proposed project access and internal/external circulation plans;


Lane geometries at the study intersections;


Traffic summaries showing turning movement volumes at the study intersections for all periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Intersection and freeway ramp LOS analysis for the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Transit capacity utilization calculations for Muni and regional transit providers for all the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Travel demand calculations for the proposed project and alternatives to the project;


Travel demand analysis Technical Memorandum;


Pedestrian counts and LOS, and bicycle counts at all study locations; 


Existing and Existing plus Project parking supply and utilization; and


Draft Transportation Management Plan (to be developed by project sponsor).


Two paper copies and an electronic copy of the draft technical appendix will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff for Preliminary Draft 1 and Preliminary Draft 2 submittals.  


Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


The transportation consultants will summarize and package the Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes developed in the previous tasks for submittal to the noise and air quality analysts for their studies.


Task 11:  Attendance at Meetings


The transportation consultants will meet with the Planning Department, OCII, and other city agencies, as appropriate, to work out details related to transportation scope of work, impact assumptions, methodology, and development of improvement and/or mitigation measures.


Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments


The transportation consultant will prepare responses to comments made by public agencies and members of the public at large related to the transportation section of the Draft EIR.
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Scope of Work


Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR 


Second Draft: July 30, 2014





Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting are pleased to submit this scope of work to prepare the transportation section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed event center and sports arena to be located in the Mission Bay South Area of San Francisco. This scope of work follows the San Francisco Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002” (SF Guidelines), as applicable. 


Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


The San Francisco Planning Department requires that the scope of work for the transportation analysis be reviewed and approved by the designated transportation planner and environmental staff coordinator prior to commencement of any work by the transportation consultants.  The transportation consultants will meet and consult with Environmental Planning staff, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), and other city agencies, as determined by Environmental Planning to review, discuss and modify the draft scope of work and define the required level of detail for the transportation analysis.  The discussions will focus on items such as:


Project definition and components, including alternatives;


Data collection (traffic counts, locations, day of week, and time of day);


Assumptions (study area, land use types, cumulative growth, etc.);


Methodology (trip generation methodology and appropriate sources, travel forecasts, etc.);


Analysis scenarios – (future years, development and transportation network and transit service assumptions);


Extent of analysis of the alternatives to the proposed project; and


Transportation section schedule and deliverables.


Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


The transportation consultants will review the project definition, land use, and transportation circulation assumptions prepared by the project sponsor and will provide written request for clarification and additional data needs that might be necessary to conduct the transportation analysis.


The transportation consultants will meet with Environmental Planning staff to confirm the definition of analysis scenarios and direction on the analysis methodologies proposed for the transportation impact assessment.  The travel demand analysis of the land use program of the proposed project (e.g., office, retail, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) will be conducted using the SF Guidelines, while the travel demand analysis for the arena and other ancillary sport uses will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, travel characteristics at similar facilities (e.g., mode of travel, trip distribution, vehicle occupancy, parking demand, etc.), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes to and from the site. 


The transportation consultants will define the analysis scenarios in detail.  Table 1 on the next page presents the list of transportation analysis scenarios for the proposed project components.


The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum documenting the travel demand methodology, and assumptions for the arena and other proposed uses.  The memorandum will include a description of each of the analysis scenarios and assumptions used for the impact analysis, including land use, background, project-related transportation improvements, background traffic assumptions, and parking assumptions. The proposed project travel demand will be presented for each analysis scenario.  This technical memorandum will be presented to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to proceeding with the transportation impact analysis.  


The transportation consultants will work with Environmental Planning and the project sponsor to develop the definition of the project alternatives.





			Table 1 - Scenarios for Transportation Analysis


Event Center at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32





			SCENARIOS





			WEEKDAY PERIODS


			SATURDAY


			Number of Analysis Scenarios 





			


			PM COMMUTE 


(4 To 6 PM)


			EVENING 


(6 to 8 PM)


			LATE PM 


(9 - 11 PM)


			EVENING PERIOD


(7 to 9 PM)


			





			


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			





			Existing Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing 


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Project Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing + Project w/out events on site


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Existing + Project w/ Convention Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			Future Year 2040 Cumulative


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Project - No Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Project – with Event 


- with Basketball Game


- with Convention Event


			


1


1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			


2


1





			TOTAL


			7


			2


			2


			2


			2


			5


			2


			22











Task 3 – Data Collection


Traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and off-street parking data collection will be conducted for the following time periods:	Comment by Brett Bollinger: This information would be presented better in a table.


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Traffic: The transportation consultants will obtain intersection turning movement volume counts at the 23 21 study intersections listed in Table 2a for the proposed project site from previously collected traffic count efforts, supplemented with new counts to be performed in May and June 2014, as appropriate.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: State the specific date when new counts were conducted since they have already been done.


			Table 2a - Intersection Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			King St/Third St


			11


			Terry Francois Blvd/16th St [a]





			2


			King St/Fourth St


			12


			Illinois St/16th St





			3


			King St/Fifth St/I-280 on-/off-ramps


			13


			Third St/16th St





			4


			Fifth/Harrison/I-80 WB off-ramp


			14


			Fourth St/16th St





			5


			Fifth/Bryant.I-80 EB on-ramp


			15


			Owens St/16th St





			6


			Third St/Channel St


			16


			Seventh St/Mississippi St/16th St





			7


			Fourth St/Channel St


			17


			Illinois St/Mariposa St





			8


			Seventh St/Mission Bay Drive


			18


			Third St/Mariposa St





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St


			19


			Mariposa St/I-280 NB off-ramp





			10


			Third St/South St


			20


			Mariposa St/I-280 SB on-ramp





			


			


			21


			Third St/Cesar Chavez St





			Note:


[a] Future analysis location.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: Provide more detail on what a “future analysis location” is referring to.











The transportation consultants will also gather on-ramp and off-ramp traffic data from Caltrans and from peak period turning movement volume counts at ramp touchdown intersections for the I-80 and I-280 ramp locations shown in Table 2b.  Freeway on-ramps and off-ramps will be analyzed based on peak hour volumes. Freeway ramp volume data will be obtained from the intersection traffic counts listed in Table 2a and supplemented, as necessary. 


			Table 2b – Freeway Ramp Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling/Bryant


			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant


			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison


			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa











Transit: Transit data will be obtained from SFMTA and regional transit operators, as appropriate, for weekday p.m., late evening, and Saturday evening conditions.  The transportation consultants will compile data on all Muni bus routes and rail lines (including motor coach, trolley coach, and light rail service) and stop locations within a study area generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street.


This work will include a description of Muni’s transit route service hours, peak periods, stops and headways on weekdays and Saturdays for the bus routes and rail lines within the study area.  The latest available weekday p.m., weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load points (MLP) for the Muni routes and lines serving the transportation study area will be requested from Muni for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3). 


Existing ridership and capacity utilization information for the Muni bus routes and rail lines will be provided individually, as well as combined, based on access between the transportation study area and the four San Francisco superdistricts.  


Preliminary corridor grouping of Muni routes and lines for the project site (subject to discussion with the SFMTA):	Comment by Brett Bollinger: Has MTA approved these?


North/South: K Ingleside, T Third, N Judah, 30 Stockton, 45 Union Stockton.


East/West: 10 Townsend, 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness.


The transportation consultants will also compile data on regional transit operators (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit bus and ferry service, SamTrans and Caltrain) including the nearest transit stop location within the study area boundary and the latest scheduled operations on weekdays and Saturdays. Weekday and Saturday ridership and capacity utilization for the regional service providers for the analysis periods identified in Table 1 (p. 3) will be obtained from the regional operators.


Existing Muni and regional service provider weekday p.m. peak hour screenlines will be obtained from the Planning Department.  


Pedestrians: The transportation consultants will collect pedestrian counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 43, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted. Effective sidewalk widths will be measured at each sidewalk analysis location, and in the vicinity of the project site.





			Table 4 3 - Crosswalk and Sidewalk Analysis Locations [a]





			Location


			Location





			Crosswalk Analysis [a]


			Sidewalk Analysis





			1


			Third St/South St


			1


			Both sides of Third St between South and 16th streets 





			2


			Third St/16th St


			2


			Northside of 16th St





			3


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St [b]


			3


			Southside of South St





			Notes:


[a] All crosswalks at the listed intersections.


[b] Future analysis location.











Bicycles: The transportation consultants will conduct bicycle counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 54, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) counts without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted.


			Table 54- Bicycle Analysis Locations 





			Location





			1


			Both sides of Third Street between South and 16th streets





			2


			Both sides of 16th Street between Third and Fourth streets











Parking: The parking study area is generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street. The transportation consultants will collect off-street public parking supply and occupancy for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) from available sources such as the SFpark, SFMTA, data previously collected for the Piers 30-32 site, and other project technical studies, and conduct additional surveys for facilities and time periods for which parking supply and occupancy data is not available.  Current hours of operation and characteristics of the off-street facilities will be identified.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: What data is still relevant from Piers 30-32 site?


The transportation consultants will also document current on-street parking regulations and illegal parking on the blocks adjacent to the proposed project, and generally describe the on-street parking regulations and parking occupancy within the parking study area. 


Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


Using the data collected in Task 3, the transportation consultants will document existing traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, bicycle, loading and emergency vehicle access conditions within the transportation study areas and at the study intersections shown in Table 2a, including:


A base map and text for the study area, describing the street designations, street names, number of lanes and traffic flow directions;


A description of existing uses and vehicular access to the project site;


An assessment of existing parking operations at the project site, including hours of operation, supply and hourly utilization;


Intersection level of service (LOS) conditions during the peak hours at the study intersections identified in Table 2a using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual operations methodology (HCM 2000) and the Synchro traffic analysis software;


Freeway on-ramp and off-ramp LOS conditions during the peak hours at the study locations identified in Table 2b using the 2000 HCM methodology and the HCS analysis software. Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology. Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results.


Graphics indicating the existing peak hour traffic volumes and lane configuration at the study intersections identified in Table 2a;


A map and discussion of Muni and regional transit services within the transportation study area, including bus routes and bus stop locations, as well as conditions at each route’s maximum load point. A quantitative description of weekday p.m. commute period, weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour transit conditions will be provided for Muni and the regional transit service as available. Planned changes to Muni service in the Transit Effectiveness Program (TEP) will also be described.  Identification of any operational conflicts between buses or streetcars and other vehicles will be described. 


Pedestrian LOS analyses at the study locations identified in Table 4 3 using the HCM 2000 methodology. A qualitative assessment of pedestrian conditions (conflicts, safety and operational issues) will also be conducted;


Bicycle flows at the study locations identified in Table 54, and a qualitative discussion of general bicycle circulation conditions and the identification of any safety and right-of-way issues in the vicinity of the project site, including the description and mapping of bicycle routes. A description of changes to the bicycle network within the transportation study area being considered by the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other City proposals;


A qualitative assessment of existing weekday and Saturday on-street commercial loading conditions within the transportation study area;


A description of the existing emergency vehicle access routes to the project site; 


Passenger loading, including disabled loading and parking; and


Quantitative assessment of off-street parking supply and utilization within the parking study area, and qualitative discussion of on-street parking regulations and utilization. 


Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


The future travel demand estimates will be developed by the transportation consultant, and reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff prior to use in the transportation impact assessment.  Travel demand estimates will be provided for vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes, and will include internal and external trips for each project component listed in Table 1, as appropriate.


Sports Arena: Since sports arenas are considered “special generators,” each with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of their impact cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.  Thus, the travel demand analysis for the operation of basketball games, conventions, and other events will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, typical weekday and weekend start times of the games/events, available travel characteristics of other venues such as AT&T Park and other comparable venues (e.g., mode split, trip distribution, vehicle assignment, parking demand, transit demand), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access ingress and egress routes for the new arena. Loading demand for the arena will be based on information obtained from the project sponsor.


Other Project Land Uses: The transportation consultants will estimate the travel demand for standard proposed land uses  (i.e., retail, office, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) using the methodology and information provided in the SF Guidelines (trip generation rates, mode splits, trip distribution, loading demand, parking demand).  Since the SF Guidelines only provide trip generation rates for the weekday p.m. peak hour, weekday evening and weekday late evening travel demand will be estimated based on temporal distribution patterns contained within Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department. To determine Saturday evening travel demand appropriate adjustments will be made to obtain similar factors for the Saturday daily based on the Saturday to weekday daily ratio from ITE Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department.


The transportation consultants will estimate the number of vehicle trips associated with the existing parking lots located at the project site using the methodology described in the SF Guidelines (i.e., actual traffic data collected as part of Task 3, rather than trip generation estimates). Vehicles currently utilizing the existing surface parking facilities will be redistributed to park at other nearby off-street facilities based on their existing parking availability data obtained in Task 3.


Documentation: The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology and results of the travel demand for the proposed project component listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  The technical memorandum will summarize the data sources, methodologies and recommended rates and factors to be used in the trip generation, mode choice, vehicle occupancies and parking demand analyses. The technical memorandum will summarize the travel demand estimates for the proposed project by land use type, mode of travel and place of origin.  A graphic showing vehicle-trip distributions and assignments will also be included.  This technical memorandum will be submitted to Planning Department staff in paper and electronic format for their review and approval prior to performing the transportation impact analyses (Task 6 – Transportation Impacts Analysis).


Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


The transportation consultants will identify the transportation impacts associated with the proposed project listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  This will include impacts on the study intersections, impacts on transit (capacity utilization and operation), pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, passenger and freight loading supply and demand conditions, construction related activities, and emergency vehicle access to the site.  A parking supply and demand analysis will also be presented for informational purposes.


Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate peak hour intersection and freeway ramp LOS using the HCM 2000 methodology for the study intersections identified in Table 2a for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event


Future year 2040 Cumulative - with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


The traffic volumes at the study intersection and freeway ramps for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA).  The future cumulative traffic conditions at the study intersections and ramps will account for the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the traffic volumes at the study intersections and freeway ramps will be shown in an Existing plus Project traffic volume figure for each analysis period/scenario, which will also identify the critical movement at each location.  Based on this information and the estimated growth in traffic volumes between existing and year 2040 conditions, the transportation consultants will calculate the proposed project contribution to future cumulative conditions at those intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, as specified in Table 1 (p. 3).  A series of 2040 Cumulative volume figures will then be prepared, identifying the critical movements at each intersection for the various cumulative scenarios.


A vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the entrance(s) to the on-site parking facilities, or other nearby off-street parking locations. 


Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology.  Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will also be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results at the freeway off-ramp intersections listed in Table 2b.  The analysis will discuss the potential for project to exacerbate existing queuing; project’s contributions to traffic on- and off-ramps will be summarized.  Because these on-ramps are frequently operating over-capacity during the peak hours, the transportation team will work with the Planning Department to identify a methodology for describing the project’s contribution to these conditions.


Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate transit capacity utilization for Muni and the regional transit providers for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event 


Future year 2040 Cumulative – with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


A transit impact analysis will be conducted for:


Muni and regional screenlines – weekday p.m. commute peak hour


Muni and regional routes serving the transportation study area – weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening


The transit ridership and capacity for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), as obtained from Environmental Planning and SFMTA.  The future cumulative transit conditions will account for the transit ridership generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the transit capacity utilization will be estimated, and contributions where 2040 Cumulative conditions exceed the transit operator capacity utilization standard will be identified. 


A qualitative assessment of Existing plus Project conditions at the Muni Metro platform on Third Street at South Street will be conducted before and after weekday basketball and non-basketball events, subject to discussion with SFMTA.


Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


The transportation consultants will perform peak hour pedestrian LOS analyses of Existing plus Project conditions listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 4 3 using the HCM 2000 Methodology based on the number of new pedestrians that will be added to the network. Potential pedestrian safety issues will be identified, including vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, interruption of pedestrian circulation and potential safety issues.  A qualitative discussion of the project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Area Plan will also be included. Future year 2040 Cumulative pedestrian conditions will be assessed qualitatively.


Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively evaluate bicycle conditions for the Existing plus Project scenarios listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 54.  Potential bicycle circulation safety issues will be identified, including bicyclist-vehicular conflicts, interruption of bicycle flow and potential safety issues at the project site, as well as the effect on existing and proposed nearby bicycle routes.  In addition, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D)[footnoteRef:1] requirements for bicycle parking and related facilities will be identified and compared to the proposed supply. Future year 2040 Cumulative bicycle conditions will be assessed qualitatively. [1:  In combination with the Development Plan, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D) documents supersede the San Francisco Planning Code for the Mission Bay South Area Development Plan.] 



Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a loading supply/demand analysis for the proposed project.  The proposed on-site loading supply will be compared to the Mission Bay South Area D4D in terms of their location, number of spaces and minimum dimensions, as applicable.  The loading supply will also be compared to the estimated demand generated by the proposed project.  Additionally, the transportation consultant will assess the proposed loading facilities in terms of their operational characteristics, including truck movement (including truck turning pathways into the loading area), location of trash compactor, storage and removal of garbage. 


Passenger loading/unloading, including taxis, charter buses, limousines, and private autos, before and after events at the proposed arena passenger loading/unloading facilities will be assessed.  


Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


The transportation consultants will assess any potential impacts to the emergency access that could result from the proposed project. 


Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively assess any potential temporary construction-related transportation impacts that would be generated by the proposed project.  Construction impact evaluation will address displacement of existing parking, the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, street and/or sidewalk closures, impacts on Muni operations, and construction worker parking. 


Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a parking supply/code/demand analysis for the proposed project.  Handicapped-accessible, bicycle and carshare spaces supplied by the proposed project will be identified.  The proposed parking supply will be compared to the requirements of the Mission Bay South Area D4D.  Any exceptions to the Mission Bay South Area D4D will be noted. 


Any deficit or surplus of parking spaces will be quantified, and discussed in relation to the effect on the parking supply in the area surrounding the project sites. The design of the access to the proposed project’s parking facilities will be assessed in terms of operational characteristics.


As described in Task 6.1, a vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the project entrance(s) to any proposed parking facility on site other nearby off-street parking locations.


Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


Mitigation measures will be proposed to improve operations if significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures may be proposed where no significant impacts have been identified.  In accordance with City guidelines, the report will clearly distinguish between mitigation measures required under CEQA, and transportation improvement measures not related to CEQA significant impacts, such as pedestrian improvement measures, parking access operations, traffic, parking and pedestrian enforcement etc.  Responsibility for implementation of identified measures will be identified, where possible. 


[bookmark: _GoBack]Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


The No Project Alternative (approved Mission Bay Plan uses on the project site) and a Lesser Intensity Alternative will be assessed qualitatively for all transportation scenarios listed in Table 1 and transportation analysis topicssignificance criteria. Travel demand estimates will be prepared for each alternative based on the travel demand methodology presented in Task 5.  


Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


The transportation consultants will prepare the transportation setting and impact analysis sections for inclusion in the EIR document.  The transportation discussion will follow the format specified by Planning Department staff, and will include setting, methodology, impact assessment, and mitigation and improvement measures.  An Administrative Draft 1 of the transportation chapter will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff. 


All stand-alone submittals of the transportation section of the Draft EIR will be in paper copies (five copies), along with an electronic version. Transportation section versions included as part of the overall Administrative Draft EIR will follow the distribution format determined for the EIR.


As part of the transportation section submittal, the transportation consultants will prepare a comprehensive technical appendix that will include, but not be limited to, the following:


Proposed project access and internal/external circulation plans;


Lane geometries at the study intersections;


Traffic summaries showing turning movement volumes at the study intersections for all periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Intersection and freeway ramp LOS analysis for the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Transit capacity utilization calculations for Muni and regional transit providers for all the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Travel demand calculations for the proposed project and alternatives to the project;


Travel demand analysis Technical Memorandum;


Pedestrian counts and LOS, and bicycle counts at all study locations; 


Existing and Existing plus Project parking supply and utilization; and


Draft Transportation Management Plan (to be developed by project sponsor).


Two paper copies and an electronic copy of the draft technical appendix will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff for Preliminary Draft 1 and Preliminary Draft 2 submittals.  


Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


The transportation consultants will summarize and package the Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes developed in the previous tasks for submittal to the noise and air quality analysts for their studies.


Task 11: – Attendance at Meetings


The transportation consultants will meet with the Planning Department, OCII, and other city agencies, as appropriate, to work out details related to transportation scope of work, impact assumptions, methodology, and development of improvement and/or mitigation measures.


Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments


The transportation consultant will prepare responses to comments made by public agencies and members of the public at large related to the transportation section of the Draft EIR.
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From: Miller, Erin
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Confirmed: Warriors - MTA Work Session
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:35:48 AM


I think it’s fine if you can’t’ make it, especially if Lila will be there.  Quite frankly, the meeting has
gotten bigger than I’d intended.  This is a meeting to give the Warriors Transportation Consultant a
chance to get input from all relevant MTA divisions in a single working session.  I hope to keep the
discussion focused on the details of items that would potentially come up as questions or concerns
with MTA or the project sponsor.
 
I hope you can make it, but I’ll be sure to give you an update if you miss.
 
Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Development & Transportation Integration
Urban Planning Initiatives
 
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
 
 
-----Original Appointment-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 8:26 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Subject: Accepted: Confirmed: Warriors - MTA Work Session
When: Monday, August 04, 2014 12:00 PM-2:00 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: Civic Center Conference Room (1SVN 3074)
 
 
Will probably get there a bit late after my standing lunch meeting.  Though am going to see if I can
skip it.
 
 



mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Agenda
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 7:05:34 AM


Thanks. Let's talk about what is going to be on it. I have lost track and it sounds like
there may be a different approach for the GSW that I will need to figure out today.
See you in a bit.


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Hussain, Lila (CII)"
Date:08/04/2014 6:03 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Subject: Agenda


Catherine,


I'll send you the draft agenda for the meeting today.


Lils


Sent from my iPhone



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=619AB48309934C6CBD9C6E781E4D71D9-CATHERINE REILLY
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From: Miller, Erin
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Key MTA Contacts for Warriors
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 6:10:11 PM


Already an update:
 
Accessibility Sandra Padilla Sandra.Padilla@sfmta.com (415 ) 701-2454


 
 
Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Development & Transportation Integration
Urban Planning Initiatives
 
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
 


From: Miller, Erin 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:45 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine
Subject: Key MTA Contacts for Warriors
 
It may change, but here’s my list as of today!
 
Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Development & Transportation Integration
Urban Planning Initiatives
 
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
 



mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: GSW - Transportation Scope of Work
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 9:56:57 AM
Attachments: MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30 Markup.docx


ATT00001.htm
MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30 CLEAN.docx
ATT00002.htm
MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30_BB comments.docx


Attached are my comments on the SOW.
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 4:27 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Karl Heisler; Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran
Subject: GSW - Transportation Scope of Work
 
Hi Viktoriya and Brett
Per our conversation following our project meeting today, attached is a slightly updated
version of the transportation scope of work that removes the variants and adds back in two
alternatives to the project. Also, as discussed, the revised scope of work also removes two
intersections.  The two intersections on The Embarcadero at Harrison and at Bryant weren't
analyzed in the 1998 Mission Bay SEIR, and it would make the analysis/comparison more
straight-forward if we did not have to include them.  
 
A markup of the July 14th version of the transportation scope of work, and a CLEAN copy is
attached.
 
We look forward to your review of the transportation scope of work.
Thank you,
Luba
 
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=67BDABC659C24C8683A48BF436A14F2D-BRETT BOLLINGER

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=53ddc14b15cb409584d3f7b15453f64a-Viktoriya Wise

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org



[image: ][image: Larger circle solid cut transparent]	Adavant


	Consulting


LCW Consulting


LCW Consulting	 [image: Small circle solid cut]Adavant


Consulting








Scope of Work


[bookmark: _GoBack]Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR 


Second Draft: July 3014, 2014





Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting are pleased to submit this scope of work to prepare the transportation section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed event center and sports arena to be located in the Mission Bay South Area of San Francisco. This scope of work follows the San Francisco Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002” (SF Guidelines), as applicable. 


Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


The San Francisco Planning Department requires that the scope of work for the transportation analysis be reviewed and approved by the designated transportation planner and environmental staff coordinator prior to commencement of any work by the transportation consultants.  The transportation consultants will meet and consult with Environmental Planning staff, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), and other city agencies, as determined by Environmental Planning to review, discuss and modify the draft scope of work and define the required level of detail for the transportation analysis.  The discussions will focus on items such as:


Project definition and components, including project variantalternatives;


Data collection (traffic counts, locations, day of week, and time of day);


Assumptions (study area, land use types, cumulative growth, etc.);


Methodology (trip generation methodology and appropriate sources, travel forecasts, etc.);


Analysis scenarios – future years, development and transportation network and transit service assumptions;


Extent of analysis of the project variantalternatives to the proposed project; and


Transportation section schedule and deliverables.


Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


The transportation consultants will review the project definition, land use, and transportation circulation assumptions prepared by the project sponsor and will provide written request for clarification and additional data needs that might be necessary to conduct the transportation analysis.


The transportation consultants will meet with Environmental Planning staff to confirm the definition of analysis scenarios and direction on the analysis methodologies proposed for the transportation impact assessment.  The travel demand analysis of the land use program of the proposed project (e.g., office, retail, restaurant, athletic club, movie theater, live theater) will be conducted using the SF Guidelines, while the travel demand analysis for the arena and other ancillary sport uses will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, travel characteristics at similar facilities (e.g., mode of travel, trip distribution, vehicle occupancy, parking demand, etc.), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes to and from the site. 


The transportation consultants will define the analysis scenarios in detail.  Table 1 on the next page presents the list of transportation analysis scenarios for the proposed project components.


The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum documenting the travel demand methodology, and assumptions for the arena and other proposed uses.  The memorandum will include a description of each of the analysis scenarios and assumptions used for the impact analysis, including land use, background, project-related transportation improvements, background traffic assumptions, and parking assumptions. The proposed project and project variant travel demand will be presented for each analysis scenario.  This technical memorandum will be presented to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to proceeding with the transportation impact analysis.  


The transportation consultants will work with Environmental Planning and the project sponsor to develop the definition of the project variantalternatives.





			Table 1 - Scenarios for Transportation Analysis
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			SCENARIOS





			WEEKDAY PERIODS


			SATURDAY


			Number of Analysis Scenarios 





			


			PM COMMUTE 


(4 To 6 PM)


			EVENING 


(6 to 8 PM)


			LATE PM 


(9 - 11 PM)


			EVENING PERIOD


(7 to 9 PM)


			





			


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			





			Existing Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing 


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Project Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing + Project w/out events on site


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Existing + Project w/ Convention Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			Existing + Project Variant


			1


			


			1


			


			


			


			


			2





			Future Year 2040 Cumulative


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Project - No Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Project – with Event 


- with Basketball Game


- with Convention Event


			


1


1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			


2


1





			Project Variant – No Event 


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			TOTAL


			97


			2


			32


			2


			2


			5


			2


			2522











Task 3 – Data Collection


Traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and off-street parking data collection will be conducted for the following time periods:


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Traffic: The transportation consultants will obtain intersection turning movement volume counts at the 23 study intersections listed in Table 2a for the proposed project site from previously collected traffic count efforts, supplemented with new counts to be performed in May and June 2014, as appropriate.


			Table 2a - Intersection Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			The Embarcadero/Harrison St


			113


			Terry Francois Blvd/16th St [a]





			2


			The Embarcadero/Bryant St


			124


			Illinois St/16th St





			31


			King St/Third St


			135


			Third St/16th St





			42


			King St/Fourth St


			146


			Fourth St/16th St





			53


			King St/Fifth St/I-280 on-/off-ramps


			157


			Owens St/16th St





			64


			Fifth/Harrison/I-80 WB off-ramp


			186


			Seventh St/Mississippi St/16th St





			75


			Fifth/Bryant.I-80 EB on-ramp


			197


			Illinois St/Mariposa St





			86


			Third St/Channel St


			2018


			Third St/Mariposa St





			97


			Fourth St/Channel St


			2119


			Mariposa St/I-280 NB off-ramp





			108


			Seventh St/Mission Bay Drive


			2220


			Mariposa St/I-280 SB on-ramp





			119


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St


			231


			Third St/Cesar Chavez St





			102


			Third St/South St


			


			





			Note:


[a] Future analysis location.











The transportation consultants will also gather on-ramp and off-ramp traffic data from Caltrans and from peak period turning movement volume counts at ramp touchdown intersections for the I-80 and I-280 ramp locations shown in Table 2b.  Freeway on-ramps and off-ramps will be analyzed based on peak hour volumes. Freeway ramp volume data will be obtained from the intersection traffic counts listed in Table 2a and supplemented, as necessary. 


			Table 2b – Freeway Ramp Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling/Bryant


			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant


			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison


			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa











Transit: Transit data will be obtained from SFMTA and regional transit operators, as appropriate, for weekday p.m., late evening, and Saturday evening conditions.  The transportation consultants will compile data on all Muni bus routes and rail lines (including motor coach, trolley coach, and light rail service) and stop locations within a study area generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street.


This work will include a description of Muni’s transit route service hours, peak periods, stops and headways on weekdays and Saturdays for the bus routes and rail lines within the study area.  The latest available weekday p.m., weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load points (MLP) for the Muni routes and lines serving the transportation study area will be requested from Muni for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3). 


Existing ridership and capacity utilization information for the Muni bus routes and rail lines will be provided individually, as well as combined, based on access between the transportation study area and the four San Francisco superdistricts.  


Preliminary corridor grouping of Muni routes and lines for the project site (subject to discussion with the SFMTA):


North/South: K Ingleside, T Third, N Judah, 30 Stockton, 45 Union Stockton.


East/West: 10 Townsend, 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness.


The transportation consultants will also compile data on regional transit operators (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit bus and ferry service, SamTrans and Caltrain) including the nearest transit stop location within the study area boundary and the latest scheduled operations on weekdays and Saturdays. Weekday and Saturday ridership and capacity utilization for the regional service providers for the analysis periods identified in Table 1 (p. 3) will be obtained from the regional operators.


Existing Muni and regional service provider weekday p.m. peak hour screenlines will be obtained from the Planning Department.  


Pedestrians: The transportation consultants will collect pedestrian counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 at the locations shown in Table 4, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted. Effective sidewalk widths will be measured at each sidewalk analysis location, and in the vicinity of the project site.





			Table 4 - Crosswalk and Sidewalk Analysis Locations [a]





			Location


			Location





			Crosswalk Analysis [a]


			Sidewalk Analysis





			1


			Third St/South St


			1


			Both sides of Third St between South and 16th streets 





			2


			Third St/16th St


			


			





			3


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St [b]


			


			





			Notes:


[a] All crosswalks at the listed intersections.


[b] Future analysis location.











Bicycles: The transportation consultants will conduct bicycle counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 5, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) counts without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted.


			Table 5- Bicycle Analysis Locations 





			Location





			1


			Both sides of Third Street between South and 16th streets





			2


			Both sides of 16th Street between Third and Fourth streets











Parking: The parking study area is generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street. The transportation consultants will collect off-street public parking supply and occupancy for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) from available sources such as the SFpark, SFMTA, data previously collected for the Piers 30-32 site, and other project technical studies, and conduct additional surveys for facilities and time periods for which parking supply and occupancy data is not available.  Current hours of operation and characteristics of the off-street facilities will be identified.


The transportation consultants will also document current on-street parking regulations and illegal parking on the blocks adjacent to the proposed project, and generally describe the on-street parking regulations and parking occupancy within the parking study area. 


Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


Using the data collected in Task 3, the transportation consultants will document existing traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, bicycle and emergency vehicle access conditions within the transportation study areas and at the study intersections shown in Table 2a, including:


A base map and text for the study area, describing the street designations, street names, number of lanes and traffic flow directions;


A description of existing uses and vehicular access to the project site;


An assessment of existing parking operations at the project site, including hours of operation, supply and hourly utilization;


Intersection level of service (LOS) conditions during the peak hours at the study intersections identified in Table 2a using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual operations methodology (HCM 2000) and the Synchro traffic analysis software;


Freeway on-ramp and off-ramp LOS conditions during the peak hours at the study locations identified in Table 2b using the 2000 HCM methodology and the HCS analysis software. Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology. Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results.


Graphics indicating the existing peak hour traffic volumes and lane configuration at the study intersections identified in Table 2a;


A map and discussion of Muni and regional transit services within the transportation study area, including bus routes and bus stop locations, as well as conditions at each route’s maximum load point. A quantitative description of weekday p.m. commute period, weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour transit conditions will be provided for Muni and the regional transit service as available. Planned changes to Muni service in the Transit Effectiveness Program (TEP) will also be described.  Identification of any operational conflicts between buses or streetcars and other vehicles will be described. 


Pedestrian LOS analyses at the study locations identified in Table 4 using the HCM 2000 methodology. A qualitative assessment of pedestrian conditions (conflicts, safety and operational issues) will also be conducted;


Bicycle flows at the study locations identified in Table 5, and a qualitative discussion of general bicycle circulation conditions and the identification of any safety and right-of-way issues in the vicinity of the project site, including the description and mapping of bicycle routes. A description of changes to the bicycle network within the transportation study area being considered by the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other City proposals;


A qualitative assessment of existing weekday and Saturday on-street commercial loading conditions within the transportation study area;


A description of the existing emergency vehicle access routes to the project site; 


Passenger loading, including disabled loading and parking; and


Quantitative assessment of off-street parking supply and utilization within the parking study area, and qualitative discussion of on-street parking regulations and utilization. 


Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Variant Travel Demand


The future travel demand estimates will be developed by the transportation consultant, and reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff prior to use in the transportation impact assessment.  Travel demand estimates will be provided for vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes, and will include internal and external trips for each project and project variant component listed in Table 1, as appropriate.


Sports Arena: Since sports arenas are considered “special generators,” each with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of their impact cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.  Thus, the travel demand analysis for the operation of basketball games, conventions, and other events will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, typical weekday and weekend start times of the games/events, available travel characteristics of other venues such as AT&T Park and other comparable venues (e.g., mode split, trip distribution, vehicle assignment, parking demand, transit demand), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes for the new arena. Loading demand for the arena will be based on information obtained from the project sponsor.


Other Project Land Uses: The transportation consultants will estimate the travel demand for standard proposed land uses  (i.e., retail, office, athletic club, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) using the methodology and information provided in the SF Guidelines (trip generation rates, mode splits, trip distribution, loading demand, parking demand).  Since the SF Guidelines only provide trip generation rates for the weekday p.m. peak hour, weekday evening and weekday late evening travel demand will be estimated based on temporal distribution patterns contained within Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department. To determine Saturday evening travel demand appropriate adjustments will be made to obtain similar factors for the Saturday daily based on the Saturday to weekday daily ratio from ITE Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department.


The transportation consultants will estimate the number of vehicle trips associated with the existing parking lots located at the project site using the methodology described in the SF Guidelines (i.e., actual traffic data collected as part of Task 3, rather than trip generation estimates). Vehicles currently utilizing the existing surface parking facilities will be redistributed to park at other nearby off-street facilities based on their existing parking availability data obtained in Task 3.


Documentation: The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology and results of the travel demand for the proposed project and the project variant component listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  The technical memorandum will summarize the data sources, methodologies and recommended rates and factors to be used in the trip generation, mode choice, vehicle occupancies and parking demand analyses. The technical memorandum will summarize the travel demand estimates for the proposed project and project variant by land use type, mode of travel and place of origin.  A graphic showing vehicle-trip distributions and assignments will also be included.  This technical memorandum will be submitted to Planning Department staff in paper and electronic format for their review and approval prior to performing the transportation impact analyses (Task 6 – Transportation Impacts Analysis).


Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


The transportation consultants will identify the transportation impacts associated with the proposed project and the project variant listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  This will include impacts on the study intersections, impacts on transit (capacity utilization and operation), pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, passenger and freight loading supply and demand conditions, construction related activities, and emergency vehicle access to the site.  A parking supply and demand analysis will also be presented for informational purposes.


Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate peak hour intersection and freeway ramp LOS using the HCM 2000 methodology for the study intersections identified in Table 2a for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event


Future year 2040 Cumulative - with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Pproject, project variant, and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


The traffic volumes at the study intersection and freeway ramps for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA).  The future cumulative traffic conditions at the study intersections and ramps will account for the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s and project variant’s contribution to the traffic volumes at the study intersections and freeway ramps will be shown in an Existing plus Project traffic volume figure for each analysis period/scenario, which will also identify the critical movement at each location.  Based on this information and the estimated growth in traffic volumes between existing and year 2040 conditions, the transportation consultants will calculate the proposed project contribution to future cumulative conditions at those intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, as specified in Table 1 (p. 3).  A series of 2040 Cumulative volume figures will then be prepared, identifying the critical movements at each intersection for the various cumulative scenarios.


A vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the entrance(s) to the on-site parking facilities, or other nearby off-street parking locations. 


Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology.  Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will also be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results at the freeway off-ramp intersections listed in Table 2b.  The analysis will discuss the potential for project to exacerbate existing queuing; project’s/project variant’s contributions to traffic on- and off-ramps will be summarized.  Because these on-ramps are frequently operating over-capacity during the peak hours, the transportation team will work with the Planning Department to identify a methodology for describing the project’s/project variant’s contribution to these conditions.


Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate transit capacity utilization for Muni and the regional transit providers for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event 


Future year 2040 Cumulative – with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Pproject, project variant and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


A transit impact analysis will be conducted for:


Muni and regional screenlines – weekday p.m. commute peak hour


Muni and regional routes serving the transportation study area – weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening


The transit ridership and capacity for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), as obtained from Environmental Planning and SFMTA.  The future cumulative transit conditions will account for the transit ridership generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the transit capacity utilization will be estimated, and contributions where 2040 Cumulative conditions exceed the transit operator capacity utilization standard will be identified. 


A qualitative assessment of Existing plus Project conditions at the Muni Metro platform on Third Street at South Street will be conducted before and after weekday basketball and non-basketball events, subject to discussion with SFMTA.


Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


The transportation consultants will perform peak hour pedestrian LOS analyses of Existing plus Project conditions listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 4 using the HCM 2000 Methodology based on the number of new pedestrians that will be added to the network. Potential pedestrian safety issues will be identified, including vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, interruption of pedestrian circulation and potential safety issues.  A qualitative discussion of the project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Area Plan will also be included. Future year 2040 Cumulative pedestrian conditions will be assessed qualitatively.


Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively evaluate bicycle conditions for the Existing plus Project scenarios listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 5.  Potential bicycle circulation safety issues will be identified, including bicyclist-vehicular conflicts, interruption of bicycle flow and potential safety issues at the project site, as well as the effect on existing and proposed nearby bicycle routes.  In addition, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D)[footnoteRef:1] requirements for bicycle parking and related facilities will be identified and compared to the proposed supply. Future year 2040 Cumulative bicycle conditions will be assessed qualitatively. [1:  In combination with the Development Plan, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D) documents supersede the San Francisco Planning Code for the Mission Bay South Area Development Plan.] 



Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a loading supply/demand analysis for the proposed project and the project variant.  The proposed on-site loading supply will be compared to the Mission Bay South Area D4D in terms of their location, number of spaces and minimum dimensions, as applicable.  The loading supply will also be compared to the estimated demand generated by the proposed project and project variant project.  Additionally, the transportation consultant will assess the proposed loading facilities in terms of their operational characteristics, including truck movement (including truck turning pathways into the loading area), location of trash compactor, storage and removal of garbage. 


Passenger loading/unloading, including taxis, charter buses, limousines, and private autos, before and after events at the proposed arena passenger loading/unloading facilities will be assessed.  


Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


The transportation consultants will assess any potential impacts to the emergency access that could result from the proposed project and the project variant. 


Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively assess any potential temporary construction-related transportation impacts that would be generated by the proposed project and the project variant.  Construction impact evaluation will address displacement of existing parking, the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, street and/or sidewalk closures, impacts on Muni operations, and construction worker parking. 


Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a parking supply/code/demand analysis for the proposed project and the project variant.  Handicapped-accessible, bicycle and carshare spaces supplied by the proposed project and project variant will be identified.  The proposed parking supply will be compared to the requirements of the Mission Bay South Area D4D.  Any exceptions to the Mission Bay South Area D4D will be noted. 


Any deficit or surplus of parking spaces will be quantified, and discussed in relation to the effect on the parking supply in the area surrounding the project sites. The design of the access to the proposed project’s parking facilities will be assessed in terms of operational characteristics.


As described in Task 6.1, a vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the project entrance(s) to any proposed parking facility on site other nearby off-street parking locations.


Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


Mitigation measures will be proposed to improve operations if significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures may be proposed where no significant impacts have been identified.  In accordance with City guidelines, the report will clearly distinguish between mitigation measures required under CEQA, and transportation improvement measures not related to CEQA significant impacts, such as pedestrian improvement measures, parking access operations, traffic, parking and pedestrian enforcement etc.  Responsibility for implementation of identified measures will be identified, where possible. 


Task 8 –Alternative Analysis


The No Project Alternative (approved Mission Bay Plan uses on the project site) and a Lesser Intensity Alternative will be assessed qualitatively for all transportation analysis topics. Travel demand estimates will be prepared for each alternative based on the travel demand methodology presented in Task 5.  


Task 98 – Transportation Section of the EIR


The transportation consultants will prepare the transportation setting and impact analysis sections for inclusion in the EIR document.  The transportation discussion will follow the format specified by Planning Department staff, and will include setting, methodology, impact assessment, and mitigation and improvement measures.  An Administrative Draft 1 of the transportation chapter will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff. 


All stand-alone submittals of the transportation section of the Draft EIR will be in paper copies (five copies), along with an electronic version. Transportation section versions included as part of the overall Administrative Draft EIR will follow the distribution format determined for the EIR.


As part of the transportation section submittal, the transportation consultants will prepare a comprehensive technical appendix that will include, but not be limited to, the following:


Proposed project access and internal/external circulation plans;


Lane geometries at the study intersections;


Traffic summaries showing turning movement volumes at the study intersections for all periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Intersection and freeway ramp LOS analysis for the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Transit capacity utilization calculations for Muni and regional transit providers for all the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Travel demand calculations for the proposed project and project variantalternatives to the project;


Travel demand analysis Technical Memorandum;


Pedestrian counts and LOS, and bicycle counts at all study locations; 


Existing and Existing plus Project parking supply and utilization; and


Draft Transportation Management Plan (to be developed by project sponsor).


Two paper copies and an electronic copy of the draft technical appendix will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff for Preliminary Draft 1 and Preliminary Draft 2 submittals.  


Task 109 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


The transportation consultants will summarize and package the Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes developed in the previous tasks for submittal to the noise and air quality analysts for their studies.


Task 101:  Attendance at Meetings


The transportation consultants will meet with the Planning Department, OCII, and other city agencies, as appropriate, to work out details related to transportation scope of work, impact assumptions, methodology, and development of improvement and/or mitigation measures.


Task 112 – Draft EIR Response to Comments


The transportation consultant will prepare responses to comments made by public agencies and members of the public at large related to the transportation section of the Draft EIR.
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Scope of Work


[bookmark: _GoBack]Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR 


Second Draft: July 30, 2014





Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting are pleased to submit this scope of work to prepare the transportation section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed event center and sports arena to be located in the Mission Bay South Area of San Francisco. This scope of work follows the San Francisco Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002” (SF Guidelines), as applicable. 


Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


The San Francisco Planning Department requires that the scope of work for the transportation analysis be reviewed and approved by the designated transportation planner and environmental staff coordinator prior to commencement of any work by the transportation consultants.  The transportation consultants will meet and consult with Environmental Planning staff, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), and other city agencies, as determined by Environmental Planning to review, discuss and modify the draft scope of work and define the required level of detail for the transportation analysis.  The discussions will focus on items such as:


Project definition and components, including alternatives;


Data collection (traffic counts, locations, day of week, and time of day);


Assumptions (study area, land use types, cumulative growth, etc.);


Methodology (trip generation methodology and appropriate sources, travel forecasts, etc.);


Analysis scenarios – future years, development and transportation network and transit service assumptions;


Extent of analysis of the alternatives to the proposed project; and


Transportation section schedule and deliverables.


Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


The transportation consultants will review the project definition, land use, and transportation circulation assumptions prepared by the project sponsor and will provide written request for clarification and additional data needs that might be necessary to conduct the transportation analysis.


The transportation consultants will meet with Environmental Planning staff to confirm the definition of analysis scenarios and direction on the analysis methodologies proposed for the transportation impact assessment.  The travel demand analysis of the land use program of the proposed project (e.g., office, retail, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) will be conducted using the SF Guidelines, while the travel demand analysis for the arena and other ancillary sport uses will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, travel characteristics at similar facilities (e.g., mode of travel, trip distribution, vehicle occupancy, parking demand, etc.), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes to and from the site. 


The transportation consultants will define the analysis scenarios in detail.  Table 1 on the next page presents the list of transportation analysis scenarios for the proposed project components.


The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum documenting the travel demand methodology, and assumptions for the arena and other proposed uses.  The memorandum will include a description of each of the analysis scenarios and assumptions used for the impact analysis, including land use, background, project-related transportation improvements, background traffic assumptions, and parking assumptions. The proposed project travel demand will be presented for each analysis scenario.  This technical memorandum will be presented to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to proceeding with the transportation impact analysis.  


The transportation consultants will work with Environmental Planning and the project sponsor to develop the definition of the project alternatives.





			Table 1 - Scenarios for Transportation Analysis


Event Center at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32





			SCENARIOS





			WEEKDAY PERIODS


			SATURDAY


			Number of Analysis Scenarios 





			


			PM COMMUTE 


(4 To 6 PM)


			EVENING 


(6 to 8 PM)


			LATE PM 


(9 - 11 PM)


			EVENING PERIOD


(7 to 9 PM)


			





			


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			





			Existing Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing 


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Project Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing + Project w/out events on site


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Existing + Project w/ Convention Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			Future Year 2040 Cumulative


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Project - No Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Project – with Event 


- with Basketball Game


- with Convention Event


			


1


1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			


2


1





			TOTAL


			7


			2


			2


			2


			2


			5


			2


			22











Task 3 – Data Collection


Traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and off-street parking data collection will be conducted for the following time periods:


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Traffic: The transportation consultants will obtain intersection turning movement volume counts at the 23 study intersections listed in Table 2a for the proposed project site from previously collected traffic count efforts, supplemented with new counts to be performed in May and June 2014, as appropriate.


			Table 2a - Intersection Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			King St/Third St


			11


			Terry Francois Blvd/16th St [a]





			2


			King St/Fourth St


			12


			Illinois St/16th St





			3


			King St/Fifth St/I-280 on-/off-ramps


			13


			Third St/16th St





			4


			Fifth/Harrison/I-80 WB off-ramp


			14


			Fourth St/16th St





			5


			Fifth/Bryant.I-80 EB on-ramp


			15


			Owens St/16th St





			6


			Third St/Channel St


			16


			Seventh St/Mississippi St/16th St





			7


			Fourth St/Channel St


			17


			Illinois St/Mariposa St





			8


			Seventh St/Mission Bay Drive


			18


			Third St/Mariposa St





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St


			19


			Mariposa St/I-280 NB off-ramp





			10


			Third St/South St


			20


			Mariposa St/I-280 SB on-ramp





			


			


			21


			Third St/Cesar Chavez St





			Note:


[a] Future analysis location.











The transportation consultants will also gather on-ramp and off-ramp traffic data from Caltrans and from peak period turning movement volume counts at ramp touchdown intersections for the I-80 and I-280 ramp locations shown in Table 2b.  Freeway on-ramps and off-ramps will be analyzed based on peak hour volumes. Freeway ramp volume data will be obtained from the intersection traffic counts listed in Table 2a and supplemented, as necessary. 


			Table 2b – Freeway Ramp Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling/Bryant


			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant


			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison


			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa











Transit: Transit data will be obtained from SFMTA and regional transit operators, as appropriate, for weekday p.m., late evening, and Saturday evening conditions.  The transportation consultants will compile data on all Muni bus routes and rail lines (including motor coach, trolley coach, and light rail service) and stop locations within a study area generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street.


This work will include a description of Muni’s transit route service hours, peak periods, stops and headways on weekdays and Saturdays for the bus routes and rail lines within the study area.  The latest available weekday p.m., weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load points (MLP) for the Muni routes and lines serving the transportation study area will be requested from Muni for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3). 


Existing ridership and capacity utilization information for the Muni bus routes and rail lines will be provided individually, as well as combined, based on access between the transportation study area and the four San Francisco superdistricts.  


Preliminary corridor grouping of Muni routes and lines for the project site (subject to discussion with the SFMTA):


North/South: K Ingleside, T Third, N Judah, 30 Stockton, 45 Union Stockton.


East/West: 10 Townsend, 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness.


The transportation consultants will also compile data on regional transit operators (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit bus and ferry service, SamTrans and Caltrain) including the nearest transit stop location within the study area boundary and the latest scheduled operations on weekdays and Saturdays. Weekday and Saturday ridership and capacity utilization for the regional service providers for the analysis periods identified in Table 1 (p. 3) will be obtained from the regional operators.


Existing Muni and regional service provider weekday p.m. peak hour screenlines will be obtained from the Planning Department.  


Pedestrians: The transportation consultants will collect pedestrian counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 at the locations shown in Table 4, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted. Effective sidewalk widths will be measured at each sidewalk analysis location, and in the vicinity of the project site.





			Table 4 - Crosswalk and Sidewalk Analysis Locations [a]





			Location


			Location





			Crosswalk Analysis [a]


			Sidewalk Analysis





			1


			Third St/South St


			1


			Both sides of Third St between South and 16th streets 





			2


			Third St/16th St


			


			





			3


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St [b]


			


			





			Notes:


[a] All crosswalks at the listed intersections.


[b] Future analysis location.











Bicycles: The transportation consultants will conduct bicycle counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 5, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) counts without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted.


			Table 5- Bicycle Analysis Locations 





			Location





			1


			Both sides of Third Street between South and 16th streets





			2


			Both sides of 16th Street between Third and Fourth streets











Parking: The parking study area is generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street. The transportation consultants will collect off-street public parking supply and occupancy for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) from available sources such as the SFpark, SFMTA, data previously collected for the Piers 30-32 site, and other project technical studies, and conduct additional surveys for facilities and time periods for which parking supply and occupancy data is not available.  Current hours of operation and characteristics of the off-street facilities will be identified.


The transportation consultants will also document current on-street parking regulations and illegal parking on the blocks adjacent to the proposed project, and generally describe the on-street parking regulations and parking occupancy within the parking study area. 


Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


Using the data collected in Task 3, the transportation consultants will document existing traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, bicycle and emergency vehicle access conditions within the transportation study areas and at the study intersections shown in Table 2a, including:


A base map and text for the study area, describing the street designations, street names, number of lanes and traffic flow directions;


A description of existing uses and vehicular access to the project site;


An assessment of existing parking operations at the project site, including hours of operation, supply and hourly utilization;


Intersection level of service (LOS) conditions during the peak hours at the study intersections identified in Table 2a using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual operations methodology (HCM 2000) and the Synchro traffic analysis software;


Freeway on-ramp and off-ramp LOS conditions during the peak hours at the study locations identified in Table 2b using the 2000 HCM methodology and the HCS analysis software. Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology. Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results.


Graphics indicating the existing peak hour traffic volumes and lane configuration at the study intersections identified in Table 2a;


A map and discussion of Muni and regional transit services within the transportation study area, including bus routes and bus stop locations, as well as conditions at each route’s maximum load point. A quantitative description of weekday p.m. commute period, weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour transit conditions will be provided for Muni and the regional transit service as available. Planned changes to Muni service in the Transit Effectiveness Program (TEP) will also be described.  Identification of any operational conflicts between buses or streetcars and other vehicles will be described. 


Pedestrian LOS analyses at the study locations identified in Table 4 using the HCM 2000 methodology. A qualitative assessment of pedestrian conditions (conflicts, safety and operational issues) will also be conducted;


Bicycle flows at the study locations identified in Table 5, and a qualitative discussion of general bicycle circulation conditions and the identification of any safety and right-of-way issues in the vicinity of the project site, including the description and mapping of bicycle routes. A description of changes to the bicycle network within the transportation study area being considered by the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other City proposals;


A qualitative assessment of existing weekday and Saturday on-street commercial loading conditions within the transportation study area;


A description of the existing emergency vehicle access routes to the project site; 


Passenger loading, including disabled loading and parking; and


Quantitative assessment of off-street parking supply and utilization within the parking study area, and qualitative discussion of on-street parking regulations and utilization. 


Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


The future travel demand estimates will be developed by the transportation consultant, and reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff prior to use in the transportation impact assessment.  Travel demand estimates will be provided for vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes, and will include internal and external trips for each project component listed in Table 1, as appropriate.


Sports Arena: Since sports arenas are considered “special generators,” each with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of their impact cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.  Thus, the travel demand analysis for the operation of basketball games, conventions, and other events will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, typical weekday and weekend start times of the games/events, available travel characteristics of other venues such as AT&T Park and other comparable venues (e.g., mode split, trip distribution, vehicle assignment, parking demand, transit demand), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes for the new arena. Loading demand for the arena will be based on information obtained from the project sponsor.


Other Project Land Uses: The transportation consultants will estimate the travel demand for standard proposed land uses  (i.e., retail, office, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) using the methodology and information provided in the SF Guidelines (trip generation rates, mode splits, trip distribution, loading demand, parking demand).  Since the SF Guidelines only provide trip generation rates for the weekday p.m. peak hour, weekday evening and weekday late evening travel demand will be estimated based on temporal distribution patterns contained within Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department. To determine Saturday evening travel demand appropriate adjustments will be made to obtain similar factors for the Saturday daily based on the Saturday to weekday daily ratio from ITE Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department.


The transportation consultants will estimate the number of vehicle trips associated with the existing parking lots located at the project site using the methodology described in the SF Guidelines (i.e., actual traffic data collected as part of Task 3, rather than trip generation estimates). Vehicles currently utilizing the existing surface parking facilities will be redistributed to park at other nearby off-street facilities based on their existing parking availability data obtained in Task 3.


Documentation: The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology and results of the travel demand for the proposed project component listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  The technical memorandum will summarize the data sources, methodologies and recommended rates and factors to be used in the trip generation, mode choice, vehicle occupancies and parking demand analyses. The technical memorandum will summarize the travel demand estimates for the proposed project by land use type, mode of travel and place of origin.  A graphic showing vehicle-trip distributions and assignments will also be included.  This technical memorandum will be submitted to Planning Department staff in paper and electronic format for their review and approval prior to performing the transportation impact analyses (Task 6 – Transportation Impacts Analysis).


Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


The transportation consultants will identify the transportation impacts associated with the proposed project listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  This will include impacts on the study intersections, impacts on transit (capacity utilization and operation), pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, passenger and freight loading supply and demand conditions, construction related activities, and emergency vehicle access to the site.  A parking supply and demand analysis will also be presented for informational purposes.


Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate peak hour intersection and freeway ramp LOS using the HCM 2000 methodology for the study intersections identified in Table 2a for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event


Future year 2040 Cumulative - with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


The traffic volumes at the study intersection and freeway ramps for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA).  The future cumulative traffic conditions at the study intersections and ramps will account for the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the traffic volumes at the study intersections and freeway ramps will be shown in an Existing plus Project traffic volume figure for each analysis period/scenario, which will also identify the critical movement at each location.  Based on this information and the estimated growth in traffic volumes between existing and year 2040 conditions, the transportation consultants will calculate the proposed project contribution to future cumulative conditions at those intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, as specified in Table 1 (p. 3).  A series of 2040 Cumulative volume figures will then be prepared, identifying the critical movements at each intersection for the various cumulative scenarios.


A vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the entrance(s) to the on-site parking facilities, or other nearby off-street parking locations. 


Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology.  Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will also be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results at the freeway off-ramp intersections listed in Table 2b.  The analysis will discuss the potential for project to exacerbate existing queuing; project’s contributions to traffic on- and off-ramps will be summarized.  Because these on-ramps are frequently operating over-capacity during the peak hours, the transportation team will work with the Planning Department to identify a methodology for describing the project’s contribution to these conditions.


Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate transit capacity utilization for Muni and the regional transit providers for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event 


Future year 2040 Cumulative – with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


A transit impact analysis will be conducted for:


Muni and regional screenlines – weekday p.m. commute peak hour


Muni and regional routes serving the transportation study area – weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening


The transit ridership and capacity for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), as obtained from Environmental Planning and SFMTA.  The future cumulative transit conditions will account for the transit ridership generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the transit capacity utilization will be estimated, and contributions where 2040 Cumulative conditions exceed the transit operator capacity utilization standard will be identified. 


A qualitative assessment of Existing plus Project conditions at the Muni Metro platform on Third Street at South Street will be conducted before and after weekday basketball and non-basketball events, subject to discussion with SFMTA.


Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


The transportation consultants will perform peak hour pedestrian LOS analyses of Existing plus Project conditions listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 4 using the HCM 2000 Methodology based on the number of new pedestrians that will be added to the network. Potential pedestrian safety issues will be identified, including vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, interruption of pedestrian circulation and potential safety issues.  A qualitative discussion of the project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Area Plan will also be included. Future year 2040 Cumulative pedestrian conditions will be assessed qualitatively.


Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively evaluate bicycle conditions for the Existing plus Project scenarios listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 5.  Potential bicycle circulation safety issues will be identified, including bicyclist-vehicular conflicts, interruption of bicycle flow and potential safety issues at the project site, as well as the effect on existing and proposed nearby bicycle routes.  In addition, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D)[footnoteRef:1] requirements for bicycle parking and related facilities will be identified and compared to the proposed supply. Future year 2040 Cumulative bicycle conditions will be assessed qualitatively. [1:  In combination with the Development Plan, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D) documents supersede the San Francisco Planning Code for the Mission Bay South Area Development Plan.] 



Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a loading supply/demand analysis for the proposed project.  The proposed on-site loading supply will be compared to the Mission Bay South Area D4D in terms of their location, number of spaces and minimum dimensions, as applicable.  The loading supply will also be compared to the estimated demand generated by the proposed project.  Additionally, the transportation consultant will assess the proposed loading facilities in terms of their operational characteristics, including truck movement (including truck turning pathways into the loading area), location of trash compactor, storage and removal of garbage. 


Passenger loading/unloading, including taxis, charter buses, limousines, and private autos, before and after events at the proposed arena passenger loading/unloading facilities will be assessed.  


Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


The transportation consultants will assess any potential impacts to the emergency access that could result from the proposed project. 


Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively assess any potential temporary construction-related transportation impacts that would be generated by the proposed project.  Construction impact evaluation will address displacement of existing parking, the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, street and/or sidewalk closures, impacts on Muni operations, and construction worker parking. 


Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a parking supply/code/demand analysis for the proposed project.  Handicapped-accessible, bicycle and carshare spaces supplied by the proposed project will be identified.  The proposed parking supply will be compared to the requirements of the Mission Bay South Area D4D.  Any exceptions to the Mission Bay South Area D4D will be noted. 


Any deficit or surplus of parking spaces will be quantified, and discussed in relation to the effect on the parking supply in the area surrounding the project sites. The design of the access to the proposed project’s parking facilities will be assessed in terms of operational characteristics.


As described in Task 6.1, a vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the project entrance(s) to any proposed parking facility on site other nearby off-street parking locations.


Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


Mitigation measures will be proposed to improve operations if significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures may be proposed where no significant impacts have been identified.  In accordance with City guidelines, the report will clearly distinguish between mitigation measures required under CEQA, and transportation improvement measures not related to CEQA significant impacts, such as pedestrian improvement measures, parking access operations, traffic, parking and pedestrian enforcement etc.  Responsibility for implementation of identified measures will be identified, where possible. 


Task 8 –Alternative Analysis


The No Project Alternative (approved Mission Bay Plan uses on the project site) and a Lesser Intensity Alternative will be assessed qualitatively for all transportation analysis topics. Travel demand estimates will be prepared for each alternative based on the travel demand methodology presented in Task 5.  


Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


The transportation consultants will prepare the transportation setting and impact analysis sections for inclusion in the EIR document.  The transportation discussion will follow the format specified by Planning Department staff, and will include setting, methodology, impact assessment, and mitigation and improvement measures.  An Administrative Draft 1 of the transportation chapter will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff. 


All stand-alone submittals of the transportation section of the Draft EIR will be in paper copies (five copies), along with an electronic version. Transportation section versions included as part of the overall Administrative Draft EIR will follow the distribution format determined for the EIR.


As part of the transportation section submittal, the transportation consultants will prepare a comprehensive technical appendix that will include, but not be limited to, the following:


Proposed project access and internal/external circulation plans;


Lane geometries at the study intersections;


Traffic summaries showing turning movement volumes at the study intersections for all periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Intersection and freeway ramp LOS analysis for the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Transit capacity utilization calculations for Muni and regional transit providers for all the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Travel demand calculations for the proposed project and alternatives to the project;


Travel demand analysis Technical Memorandum;


Pedestrian counts and LOS, and bicycle counts at all study locations; 


Existing and Existing plus Project parking supply and utilization; and


Draft Transportation Management Plan (to be developed by project sponsor).


Two paper copies and an electronic copy of the draft technical appendix will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff for Preliminary Draft 1 and Preliminary Draft 2 submittals.  


Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


The transportation consultants will summarize and package the Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes developed in the previous tasks for submittal to the noise and air quality analysts for their studies.


Task 11:  Attendance at Meetings


The transportation consultants will meet with the Planning Department, OCII, and other city agencies, as appropriate, to work out details related to transportation scope of work, impact assumptions, methodology, and development of improvement and/or mitigation measures.


Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments


The transportation consultant will prepare responses to comments made by public agencies and members of the public at large related to the transportation section of the Draft EIR.
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Scope of Work


Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR 


Second Draft: July 30, 2014





Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting are pleased to submit this scope of work to prepare the transportation section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed event center and sports arena to be located in the Mission Bay South Area of San Francisco. This scope of work follows the San Francisco Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002” (SF Guidelines), as applicable. 


Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


The San Francisco Planning Department requires that the scope of work for the transportation analysis be reviewed and approved by the designated transportation planner and environmental staff coordinator prior to commencement of any work by the transportation consultants.  The transportation consultants will meet and consult with Environmental Planning staff, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), and other city agencies, as determined by Environmental Planning to review, discuss and modify the draft scope of work and define the required level of detail for the transportation analysis.  The discussions will focus on items such as:


Project definition and components, including alternatives;


Data collection (traffic counts, locations, day of week, and time of day);


Assumptions (study area, land use types, cumulative growth, etc.);


Methodology (trip generation methodology and appropriate sources, travel forecasts, etc.);


Analysis scenarios – (future years, development and transportation network and transit service assumptions);


Extent of analysis of the alternatives to the proposed project; and


Transportation section schedule and deliverables.


Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


The transportation consultants will review the project definition, land use, and transportation circulation assumptions prepared by the project sponsor and will provide written request for clarification and additional data needs that might be necessary to conduct the transportation analysis.


The transportation consultants will meet with Environmental Planning staff to confirm the definition of analysis scenarios and direction on the analysis methodologies proposed for the transportation impact assessment.  The travel demand analysis of the land use program of the proposed project (e.g., office, retail, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) will be conducted using the SF Guidelines, while the travel demand analysis for the arena and other ancillary sport uses will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, travel characteristics at similar facilities (e.g., mode of travel, trip distribution, vehicle occupancy, parking demand, etc.), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes to and from the site. 


The transportation consultants will define the analysis scenarios in detail.  Table 1 on the next page presents the list of transportation analysis scenarios for the proposed project components.


The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum documenting the travel demand methodology, and assumptions for the arena and other proposed uses.  The memorandum will include a description of each of the analysis scenarios and assumptions used for the impact analysis, including land use, background, project-related transportation improvements, background traffic assumptions, and parking assumptions. The proposed project travel demand will be presented for each analysis scenario.  This technical memorandum will be presented to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to proceeding with the transportation impact analysis.  


The transportation consultants will work with Environmental Planning and the project sponsor to develop the definition of the project alternatives.





			Table 1 - Scenarios for Transportation Analysis
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			SCENARIOS





			WEEKDAY PERIODS


			SATURDAY


			Number of Analysis Scenarios 





			


			PM COMMUTE 


(4 To 6 PM)


			EVENING 


(6 to 8 PM)


			LATE PM 


(9 - 11 PM)


			EVENING PERIOD


(7 to 9 PM)


			





			


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			





			Existing Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing 


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Project Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing + Project w/out events on site


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Existing + Project w/ Convention Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			Future Year 2040 Cumulative


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Project - No Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Project – with Event 


- with Basketball Game


- with Convention Event


			


1


1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			


2


1





			TOTAL


			7


			2


			2


			2


			2


			5


			2


			22











Task 3 – Data Collection


Traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and off-street parking data collection will be conducted for the following time periods:	Comment by Brett Bollinger: This information would be presented better in a table.


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Traffic: The transportation consultants will obtain intersection turning movement volume counts at the 23 21 study intersections listed in Table 2a for the proposed project site from previously collected traffic count efforts, supplemented with new counts to be performed in May and June 2014, as appropriate.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: State the specific date when new counts were conducted since they have already been done.


			Table 2a - Intersection Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			King St/Third St


			11


			Terry Francois Blvd/16th St [a]





			2


			King St/Fourth St


			12


			Illinois St/16th St





			3


			King St/Fifth St/I-280 on-/off-ramps


			13


			Third St/16th St





			4


			Fifth/Harrison/I-80 WB off-ramp


			14


			Fourth St/16th St





			5


			Fifth/Bryant.I-80 EB on-ramp


			15


			Owens St/16th St





			6


			Third St/Channel St


			16


			Seventh St/Mississippi St/16th St





			7


			Fourth St/Channel St


			17


			Illinois St/Mariposa St





			8


			Seventh St/Mission Bay Drive


			18


			Third St/Mariposa St





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St


			19


			Mariposa St/I-280 NB off-ramp





			10


			Third St/South St


			20


			Mariposa St/I-280 SB on-ramp





			


			


			21


			Third St/Cesar Chavez St





			Note:


[a] Future analysis location.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: Provide more detail on what a “future analysis location” is referring to.











The transportation consultants will also gather on-ramp and off-ramp traffic data from Caltrans and from peak period turning movement volume counts at ramp touchdown intersections for the I-80 and I-280 ramp locations shown in Table 2b.  Freeway on-ramps and off-ramps will be analyzed based on peak hour volumes. Freeway ramp volume data will be obtained from the intersection traffic counts listed in Table 2a and supplemented, as necessary. 


			Table 2b – Freeway Ramp Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling/Bryant


			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant


			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison


			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa











Transit: Transit data will be obtained from SFMTA and regional transit operators, as appropriate, for weekday p.m., late evening, and Saturday evening conditions.  The transportation consultants will compile data on all Muni bus routes and rail lines (including motor coach, trolley coach, and light rail service) and stop locations within a study area generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street.


This work will include a description of Muni’s transit route service hours, peak periods, stops and headways on weekdays and Saturdays for the bus routes and rail lines within the study area.  The latest available weekday p.m., weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load points (MLP) for the Muni routes and lines serving the transportation study area will be requested from Muni for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3). 


Existing ridership and capacity utilization information for the Muni bus routes and rail lines will be provided individually, as well as combined, based on access between the transportation study area and the four San Francisco superdistricts.  


Preliminary corridor grouping of Muni routes and lines for the project site (subject to discussion with the SFMTA):	Comment by Brett Bollinger: Has MTA approved these?


North/South: K Ingleside, T Third, N Judah, 30 Stockton, 45 Union Stockton.


East/West: 10 Townsend, 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness.


The transportation consultants will also compile data on regional transit operators (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit bus and ferry service, SamTrans and Caltrain) including the nearest transit stop location within the study area boundary and the latest scheduled operations on weekdays and Saturdays. Weekday and Saturday ridership and capacity utilization for the regional service providers for the analysis periods identified in Table 1 (p. 3) will be obtained from the regional operators.


Existing Muni and regional service provider weekday p.m. peak hour screenlines will be obtained from the Planning Department.  


Pedestrians: The transportation consultants will collect pedestrian counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 43, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted. Effective sidewalk widths will be measured at each sidewalk analysis location, and in the vicinity of the project site.





			Table 4 3 - Crosswalk and Sidewalk Analysis Locations [a]





			Location


			Location





			Crosswalk Analysis [a]


			Sidewalk Analysis





			1


			Third St/South St


			1


			Both sides of Third St between South and 16th streets 





			2


			Third St/16th St


			2


			Northside of 16th St





			3


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St [b]


			3


			Southside of South St





			Notes:


[a] All crosswalks at the listed intersections.


[b] Future analysis location.











Bicycles: The transportation consultants will conduct bicycle counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 54, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) counts without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted.


			Table 54- Bicycle Analysis Locations 





			Location





			1


			Both sides of Third Street between South and 16th streets





			2


			Both sides of 16th Street between Third and Fourth streets











Parking: The parking study area is generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street. The transportation consultants will collect off-street public parking supply and occupancy for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) from available sources such as the SFpark, SFMTA, data previously collected for the Piers 30-32 site, and other project technical studies, and conduct additional surveys for facilities and time periods for which parking supply and occupancy data is not available.  Current hours of operation and characteristics of the off-street facilities will be identified.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: What data is still relevant from Piers 30-32 site?


The transportation consultants will also document current on-street parking regulations and illegal parking on the blocks adjacent to the proposed project, and generally describe the on-street parking regulations and parking occupancy within the parking study area. 


Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


Using the data collected in Task 3, the transportation consultants will document existing traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, bicycle, loading and emergency vehicle access conditions within the transportation study areas and at the study intersections shown in Table 2a, including:


A base map and text for the study area, describing the street designations, street names, number of lanes and traffic flow directions;


A description of existing uses and vehicular access to the project site;


An assessment of existing parking operations at the project site, including hours of operation, supply and hourly utilization;


Intersection level of service (LOS) conditions during the peak hours at the study intersections identified in Table 2a using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual operations methodology (HCM 2000) and the Synchro traffic analysis software;


Freeway on-ramp and off-ramp LOS conditions during the peak hours at the study locations identified in Table 2b using the 2000 HCM methodology and the HCS analysis software. Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology. Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results.


Graphics indicating the existing peak hour traffic volumes and lane configuration at the study intersections identified in Table 2a;


A map and discussion of Muni and regional transit services within the transportation study area, including bus routes and bus stop locations, as well as conditions at each route’s maximum load point. A quantitative description of weekday p.m. commute period, weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour transit conditions will be provided for Muni and the regional transit service as available. Planned changes to Muni service in the Transit Effectiveness Program (TEP) will also be described.  Identification of any operational conflicts between buses or streetcars and other vehicles will be described. 


Pedestrian LOS analyses at the study locations identified in Table 4 3 using the HCM 2000 methodology. A qualitative assessment of pedestrian conditions (conflicts, safety and operational issues) will also be conducted;


Bicycle flows at the study locations identified in Table 54, and a qualitative discussion of general bicycle circulation conditions and the identification of any safety and right-of-way issues in the vicinity of the project site, including the description and mapping of bicycle routes. A description of changes to the bicycle network within the transportation study area being considered by the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other City proposals;


A qualitative assessment of existing weekday and Saturday on-street commercial loading conditions within the transportation study area;


A description of the existing emergency vehicle access routes to the project site; 


Passenger loading, including disabled loading and parking; and


Quantitative assessment of off-street parking supply and utilization within the parking study area, and qualitative discussion of on-street parking regulations and utilization. 


Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


The future travel demand estimates will be developed by the transportation consultant, and reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff prior to use in the transportation impact assessment.  Travel demand estimates will be provided for vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes, and will include internal and external trips for each project component listed in Table 1, as appropriate.


Sports Arena: Since sports arenas are considered “special generators,” each with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of their impact cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.  Thus, the travel demand analysis for the operation of basketball games, conventions, and other events will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, typical weekday and weekend start times of the games/events, available travel characteristics of other venues such as AT&T Park and other comparable venues (e.g., mode split, trip distribution, vehicle assignment, parking demand, transit demand), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access ingress and egress routes for the new arena. Loading demand for the arena will be based on information obtained from the project sponsor.


Other Project Land Uses: The transportation consultants will estimate the travel demand for standard proposed land uses  (i.e., retail, office, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) using the methodology and information provided in the SF Guidelines (trip generation rates, mode splits, trip distribution, loading demand, parking demand).  Since the SF Guidelines only provide trip generation rates for the weekday p.m. peak hour, weekday evening and weekday late evening travel demand will be estimated based on temporal distribution patterns contained within Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department. To determine Saturday evening travel demand appropriate adjustments will be made to obtain similar factors for the Saturday daily based on the Saturday to weekday daily ratio from ITE Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department.


The transportation consultants will estimate the number of vehicle trips associated with the existing parking lots located at the project site using the methodology described in the SF Guidelines (i.e., actual traffic data collected as part of Task 3, rather than trip generation estimates). Vehicles currently utilizing the existing surface parking facilities will be redistributed to park at other nearby off-street facilities based on their existing parking availability data obtained in Task 3.


Documentation: The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology and results of the travel demand for the proposed project component listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  The technical memorandum will summarize the data sources, methodologies and recommended rates and factors to be used in the trip generation, mode choice, vehicle occupancies and parking demand analyses. The technical memorandum will summarize the travel demand estimates for the proposed project by land use type, mode of travel and place of origin.  A graphic showing vehicle-trip distributions and assignments will also be included.  This technical memorandum will be submitted to Planning Department staff in paper and electronic format for their review and approval prior to performing the transportation impact analyses (Task 6 – Transportation Impacts Analysis).


Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


The transportation consultants will identify the transportation impacts associated with the proposed project listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  This will include impacts on the study intersections, impacts on transit (capacity utilization and operation), pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, passenger and freight loading supply and demand conditions, construction related activities, and emergency vehicle access to the site.  A parking supply and demand analysis will also be presented for informational purposes.


Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate peak hour intersection and freeway ramp LOS using the HCM 2000 methodology for the study intersections identified in Table 2a for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event


Future year 2040 Cumulative - with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


The traffic volumes at the study intersection and freeway ramps for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA).  The future cumulative traffic conditions at the study intersections and ramps will account for the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the traffic volumes at the study intersections and freeway ramps will be shown in an Existing plus Project traffic volume figure for each analysis period/scenario, which will also identify the critical movement at each location.  Based on this information and the estimated growth in traffic volumes between existing and year 2040 conditions, the transportation consultants will calculate the proposed project contribution to future cumulative conditions at those intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, as specified in Table 1 (p. 3).  A series of 2040 Cumulative volume figures will then be prepared, identifying the critical movements at each intersection for the various cumulative scenarios.


A vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the entrance(s) to the on-site parking facilities, or other nearby off-street parking locations. 


Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology.  Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will also be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results at the freeway off-ramp intersections listed in Table 2b.  The analysis will discuss the potential for project to exacerbate existing queuing; project’s contributions to traffic on- and off-ramps will be summarized.  Because these on-ramps are frequently operating over-capacity during the peak hours, the transportation team will work with the Planning Department to identify a methodology for describing the project’s contribution to these conditions.


Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate transit capacity utilization for Muni and the regional transit providers for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event 


Future year 2040 Cumulative – with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


A transit impact analysis will be conducted for:


Muni and regional screenlines – weekday p.m. commute peak hour


Muni and regional routes serving the transportation study area – weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening


The transit ridership and capacity for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), as obtained from Environmental Planning and SFMTA.  The future cumulative transit conditions will account for the transit ridership generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the transit capacity utilization will be estimated, and contributions where 2040 Cumulative conditions exceed the transit operator capacity utilization standard will be identified. 


A qualitative assessment of Existing plus Project conditions at the Muni Metro platform on Third Street at South Street will be conducted before and after weekday basketball and non-basketball events, subject to discussion with SFMTA.


Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


The transportation consultants will perform peak hour pedestrian LOS analyses of Existing plus Project conditions listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 4 3 using the HCM 2000 Methodology based on the number of new pedestrians that will be added to the network. Potential pedestrian safety issues will be identified, including vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, interruption of pedestrian circulation and potential safety issues.  A qualitative discussion of the project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Area Plan will also be included. Future year 2040 Cumulative pedestrian conditions will be assessed qualitatively.


Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively evaluate bicycle conditions for the Existing plus Project scenarios listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 54.  Potential bicycle circulation safety issues will be identified, including bicyclist-vehicular conflicts, interruption of bicycle flow and potential safety issues at the project site, as well as the effect on existing and proposed nearby bicycle routes.  In addition, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D)[footnoteRef:1] requirements for bicycle parking and related facilities will be identified and compared to the proposed supply. Future year 2040 Cumulative bicycle conditions will be assessed qualitatively. [1:  In combination with the Development Plan, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D) documents supersede the San Francisco Planning Code for the Mission Bay South Area Development Plan.] 



Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a loading supply/demand analysis for the proposed project.  The proposed on-site loading supply will be compared to the Mission Bay South Area D4D in terms of their location, number of spaces and minimum dimensions, as applicable.  The loading supply will also be compared to the estimated demand generated by the proposed project.  Additionally, the transportation consultant will assess the proposed loading facilities in terms of their operational characteristics, including truck movement (including truck turning pathways into the loading area), location of trash compactor, storage and removal of garbage. 


Passenger loading/unloading, including taxis, charter buses, limousines, and private autos, before and after events at the proposed arena passenger loading/unloading facilities will be assessed.  


Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


The transportation consultants will assess any potential impacts to the emergency access that could result from the proposed project. 


Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively assess any potential temporary construction-related transportation impacts that would be generated by the proposed project.  Construction impact evaluation will address displacement of existing parking, the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, street and/or sidewalk closures, impacts on Muni operations, and construction worker parking. 


Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a parking supply/code/demand analysis for the proposed project.  Handicapped-accessible, bicycle and carshare spaces supplied by the proposed project will be identified.  The proposed parking supply will be compared to the requirements of the Mission Bay South Area D4D.  Any exceptions to the Mission Bay South Area D4D will be noted. 


Any deficit or surplus of parking spaces will be quantified, and discussed in relation to the effect on the parking supply in the area surrounding the project sites. The design of the access to the proposed project’s parking facilities will be assessed in terms of operational characteristics.


As described in Task 6.1, a vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the project entrance(s) to any proposed parking facility on site other nearby off-street parking locations.


Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


Mitigation measures will be proposed to improve operations if significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures may be proposed where no significant impacts have been identified.  In accordance with City guidelines, the report will clearly distinguish between mitigation measures required under CEQA, and transportation improvement measures not related to CEQA significant impacts, such as pedestrian improvement measures, parking access operations, traffic, parking and pedestrian enforcement etc.  Responsibility for implementation of identified measures will be identified, where possible. 


[bookmark: _GoBack]Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


The No Project Alternative (approved Mission Bay Plan uses on the project site) and a Lesser Intensity Alternative will be assessed qualitatively for all transportation scenarios listed in Table 1 and transportation analysis topicssignificance criteria. Travel demand estimates will be prepared for each alternative based on the travel demand methodology presented in Task 5.  


Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


The transportation consultants will prepare the transportation setting and impact analysis sections for inclusion in the EIR document.  The transportation discussion will follow the format specified by Planning Department staff, and will include setting, methodology, impact assessment, and mitigation and improvement measures.  An Administrative Draft 1 of the transportation chapter will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff. 


All stand-alone submittals of the transportation section of the Draft EIR will be in paper copies (five copies), along with an electronic version. Transportation section versions included as part of the overall Administrative Draft EIR will follow the distribution format determined for the EIR.


As part of the transportation section submittal, the transportation consultants will prepare a comprehensive technical appendix that will include, but not be limited to, the following:


Proposed project access and internal/external circulation plans;


Lane geometries at the study intersections;


Traffic summaries showing turning movement volumes at the study intersections for all periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Intersection and freeway ramp LOS analysis for the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Transit capacity utilization calculations for Muni and regional transit providers for all the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Travel demand calculations for the proposed project and alternatives to the project;


Travel demand analysis Technical Memorandum;


Pedestrian counts and LOS, and bicycle counts at all study locations; 


Existing and Existing plus Project parking supply and utilization; and


Draft Transportation Management Plan (to be developed by project sponsor).


Two paper copies and an electronic copy of the draft technical appendix will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff for Preliminary Draft 1 and Preliminary Draft 2 submittals.  


Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


The transportation consultants will summarize and package the Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes developed in the previous tasks for submittal to the noise and air quality analysts for their studies.


Task 11: – Attendance at Meetings


The transportation consultants will meet with the Planning Department, OCII, and other city agencies, as appropriate, to work out details related to transportation scope of work, impact assumptions, methodology, and development of improvement and/or mitigation measures.


Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments


The transportation consultant will prepare responses to comments made by public agencies and members of the public at large related to the transportation section of the Draft EIR.
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From: Luba Wyznyckyj
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: José I. Farrán (jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com); Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com); Joyce Hsiao 


(joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Murphy, Mary G. 
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya 
(CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)


Subject: Re: GSW Transportation SOW Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 1:36:07 PM
Attachments: MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Final Transportation SOW 2014_8_13.docx


ATT00001.htm


Hi Brett
Per our discussion, attached is the Draft Final markup version of the transportation 
scope of work for your final review.
Prior edits were accepted, and we addressed the three outstanding comments.
Once your approve these edits, we will prepare a pdf version and attach the signed 
Scope of Work Acknowledgment and Approval form.
Thank you,
Luba
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Scope of Work


Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR 


FinalSecond Draft: August 13July 30, 2014





Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting are pleased to submit this scope of work to prepare the transportation section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed event center and sports arena to be located in the Mission Bay South Area of San Francisco. This scope of work follows the San Francisco Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002” (SF Guidelines), as applicable. 


Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


The San Francisco Planning Department requires that the scope of work for the transportation analysis be reviewed and approved by the designated transportation planner and environmental staff coordinator prior to commencement of any work by the transportation consultants.  The transportation consultants will meet and consult with Environmental Planning staff, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), and other city agencies, as determined by Environmental Planning to review, discuss and modify the draft scope of work and define the required level of detail for the transportation analysis.  The discussions will focus on items such as:


Project definition and components, including alternatives;


Data collection (traffic counts, locations, day of week, and time of day);


Assumptions (study area, land use types, cumulative growth, etc.);


Methodology (trip generation methodology and appropriate sources, travel forecasts, etc.);


Analysis scenarios (future years, development and transportation network and transit service assumptions);


Extent of analysis of the alternatives to the proposed project; and


Transportation section schedule and deliverables.


Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


The transportation consultants will review the project definition, land use, and transportation circulation assumptions prepared by the project sponsor and will provide written request for clarification and additional data needs that might be necessary to conduct the transportation analysis.


The transportation consultants will meet with Environmental Planning staff to confirm the definition of analysis scenarios and direction on the analysis methodologies proposed for the transportation impact assessment.  The travel demand analysis of the land use program of the proposed project (e.g., office, retail, restaurant, movie theater) will be conducted using the SF Guidelines, while the travel demand analysis for the arena and other ancillary sport uses will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, travel characteristics at similar facilities (e.g., mode of travel, trip distribution, vehicle occupancy, parking demand, etc.), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes to and from the site. For the live theater use, the travel demand analysis will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday.  The analysis will assume movie theater and live theater functions taking place concurrently with an event at the event center.


The transportation consultants will define the analysis scenarios in detail.  Table 1 on the next page presents the list of transportation analysis scenarios for the proposed project components.


The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum documenting the travel demand methodology, and assumptions for the arena and other proposed uses.  The memorandum will include a description of each of the analysis scenarios and assumptions used for the impact analysis, including land use, background, project-related transportation improvements, background traffic assumptions, and parking assumptions. The proposed project travel demand will be presented for each analysis scenario.  This technical memorandum will be presented to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to proceeding with the transportation impact analysis.  It is anticipated that SFMTA will also review and provide feedback on this technical memorandum.  


The transportation consultants will work with Environmental Planning and the project sponsor to develop the definition of the project alternatives.





			Table 1 - Scenarios for Transportation Analysis
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			SCENARIOS





			WEEKDAY PERIODS


			SATURDAY


			Number of Analysis Scenarios 





			


			PM COMMUTE 


(4 To 6 PM)


			EVENING 


(6 to 8 PM)


			LATE PM 


(9 - 11 PM)


			EVENING PERIOD


(7 to 9 PM)


			





			


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with  SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Per discussion with the City Attorney, staff recommends that the late PM scenario also include conditions with the SF Giants Game.  

OK



			with  SF Giants Game


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with  SF Giants Game 


			





			Existing Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing 


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			78





			Project Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing + Project w/out events on siteat arena


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			78





			Existing + Project w/ Convention Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			Future Year 2040 Cumulative


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Project - No Event at arena


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Project – with Event at arena


- with Basketball Game


- with Convention Event


			


1


1


			


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			


2


1





			TOTAL


			7


			2


			2


			2


			2


			2


			5


			2


			2224








Task 3 – Data Collection


Traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and off-street parking data collection will be conducted for the following time periods:


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Traffic: The transportation consultants will obtain intersection turning movement volume counts at the 21 study intersections listed in Table 2a for the proposed project site from previously collected traffic count efforts, supplemented with new counts performed in May (May 15th, 20th, 21st, 27th, 29th, and 31st) and June (June 7th and 11th) 2014, as appropriate (and previously approved by the Planning Department).


			Table 2a - Intersection Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			King St/Third St


			11


			Terry Francois Blvd/16th St [a]





			2


			King St/Fourth St


			12


			Illinois St/16th St





			3


			King St/Fifth St/I-280 on-/off-ramps


			13


			Third St/16th St





			4


			Fifth/Harrison/I-80 WB off-ramp


			14


			Fourth St/16th St





			5


			Fifth/Bryant.I-80 EB on-ramp


			15


			Owens St/16th St





			6


			Third St/Channel St


			16


			Seventh St/Mississippi St/16th St





			7


			Fourth St/Channel St


			17


			Illinois St/Mariposa St





			8


			Seventh St/Mission Bay Drive


			18


			Third St/Mariposa St





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St


			19


			Mariposa St/I-280 NB off-ramp





			10


			Third St/South St


			20


			Mariposa St/I-280 SB on-ramp





			


			


			21


			Third St/Cesar Chavez St





			Note:


[a] Future analysis location - not currently an intersection. Sixteenth Street is not continuous between Illinois Street and Terry François Boulevard and will be extended from Illinois Street to Terry François Boulevard as part of the proposed project. 











The transportation consultants will also gather on-ramp and off-ramp traffic data from Caltrans and from peak period turning movement volume counts at ramp touchdown intersections for the I-80 and I-280 ramp locations shown in Table 2b.  Freeway on-ramps and off-ramps will be analyzed based on peak hour volumes. Freeway ramp volume data will be obtained from the intersection traffic counts listed in Table 2a and supplemented, as necessary. 


			Table 2b – Freeway Ramp Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling/Bryant


			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant


			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison


			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa











Transit: Transit data will be obtained from SFMTA and regional transit operators, as appropriate, for weekday p.m., evening, late evening, and Saturday evening conditions.  The transportation consultants will compile data on all Muni bus routes and rail lines (including motor coach, trolley coach, and light rail service) and stop locations within a study area generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street.


This work will include a description of Muni’s transit route service hours, peak periods, stops and headways on weekdays and Saturdays for the bus routes and rail lines within the study area.  The latest available weekday p.m., weekday evening, late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load points (MLP) for the Muni routes and lines serving the transportation study area will be requested from Muni for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3). 


Existing ridership and capacity utilization information for the Muni bus routes and rail lines will be provided individually, as well as combined, based on access between the transportation study area and the four San Francisco superdistricts.  


Preliminary corridor grouping of Muni routes and lines for the project site (subject to discussion with the SFMTA):


North/South: K Ingleside, T Third, N Judah, 30 Stockton, 45 Union Stockton.


East/West: 10 Townsend, 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness.


The transportation consultants will also compile data on regional transit operators (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit bus and ferry service, SamTrans and Caltrain) including the nearest transit stop location within the study area boundary and the latest scheduled operations on weekdays and Saturdays. Weekday and Saturday ridership and capacity utilization for the regional service providers for the analysis periods identified in Table 1 (p. 3) will be obtained from the regional operators.


[bookmark: _GoBack]The two existing shuttle systems (i.e., the Mission Bay Transportation Management Association and the UCSF shuttle systems) in the vicinity of the project site will be described (e.g., routes, headways, hours of operation, restrictions on use, and ridership and capacity, if available). 


Existing Muni and regional service provider weekday p.m. peak hour screenlines will be obtained from the Planning Department.  


Pedestrians: The transportation consultants will collect pedestrian counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 3, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few pedestrians are present at the study locations during the late evening period. Effective sidewalk widths will be measured at each sidewalk analysis location, and in the vicinity of the project site.





			Table 3 - Crosswalk and Sidewalk Analysis Locations [a]





			Location


			Location





			Crosswalk Analysis [a]


			Sidewalk Analysis





			1


			Third St/South St


			1


			Both sides of Third St between South and 16th streets 





			2


			Third St/16th St


			2 


			North side of 16th St [b]





			3


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St [b]


			3


			South side of South St [b]





			Notes:


[a] All crosswalks at the listed intersections.


[b] Future analysis location.











Bicycles: The transportation consultants will conduct bicycle counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 4, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) counts without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few bicyclists are present at the study locations during the late evening period.


			Table 4 - Bicycle Analysis Locations 	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add Terry Francois Blvd to locations.

OK






			Location





			1


			Both sides of Third Street between South and 16th streets





			2


			Both sides of 16th Street between Third and Fourth streets





			3


			Terry Francois Boulevard between South and 16th streets











Parking: The parking study area is generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street. The transportation consultants will collect off-street public parking supply and occupancy for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) from available sources such as the SFpark, SFMTA, data previously collected for the Piers 30-32 site, and other project technical studies, and conduct additional surveys for facilities and time periods for which parking supply and occupancy data is not available.  Current hours of operation and characteristics such as whether they are publicly accessible, of the off-street facilities will be identified.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add reference to MB shuttle program.

OK. IN TRANSIT SECTION.



The transportation consultants will also document current on-street parking regulations and illegal parking on the blocks adjacent to the proposed project, and generally describe the on-street parking regulations and parking occupancy within the parking study area.  Any loading observations will also be noted.  


Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


Using the data collected in Task 3, the transportation consultants will document existing traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access conditions within the transportation study areas and at the study intersections shown in Table 2a, including:


A base map and text for the study area, describing the street designations, street names, number of lanes and traffic flow directions;


A description of existing uses and vehicular access to the project site;


An assessment of existing parking operations at the project site, including hours of operation, supply and hourly utilization;


Intersection level of service (LOS) conditions during the peak hours at the study intersections identified in Table 2a using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual operations methodology (HCM 2000) and the Synchro traffic analysis software;


Freeway on-ramp and off-ramp LOS conditions during the peak hours at the study locations identified in Table 2b using the 2000 HCM methodology and the HCS analysis software. Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology. Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results.


Graphics indicating the existing peak hour traffic volumes and lane configuration at the study intersections identified in Table 2a;


A map and discussion of Muni and regional transit services within the transportation study area, including bus routes and bus stop locations, as well as conditions at each route’s maximum load point. A quantitative description of weekday p.m. commute period, weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour transit conditions will be provided for Muni and the regional transit service as available. Planned changes to Muni service in the Transit Effectiveness Program (TEP) will also be described.  Identification of any operational conflicts between buses or streetcars and other vehicles will be described. 


Pedestrian LOS analyses at the study locations identified in Table 3 using the HCM 2000 methodology. A qualitative assessment of pedestrian conditions (conflicts, safety and operational issues) will also be conducted;


Bicycle flows at the study locations identified in Table 4, and a qualitative discussion of general bicycle circulation conditions and the identification of any safety and right-of-way issues in the vicinity of the project site, including the description and mapping of bicycle routes. A description of changes to the bicycle network within the transportation study area being considered by the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other City proposals;


A qualitative assessment of existing weekday and Saturday on-street commercial loading conditions within the transportation study area;


A description of the existing emergency vehicle access routes to the project site; 


Passenger loading, including disabled loading and parking; and


Quantitative assessment of off-street parking supply and utilization within the parking study area, and qualitative discussion of on-street parking regulations and utilization. 


Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


The future travel demand estimates will be developed by the transportation consultant, and reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff prior to use in the transportation impact assessment.  Travel demand estimates will be provided for vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes, and will include internal and external trips for each project component listed in Table 1, as appropriate.	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: I just want to confirm our common understanding.  There will be a No Project alternative and probably a Reduced Intensity alternative.  We will be generating travel demand estimates for both, correct?    

YES. THE NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE WILL BE THE PREVIOUSLY-APPROVED USES ON THE SITE, AND THE REDUCED INTENSITEY WILL NEED TO BE DEVELOPED.

OCII will need to define what previously approved uses and intensities are,



Sports Arena: Since sports arenas are considered “special generators,” each with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of their impact cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.  Thus, the travel demand analysis for the operation of basketball games, conventions, and other events will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, typical weekday and weekend start times of the games/events, available travel characteristics of other venues such as AT&T Park and other comparable venues (e.g., mode split, trip distribution, vehicle assignment, parking demand, transit demand), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed ingress and egress routes for the new arena. Loading demand for the arena will be based on information obtained from the project sponsor.


Other Project Land Uses: The transportation consultants will estimate the travel demand for standard proposed land uses  (i.e., retail, office, restaurant, movie theater) using the methodology and information provided in the SF Guidelines (trip generation rates, mode splits, trip distribution, loading demand, parking demand).  For the live theater use, trip generation will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday. Since the SF Guidelines only provide trip generation rates for the weekday p.m. peak hour, weekday evening and weekday late evening travel demand will be estimated based on temporal distribution patterns contained within Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department. To determine Saturday evening travel demand appropriate adjustments will be made to obtain similar factors for the Saturday daily based on the Saturday to weekday daily ratio from ITE Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department.


The transportation consultants will estimate the number of vehicle trips associated with the existing parking lots located at the project site using the methodology described in the SF Guidelines (i.e., actual traffic data collected as part of Task 3, rather than trip generation estimates). Vehicles currently utilizing the existing surface parking facilities will be redistributed to park at other nearby off-street facilities based on their existing parking availability data obtained in Task 3.


Documentation: The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology and results of the travel demand for the proposed project component listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  The technical memorandum will summarize the data sources, methodologies and recommended rates and factors to be used in the trip generation, mode choice, vehicle occupancies and parking demand analyses. The technical memorandum will summarize the travel demand estimates for the proposed project by land use type, mode of travel and place of origin.  A graphic showing vehicle-trip distributions and assignments will also be included.  This technical memorandum will be submitted to Planning Department staff in paper and electronic format for their review and approval prior to performing the transportation impact analyses (Task 6 – Transportation Impacts Analysis).  It is anticipated that this document will also be reviewed by OCII and SFMTA staff, as appropriate.  


Alternatives: Travel demand estimates for up to two alternatives to the proposed project will be developed based on the methodology presented above for the proposed project uses. The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses). The travel demand for the alternatives will be documented in a separate technical memorandum, and will be reviewed by Planning Department, OCII and SFMTA staff. See Task 8 for alternatives analysis.  


Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


The transportation consultants will identify the transportation impacts associated with the proposed project listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  This will include impacts on the study intersections, impacts on transit (capacity utilization and operation), pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, passenger and freight loading supply and demand conditions, construction related activities, and emergency vehicle access to the site.  A parking supply and demand analysis will also be presented for informational purposes.


The transportation impact analysis will reflect planned improvements to the transportation network (e.g., relocation and realignment of Terry Francois Boulevard with the eastern edge of Blocks 30 and 32), any changes/features included as part of the proposed project (e.g., wider sidewalks, plazas, adjacent bicycle lanes), as well as the draft Transportation Management Plan for events at the proposed arena. 


Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate peak hour intersection and freeway ramp LOS using the HCM 2000 methodology for the study intersections identified in Table 2a for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event


Future year 2040 Cumulative - with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


The traffic volumes at the study intersection and freeway ramps for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA).  The future cumulative traffic conditions at the study intersections and ramps will account for the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the traffic volumes at the study intersections and freeway ramps will be shown in an Existing plus Project traffic volume figure for each analysis period/scenario, which will also identify the critical movement at each location.  Based on this information and the estimated growth in traffic volumes between existing and year 2040 conditions, the transportation consultants will calculate the proposed project contribution to future cumulative conditions at those intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, as specified in Table 1 (p. 3).  A series of 2040 Cumulative volume figures will then be prepared, identifying the critical movements at each intersection for the various cumulative scenarios.


A vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the entrance(s) to the on-site parking facilities, or other nearby off-street parking locations for Existing plus Project scenarios. 


Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology.  Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will also be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results at the freeway off-ramp intersections listed in Table 2b.  The analysis will discuss the potential for project to exacerbate existing queuing; project’s contributions to traffic on- and off-ramps will be summarized.  Because these on-ramps are frequently operating over-capacity during the peak hours, the transportation team will work with the Planning Department to identify a methodology for describing the project’s contribution to these conditions.


Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate transit capacity utilization for Muni and the regional transit providers for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event 


Future year 2040 Cumulative – with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


A transit impact analysis will be conducted for:


Muni and regional screenlines – weekday p.m. commute peak hour


Muni and regional routes serving the transportation study area, by individual route/line and by corridor – weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening


The transit ridership and capacity for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), as obtained from the Planning Department and SFMTA.  The future cumulative transit conditions will account for the transit ridership generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the transit capacity utilization will be estimated, and contributions where 2040 Cumulative conditions exceed the transit operator capacity utilization standard will be identified. 


A qualitative assessment of Existing plus Project conditions at the Muni Metro platform on Third Street at South Street will be conducted before and after weekday basketball and non-basketball events, subject to discussion with SFMTA.


Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


The transportation consultants will perform peak hour pedestrian LOS analyses of Existing plus Project conditions listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 3 using the HCM 2000 Methodology based on the number of new pedestrians that will be added to the network. Potential pedestrian safety issues will be identified, including vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, interruption of pedestrian circulation and potential safety issues.  A qualitative discussion of the project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Area Plan will also be included. Future year 2040 Cumulative pedestrian conditions will be assessed qualitatively.


Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively evaluate bicycle conditions for the Existing plus Project scenarios listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 4.  Potential bicycle circulation safety issues will be identified, including bicyclist-vehicular conflicts, interruption of bicycle flow and potential safety issues at the project site, as well as the effect on existing and proposed nearby bicycle routes.  In addition, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D)[footnoteRef:2] requirements for bicycle parking and related facilities will be identified and compared to the proposed supply. Future year 2040 Cumulative bicycle conditions will be assessed qualitatively. [2:  In combination with the Development Plan, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D) document supersedes the San Francisco Planning Code for the Mission Bay South Area Development Plan.] 



Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a loading supply/demand analysis for the proposed project.  The proposed on-site loading supply will be compared to the Mission Bay South Area D4D in terms of their location, number of spaces and minimum dimensions, as applicable.  The loading supply will also be compared to the estimated demand generated by the proposed project.  Additionally, the transportation consultant will assess the proposed loading facilities in terms of their operational characteristics, including truck movement (including truck turning pathways into the loading area), location of trash compactor, storage and removal of garbage. 


Passenger loading/unloading, including taxis, charter buses, limousines, and private autos, before and after events at the proposed arena passenger loading/unloading facilities will be assessed.  


Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


The transportation consultants will assess any potential impacts to the emergency access that could result from the proposed project. 


Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively assess any potential temporary construction-related transportation impacts that would be generated by the proposed project.  Construction impact evaluation will address displacement of existing parking, the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, street and/or sidewalk closures, impacts on Muni operations, and construction worker parking. 


Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a parking supply/code/demand analysis for the proposed project.  Handicapped-accessible, bicycle and carshare spaces supplied by the proposed project will be identified.  The proposed parking supply will be compared to the requirements of the Mission Bay South Area D4D.  Any exceptions to the Mission Bay South Area D4D will be noted. 


Any deficit or surplus of parking spaces will be quantified, and discussed in relation to the effect on the parking supply in the area surrounding the project sites. The design of the access to the proposed project’s parking facilities will be assessed in terms of operational characteristics.


As described in Task 6.1, a vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the project entrance(s) to any proposed parking facility on site other nearby off-street parking locations.


Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


Mitigation measures will be proposed to improve operations if significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures may be proposed where no significant impacts have been identified.  In accordance with City guidelines, the report will clearly distinguish between mitigation measures required under CEQA, and transportation improvement measures not related to CEQA significant impacts, such as pedestrian improvement measures, parking access operations, traffic, parking and pedestrian enforcement etc.  Responsibility for implementation of identified measures will be identified, where possible. 


Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


The No Project Alternative (approved Mission Bay Plan uses on the project site) and a Lesser Intensity Alternative will be assessed qualitatively for various transportation scenarios.  Depending on definition of the alternatives and the outcome of the travel demand memo, the Planning Department may require at a later time limited quantitative analysis.  The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses). The scenarios will be developed in conjunction with development of the alternatives in consultation with the Planning Department and OCII. The analysis will cover all transportation topics. Travel demand estimates will be prepared for each alternative based on the travel demand methodology presented in Task 5.  


Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


The transportation consultants will prepare the transportation setting and impact analysis sections for inclusion in the EIR document.  The transportation discussion will follow the format specified by Planning Department staff, and will include setting, methodology, impact assessment, and mitigation and improvement measures.  A discussion of the underlying environmental review document (e.g., 1998 SEIR) will also be provided, as needed.  An Administrative Draft 1 of the transportation chapter will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff. 


All stand-alone submittals of the transportation section of the Draft EIR will be in paper copies (five copies), along with an electronic version. Transportation section versions included as part of the overall Administrative Draft EIR will follow the distribution format determined for the EIR.


As part of the transportation section submittal, the transportation consultants will prepare a comprehensive technical appendix that will include, but not be limited to, the following:


Proposed project access and internal/external circulation plans;


Lane geometries at the study intersections;


Traffic summaries showing turning movement volumes at the study intersections for all periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Intersection and freeway ramp LOS analysis for the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Transit capacity utilization calculations for Muni and regional transit providers for all the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Travel demand calculations for the proposed project and alternatives to the project;


Travel demand analysis Technical Memorandum;


Pedestrian counts and LOS, and bicycle counts at all study locations; 


Existing and Existing plus Project parking supply and utilization; and


Draft Transportation Management Plan (to be developed by project sponsor).


Two paper copies and an electronic copy of the draft technical appendix will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff for Preliminary Draft 1 and Preliminary Draft 2 submittals.  


Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


The transportation consultants will summarize and package the Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes developed in the previous tasks for submittal to the noise and air quality analysts for their studies.


Task 11 – Attendance at Meetings


The transportation consultants will meet with the Planning Department, OCII, and other city agencies, as appropriate, to work out details related to transportation scope of work, impact assumptions, methodology, and development of improvement and/or mitigation measures.


Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments


The transportation consultant will prepare responses to comments made by public agencies and members of the public at large related to the transportation section of the Draft EIR.
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Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255


(c) 415-385-7031









On Aug 13, 2014, at 11:21 AM, Bollinger, Brett (CPC) wrote:

Attached are comments on the draft SOW, including project sponsor comments.

<MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30_Combined Comments.docx>









Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255

(c) 415-385-7031















From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); DeMartini, Keith (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII GSW - MOU
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 5:34:00 PM
Attachments: image008.png


image009.png
image010.png
image011.png
image012.png


Great!  We appreciate it.  Let us know if there is anything we can help provide.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 5:30 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Subject: OCII GSW - MOU
 
Hi Catherine-
Chris and I met with Keith, our Finance Director, this afternoon to discuss
if it was possible for the Warriors to reimburse the Planning Department
directly.  Keith is going to research this possibility and get back to us. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Viktoriya Wise, AICP, LEED AP
Deputy ERO/Deputy Director of Environmental Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9049│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: viktoriya.wise@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Warsh, Ethan (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); White, Jeffrey (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: August 14 Mission Bay CAC - Block 6E presentation
Date: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 4:12:00 PM


Probably around 7-ish.  Going to be a long meeting.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Warsh, Ethan (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 3:45 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); White, Jeffrey (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: August 14 Mission Bay CAC - Block 6E presentation
 
What time would you estimate?
 
E
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 3:45 PM
To: Warsh, Ethan (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); White, Jeffrey (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: August 14 Mission Bay CAC - Block 6E presentation
 
We can add you.  You will be at the end after the  Warriors and some park business we have to do.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Warsh, Ethan (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 3:32 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); White, Jeffrey (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: August 14 Mission Bay CAC - Block 6E presentation
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Hi Catherine,
 


How do I go about getting on the calendar for the August 14th meeting of the MB CAC?  It’s the date
we indicate in the RFP that we’ll present our selection.
 
Thanks for your help,
Ethan
 
_____________________________________________________
Ethan Warsh
Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 749-2577
ethan.warsh@sfgov.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: FW: Mission Bay/Development Check-In
Date: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 7:03:00 PM


Erin – where did we leave this?  David Beaupre at the Port is also a good source of info on the Blue
Greenway in MB (he’s our go-to guy for MB and has been pretty involved in the BG project).
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
From: Tyler Frisbee [mailto:tyler@sfbike.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 7:17 PM
To: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); Patel, Neal; Janice Li; Paolo Cosulich-Schwartz; Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Mission Bay/Development Check-In
 
Great! Do you want to reach out to them to ask them to join us, or should we?
 
Best,
Tyler


Tyler Emilie Frisbee
Policy Director, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
(415) 431-BIKE (2453) x313
833 Market Street, 10th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
___________________________________________________________


Help Us Spread the Word: Safe Streets, Not Gridlock
SUPPORT THE SF BICYCLE COALITION EDUCATION FUND TODAY!


___________________________________________________________


San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
Promoting the Bicycle for Everyday Transportation
 


On Tue, Aug 5, 2014 at 4:15 PM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:
Hi Tyler,
 
Thanks for following up.  I was hoping to have a bit more about the Warriors and Waterfront
Transportation Assessment to share with you when we meet, and I think this timing is good.  I do
have a few suggestions for other attendees based on what I’m reading in your email.
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·        Catherine Reilly (copied here) from OCII is the Project Manager for Mission Bay and would be
able to speak to transportation plans within Mission Bay or updates to the Mission Bay Plan if any.


 


·        Ana Vasudeo, Director Blue Greenway, SF Parks Alliance for an understanding of how the Blue
Greenway fits into/overlaps with the bicycle network along Terry Francois Boulevard (which I admit I
am not fully clear about myself).


 


Best,
Erin
 
Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Development & Transportation Integration
Urban Planning Initiatives
 
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
 
From: Tyler Frisbee [mailto:tyler@sfbike.org] 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 12:04 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Sallaberry, Mike; Patel, Neal
Cc: Janice Li; Paolo Cosulich-Schwartz
Subject: Mission Bay/Development Check-In
 
Erin and Mike,
 
I hope that you both had a great weekend. I'm following up based on previous conversations
with both of you to see if we can schedule a meeting to discuss the upcoming waterfront
developments and their related transportation developments. Generally, we're interested in
understanding better how all of these projects fit together, how they align with the new
development projects coming onboard, and how we can help support your work.
 
Specifically, we're interested in talking about the following projects:
I. Lefty O'Doul (where is it in the project process? which development projects do you see it
connected to)
II. Illinois (how will this get improved, and what's the process/timeline for doing so? what
development projects is it connected to?)
III. Terry Francois (how will this get improved, and what's the process/timeline for doing so?
what development projects is it connected to?)
IV. general transportation circulation and update of Mission Bay Plan- how do all of these
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new developments fit in?
 
Is there time next week when all five of us can sit down and go over these? If you give us a
few options, we'll figure out how to make one of them work on our end.
 
Thanks,
 
Tyler Emilie Frisbee
Policy Director, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
(415) 431-BIKE (2453) x313
833 Market Street, 10th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
___________________________________________________________


Improve your commute and your city
BECOME AN SF BICYCLE COALITION MEMBER TODAY!


___________________________________________________________


 


San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
Promoting the Bicycle for Everyday Transportation
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce
Subject: GSW Issues to Discuss with Ciyt
Date: Monday, August 11, 2014 12:03:06 PM


Brett:
 
Three issues to discuss with you:
 


1.        City Family Review of GSW Travel Demand Memo.  How much time is the City planning to
give the City family (including MTA) to complete review of the Travel Demand Memo and
submit their comments to the EIR team (i.e., 2 weeks from today, or 2½ weeks from today)?,
as this will influence when the Travel Demand Memo will be a topic for the GSW CEQA
meeting. If a 2-week turnaround is given (comments due to ESA August 25), that would
provide enough time for us to review those comments and discuss them as needed at the
August 27 GSW CEQA meeting. If a 2½ -week turnaround is given, that will likely push out
the Travel Demand Memo to be discussed at the September 3 GSW CEQA meeting. 


2.       City review of GSW Transportation Scope of Work.  Would you please confirm when the City
anticipates having its review of the Transportation Scope of Work completed?  We ask this
since the Transportation Scope will be an element of the overall EIR scope of work we will
be submitting to the sponsor.  FYI, ESA is revising our EIR scope of work, but are still awaiting
OCII comments on the work scope, which Catherine Reilly indicates she is working on.


3.       Need for GSW CEQA Meeting on August 13, 2014?  Just checking to see if the City still wants
to meet this Wednesday (August 13, 2104) for a GSW CEQA meeting.  As you know, the City
is providing until this Friday for the sponsor/City to submit their comments on the Initial
Study Cultural Resources example.  With that said, ESA does not necessarily have anything
critical on the agenda to discuss this week, but we will defer to the City on its decision.


Thanks, and please call if you would  like to discuss.
 
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: Stewart, Luke
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Laptop or handouts
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 1:37:45 PM
Attachments: Park_Phasing_CAC_Aug2014.pdf


Will bring a laptop just in case we do go. Ideally we’d just use our thumb drive in combo w/ the
Warrior’s laptop set-up so we don’t need to recalibrate the machine with new cables, etc.   Sounds like
technical difficulties to me.
 
PDF of “near-term parks” slide attached, updated per our meeting last week.
 
 
Luke Stewart
MBDG | Mission Bay Development Group, LLC
 
From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 10:24 AM
To: Stewart, Luke
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Laptop or handouts
 
Hi Luke,
 
Can you either bring handouts or a laptop to the meeting for the park phasing presentation?  There
is the slight chance that we will push your item off the agenda but just let me know. 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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 8/14/2014 South of Channel - Mission Bay Parks Phasing Schedule



Near Term Parks



(today-2017)



Estimated 



Start



Estimated 



Complete
Notes



P6 1Q 2014 4Q 2014 Grant 



P26 3Q 2014 1Q 2015 Donor funding



P23-P24 (Phase 1: BMPs) 3Q 2014 2Q 2015 Blocks 36-39 Infra. / Stormwater Treatment



P19 4Q 2014 2Q 2015 Blocks 8-9A Infra. / Stormwater Treatment



P27 1Q 2015 2Q 2015 Owens / I-280 Ramp 



P2-P8 (Ph 1: Parking + BMPs) 2Q 2015 4Q 2015 Grant / Blocks 11-12 Infra. / Stormwater Treatment



P11-P11a 2Q 2015 4Q 2015 Grant / Blocks 11-12 Infra. / Stormwater Treatment



P23-P24 (Ph 2) 2Q 2015 1Q 2016 BCDC (Blocks 36-39 + Blocks 33-34) 



P5 3Q 2015 1Q 2016



P2 (Phase 2) + P8 4Q 2015 3Q 2016 BCDC (Blocks 12-13)



P3 1Q 2016 3Q 2016 BCDC (Block 1)  / Stormwater Treatment



P22 2Q 2017 2Q 2018 BCDC (Blocks 29-32) 



Note: Dates provided as estimated sequence. 



Final dates and sequencing may vary with pace of development and construction staging requirements; schedule is subject to change.













From: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)
To: Jesse Blout
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: GSW Check-in Conference Call
Date: Monday, August 11, 2014 5:26:16 PM


Hi Jesse,
 
The proposed times below will work for Jennifer, Tiffany and Catherine. 
 
Please let me know which date and time will work for you.
 
I’ve cc’d Catherine to help with this conference call as I will be out of the office until Friday.
 
Thank you.
 
 
 


From: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 3:16 PM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Jesse Blout
Subject: GSW Check-in Conference Call
 
Hello Jennifer and Jesse:
 
Are you available for a ½ hour conference call with Catherine Reilly and Tiffany Bohee?  Below are
some dates and time.
 
Tuesday, 8/12 
 
10:30 am
1:00 pm – 2:00 pm
 
Wednesday, 8/13
 
9:00 am – 10:00 am
11:30 am
 
Thank you.
 
Lucinda Nguyen
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
City and County of San Francisco


One South Van Ness Ave., 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
P 415.749.2458
F 415.749.2585
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E lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Warsh, Ethan (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); White, Jeffrey (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: August 14 Mission Bay CAC - Block 6E presentation
Date: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 3:44:00 PM


We can add you.  You will be at the end after the  Warriors and some park business we have to do.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Warsh, Ethan (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 3:32 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); White, Jeffrey (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: August 14 Mission Bay CAC - Block 6E presentation
 
Hi Catherine,
 


How do I go about getting on the calendar for the August 14th meeting of the MB CAC?  It’s the date
we indicate in the RFP that we’ll present our selection.
 
Thanks for your help,
Ethan
 
_____________________________________________________
Ethan Warsh
Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 749-2577
ethan.warsh@sfgov.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); DeMartini, Keith (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII GSW - MOU
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 5:34:00 PM
Attachments: image008.png


image009.png
image010.png
image011.png
image012.png


Great!  We appreciate it.  Let us know if there is anything we can help provide.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 5:30 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Subject: OCII GSW - MOU
 
Hi Catherine-
Chris and I met with Keith, our Finance Director, this afternoon to discuss
if it was possible for the Warriors to reimburse the Planning Department
directly.  Keith is going to research this possibility and get back to us. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Viktoriya Wise, AICP, LEED AP
Deputy ERO/Deputy Director of Environmental Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9049│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: viktoriya.wise@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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From: Luba Wyznyckyj
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: José I. Farrán (jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com); Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com); Joyce Hsiao 


(joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Murphy, Mary G. 
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya 
(CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)


Subject: Re: GSW Transportation SOW Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 1:36:04 PM
Attachments: MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Final Transportation SOW 2014_8_13.docx


ATT00001.htm


Hi Brett
Per our discussion, attached is the Draft Final markup version of the transportation 
scope of work for your final review.
Prior edits were accepted, and we addressed the three outstanding comments.
Once your approve these edits, we will prepare a pdf version and attach the signed 
Scope of Work Acknowledgment and Approval form.
Thank you,
Luba
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Scope of Work


Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR 


FinalSecond Draft: August 13July 30, 2014





Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting are pleased to submit this scope of work to prepare the transportation section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed event center and sports arena to be located in the Mission Bay South Area of San Francisco. This scope of work follows the San Francisco Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002” (SF Guidelines), as applicable. 


Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


The San Francisco Planning Department requires that the scope of work for the transportation analysis be reviewed and approved by the designated transportation planner and environmental staff coordinator prior to commencement of any work by the transportation consultants.  The transportation consultants will meet and consult with Environmental Planning staff, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), and other city agencies, as determined by Environmental Planning to review, discuss and modify the draft scope of work and define the required level of detail for the transportation analysis.  The discussions will focus on items such as:


Project definition and components, including alternatives;


Data collection (traffic counts, locations, day of week, and time of day);


Assumptions (study area, land use types, cumulative growth, etc.);


Methodology (trip generation methodology and appropriate sources, travel forecasts, etc.);


Analysis scenarios (future years, development and transportation network and transit service assumptions);


Extent of analysis of the alternatives to the proposed project; and


Transportation section schedule and deliverables.


Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


The transportation consultants will review the project definition, land use, and transportation circulation assumptions prepared by the project sponsor and will provide written request for clarification and additional data needs that might be necessary to conduct the transportation analysis.


The transportation consultants will meet with Environmental Planning staff to confirm the definition of analysis scenarios and direction on the analysis methodologies proposed for the transportation impact assessment.  The travel demand analysis of the land use program of the proposed project (e.g., office, retail, restaurant, movie theater) will be conducted using the SF Guidelines, while the travel demand analysis for the arena and other ancillary sport uses will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, travel characteristics at similar facilities (e.g., mode of travel, trip distribution, vehicle occupancy, parking demand, etc.), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes to and from the site. For the live theater use, the travel demand analysis will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday.  The analysis will assume movie theater and live theater functions taking place concurrently with an event at the event center.


The transportation consultants will define the analysis scenarios in detail.  Table 1 on the next page presents the list of transportation analysis scenarios for the proposed project components.


The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum documenting the travel demand methodology, and assumptions for the arena and other proposed uses.  The memorandum will include a description of each of the analysis scenarios and assumptions used for the impact analysis, including land use, background, project-related transportation improvements, background traffic assumptions, and parking assumptions. The proposed project travel demand will be presented for each analysis scenario.  This technical memorandum will be presented to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to proceeding with the transportation impact analysis.  It is anticipated that SFMTA will also review and provide feedback on this technical memorandum.  


The transportation consultants will work with Environmental Planning and the project sponsor to develop the definition of the project alternatives.





			Table 1 - Scenarios for Transportation Analysis


Event Center at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32





			SCENARIOS





			WEEKDAY PERIODS


			SATURDAY


			Number of Analysis Scenarios 





			


			PM COMMUTE 


(4 To 6 PM)


			EVENING 


(6 to 8 PM)


			LATE PM 


(9 - 11 PM)


			EVENING PERIOD


(7 to 9 PM)


			





			


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with  SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Per discussion with the City Attorney, staff recommends that the late PM scenario also include conditions with the SF Giants Game.  

OK



			with  SF Giants Game


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with  SF Giants Game 


			





			Existing Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing 


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			78





			Project Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing + Project w/out events on siteat arena


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			78





			Existing + Project w/ Convention Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			Future Year 2040 Cumulative


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Project - No Event at arena


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Project – with Event at arena


- with Basketball Game


- with Convention Event


			


1


1


			


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			


2


1





			TOTAL


			7


			2


			2


			2


			2


			2


			5


			2


			2224








Task 3 – Data Collection


Traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and off-street parking data collection will be conducted for the following time periods:


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Traffic: The transportation consultants will obtain intersection turning movement volume counts at the 21 study intersections listed in Table 2a for the proposed project site from previously collected traffic count efforts, supplemented with new counts performed in May (May 15th, 20th, 21st, 27th, 29th, and 31st) and June (June 7th and 11th) 2014, as appropriate (and previously approved by the Planning Department).


			Table 2a - Intersection Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			King St/Third St


			11


			Terry Francois Blvd/16th St [a]





			2


			King St/Fourth St


			12


			Illinois St/16th St





			3


			King St/Fifth St/I-280 on-/off-ramps


			13


			Third St/16th St





			4


			Fifth/Harrison/I-80 WB off-ramp


			14


			Fourth St/16th St





			5


			Fifth/Bryant.I-80 EB on-ramp


			15


			Owens St/16th St





			6


			Third St/Channel St


			16


			Seventh St/Mississippi St/16th St





			7


			Fourth St/Channel St


			17


			Illinois St/Mariposa St





			8


			Seventh St/Mission Bay Drive


			18


			Third St/Mariposa St





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St


			19


			Mariposa St/I-280 NB off-ramp





			10


			Third St/South St


			20


			Mariposa St/I-280 SB on-ramp





			


			


			21


			Third St/Cesar Chavez St





			Note:


[a] Future analysis location - not currently an intersection. Sixteenth Street is not continuous between Illinois Street and Terry François Boulevard and will be extended from Illinois Street to Terry François Boulevard as part of the proposed project. 











The transportation consultants will also gather on-ramp and off-ramp traffic data from Caltrans and from peak period turning movement volume counts at ramp touchdown intersections for the I-80 and I-280 ramp locations shown in Table 2b.  Freeway on-ramps and off-ramps will be analyzed based on peak hour volumes. Freeway ramp volume data will be obtained from the intersection traffic counts listed in Table 2a and supplemented, as necessary. 


			Table 2b – Freeway Ramp Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling/Bryant


			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant


			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison


			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa











Transit: Transit data will be obtained from SFMTA and regional transit operators, as appropriate, for weekday p.m., evening, late evening, and Saturday evening conditions.  The transportation consultants will compile data on all Muni bus routes and rail lines (including motor coach, trolley coach, and light rail service) and stop locations within a study area generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street.


This work will include a description of Muni’s transit route service hours, peak periods, stops and headways on weekdays and Saturdays for the bus routes and rail lines within the study area.  The latest available weekday p.m., weekday evening, late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load points (MLP) for the Muni routes and lines serving the transportation study area will be requested from Muni for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3). 


Existing ridership and capacity utilization information for the Muni bus routes and rail lines will be provided individually, as well as combined, based on access between the transportation study area and the four San Francisco superdistricts.  


Preliminary corridor grouping of Muni routes and lines for the project site (subject to discussion with the SFMTA):


North/South: K Ingleside, T Third, N Judah, 30 Stockton, 45 Union Stockton.


East/West: 10 Townsend, 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness.


The transportation consultants will also compile data on regional transit operators (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit bus and ferry service, SamTrans and Caltrain) including the nearest transit stop location within the study area boundary and the latest scheduled operations on weekdays and Saturdays. Weekday and Saturday ridership and capacity utilization for the regional service providers for the analysis periods identified in Table 1 (p. 3) will be obtained from the regional operators.


[bookmark: _GoBack]The two existing shuttle systems (i.e., the Mission Bay Transportation Management Association and the UCSF shuttle systems) in the vicinity of the project site will be described (e.g., routes, headways, hours of operation, restrictions on use, and ridership and capacity, if available). 


Existing Muni and regional service provider weekday p.m. peak hour screenlines will be obtained from the Planning Department.  


Pedestrians: The transportation consultants will collect pedestrian counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 3, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few pedestrians are present at the study locations during the late evening period. Effective sidewalk widths will be measured at each sidewalk analysis location, and in the vicinity of the project site.





			Table 3 - Crosswalk and Sidewalk Analysis Locations [a]





			Location


			Location





			Crosswalk Analysis [a]


			Sidewalk Analysis





			1


			Third St/South St


			1


			Both sides of Third St between South and 16th streets 





			2


			Third St/16th St


			2 


			North side of 16th St [b]





			3


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St [b]


			3


			South side of South St [b]





			Notes:


[a] All crosswalks at the listed intersections.


[b] Future analysis location.











Bicycles: The transportation consultants will conduct bicycle counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 4, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) counts without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few bicyclists are present at the study locations during the late evening period.


			Table 4 - Bicycle Analysis Locations 	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add Terry Francois Blvd to locations.

OK






			Location





			1


			Both sides of Third Street between South and 16th streets





			2


			Both sides of 16th Street between Third and Fourth streets





			3


			Terry Francois Boulevard between South and 16th streets











Parking: The parking study area is generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street. The transportation consultants will collect off-street public parking supply and occupancy for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) from available sources such as the SFpark, SFMTA, data previously collected for the Piers 30-32 site, and other project technical studies, and conduct additional surveys for facilities and time periods for which parking supply and occupancy data is not available.  Current hours of operation and characteristics such as whether they are publicly accessible, of the off-street facilities will be identified.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add reference to MB shuttle program.

OK. IN TRANSIT SECTION.



The transportation consultants will also document current on-street parking regulations and illegal parking on the blocks adjacent to the proposed project, and generally describe the on-street parking regulations and parking occupancy within the parking study area.  Any loading observations will also be noted.  


Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


Using the data collected in Task 3, the transportation consultants will document existing traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access conditions within the transportation study areas and at the study intersections shown in Table 2a, including:


A base map and text for the study area, describing the street designations, street names, number of lanes and traffic flow directions;


A description of existing uses and vehicular access to the project site;


An assessment of existing parking operations at the project site, including hours of operation, supply and hourly utilization;


Intersection level of service (LOS) conditions during the peak hours at the study intersections identified in Table 2a using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual operations methodology (HCM 2000) and the Synchro traffic analysis software;


Freeway on-ramp and off-ramp LOS conditions during the peak hours at the study locations identified in Table 2b using the 2000 HCM methodology and the HCS analysis software. Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology. Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results.


Graphics indicating the existing peak hour traffic volumes and lane configuration at the study intersections identified in Table 2a;


A map and discussion of Muni and regional transit services within the transportation study area, including bus routes and bus stop locations, as well as conditions at each route’s maximum load point. A quantitative description of weekday p.m. commute period, weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour transit conditions will be provided for Muni and the regional transit service as available. Planned changes to Muni service in the Transit Effectiveness Program (TEP) will also be described.  Identification of any operational conflicts between buses or streetcars and other vehicles will be described. 


Pedestrian LOS analyses at the study locations identified in Table 3 using the HCM 2000 methodology. A qualitative assessment of pedestrian conditions (conflicts, safety and operational issues) will also be conducted;


Bicycle flows at the study locations identified in Table 4, and a qualitative discussion of general bicycle circulation conditions and the identification of any safety and right-of-way issues in the vicinity of the project site, including the description and mapping of bicycle routes. A description of changes to the bicycle network within the transportation study area being considered by the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other City proposals;


A qualitative assessment of existing weekday and Saturday on-street commercial loading conditions within the transportation study area;


A description of the existing emergency vehicle access routes to the project site; 


Passenger loading, including disabled loading and parking; and


Quantitative assessment of off-street parking supply and utilization within the parking study area, and qualitative discussion of on-street parking regulations and utilization. 


Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


The future travel demand estimates will be developed by the transportation consultant, and reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff prior to use in the transportation impact assessment.  Travel demand estimates will be provided for vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes, and will include internal and external trips for each project component listed in Table 1, as appropriate.	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: I just want to confirm our common understanding.  There will be a No Project alternative and probably a Reduced Intensity alternative.  We will be generating travel demand estimates for both, correct?    

YES. THE NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE WILL BE THE PREVIOUSLY-APPROVED USES ON THE SITE, AND THE REDUCED INTENSITEY WILL NEED TO BE DEVELOPED.

OCII will need to define what previously approved uses and intensities are,



Sports Arena: Since sports arenas are considered “special generators,” each with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of their impact cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.  Thus, the travel demand analysis for the operation of basketball games, conventions, and other events will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, typical weekday and weekend start times of the games/events, available travel characteristics of other venues such as AT&T Park and other comparable venues (e.g., mode split, trip distribution, vehicle assignment, parking demand, transit demand), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed ingress and egress routes for the new arena. Loading demand for the arena will be based on information obtained from the project sponsor.


Other Project Land Uses: The transportation consultants will estimate the travel demand for standard proposed land uses  (i.e., retail, office, restaurant, movie theater) using the methodology and information provided in the SF Guidelines (trip generation rates, mode splits, trip distribution, loading demand, parking demand).  For the live theater use, trip generation will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday. Since the SF Guidelines only provide trip generation rates for the weekday p.m. peak hour, weekday evening and weekday late evening travel demand will be estimated based on temporal distribution patterns contained within Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department. To determine Saturday evening travel demand appropriate adjustments will be made to obtain similar factors for the Saturday daily based on the Saturday to weekday daily ratio from ITE Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department.


The transportation consultants will estimate the number of vehicle trips associated with the existing parking lots located at the project site using the methodology described in the SF Guidelines (i.e., actual traffic data collected as part of Task 3, rather than trip generation estimates). Vehicles currently utilizing the existing surface parking facilities will be redistributed to park at other nearby off-street facilities based on their existing parking availability data obtained in Task 3.


Documentation: The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology and results of the travel demand for the proposed project component listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  The technical memorandum will summarize the data sources, methodologies and recommended rates and factors to be used in the trip generation, mode choice, vehicle occupancies and parking demand analyses. The technical memorandum will summarize the travel demand estimates for the proposed project by land use type, mode of travel and place of origin.  A graphic showing vehicle-trip distributions and assignments will also be included.  This technical memorandum will be submitted to Planning Department staff in paper and electronic format for their review and approval prior to performing the transportation impact analyses (Task 6 – Transportation Impacts Analysis).  It is anticipated that this document will also be reviewed by OCII and SFMTA staff, as appropriate.  


Alternatives: Travel demand estimates for up to two alternatives to the proposed project will be developed based on the methodology presented above for the proposed project uses. The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses). The travel demand for the alternatives will be documented in a separate technical memorandum, and will be reviewed by Planning Department, OCII and SFMTA staff. See Task 8 for alternatives analysis.  


Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


The transportation consultants will identify the transportation impacts associated with the proposed project listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  This will include impacts on the study intersections, impacts on transit (capacity utilization and operation), pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, passenger and freight loading supply and demand conditions, construction related activities, and emergency vehicle access to the site.  A parking supply and demand analysis will also be presented for informational purposes.


The transportation impact analysis will reflect planned improvements to the transportation network (e.g., relocation and realignment of Terry Francois Boulevard with the eastern edge of Blocks 30 and 32), any changes/features included as part of the proposed project (e.g., wider sidewalks, plazas, adjacent bicycle lanes), as well as the draft Transportation Management Plan for events at the proposed arena. 


Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate peak hour intersection and freeway ramp LOS using the HCM 2000 methodology for the study intersections identified in Table 2a for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event


Future year 2040 Cumulative - with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


The traffic volumes at the study intersection and freeway ramps for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA).  The future cumulative traffic conditions at the study intersections and ramps will account for the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the traffic volumes at the study intersections and freeway ramps will be shown in an Existing plus Project traffic volume figure for each analysis period/scenario, which will also identify the critical movement at each location.  Based on this information and the estimated growth in traffic volumes between existing and year 2040 conditions, the transportation consultants will calculate the proposed project contribution to future cumulative conditions at those intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, as specified in Table 1 (p. 3).  A series of 2040 Cumulative volume figures will then be prepared, identifying the critical movements at each intersection for the various cumulative scenarios.


A vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the entrance(s) to the on-site parking facilities, or other nearby off-street parking locations for Existing plus Project scenarios. 


Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology.  Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will also be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results at the freeway off-ramp intersections listed in Table 2b.  The analysis will discuss the potential for project to exacerbate existing queuing; project’s contributions to traffic on- and off-ramps will be summarized.  Because these on-ramps are frequently operating over-capacity during the peak hours, the transportation team will work with the Planning Department to identify a methodology for describing the project’s contribution to these conditions.


Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate transit capacity utilization for Muni and the regional transit providers for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event 


Future year 2040 Cumulative – with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


A transit impact analysis will be conducted for:


Muni and regional screenlines – weekday p.m. commute peak hour


Muni and regional routes serving the transportation study area, by individual route/line and by corridor – weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening


The transit ridership and capacity for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), as obtained from the Planning Department and SFMTA.  The future cumulative transit conditions will account for the transit ridership generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the transit capacity utilization will be estimated, and contributions where 2040 Cumulative conditions exceed the transit operator capacity utilization standard will be identified. 


A qualitative assessment of Existing plus Project conditions at the Muni Metro platform on Third Street at South Street will be conducted before and after weekday basketball and non-basketball events, subject to discussion with SFMTA.


Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


The transportation consultants will perform peak hour pedestrian LOS analyses of Existing plus Project conditions listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 3 using the HCM 2000 Methodology based on the number of new pedestrians that will be added to the network. Potential pedestrian safety issues will be identified, including vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, interruption of pedestrian circulation and potential safety issues.  A qualitative discussion of the project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Area Plan will also be included. Future year 2040 Cumulative pedestrian conditions will be assessed qualitatively.


Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively evaluate bicycle conditions for the Existing plus Project scenarios listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 4.  Potential bicycle circulation safety issues will be identified, including bicyclist-vehicular conflicts, interruption of bicycle flow and potential safety issues at the project site, as well as the effect on existing and proposed nearby bicycle routes.  In addition, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D)[footnoteRef:2] requirements for bicycle parking and related facilities will be identified and compared to the proposed supply. Future year 2040 Cumulative bicycle conditions will be assessed qualitatively. [2:  In combination with the Development Plan, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D) document supersedes the San Francisco Planning Code for the Mission Bay South Area Development Plan.] 



Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a loading supply/demand analysis for the proposed project.  The proposed on-site loading supply will be compared to the Mission Bay South Area D4D in terms of their location, number of spaces and minimum dimensions, as applicable.  The loading supply will also be compared to the estimated demand generated by the proposed project.  Additionally, the transportation consultant will assess the proposed loading facilities in terms of their operational characteristics, including truck movement (including truck turning pathways into the loading area), location of trash compactor, storage and removal of garbage. 


Passenger loading/unloading, including taxis, charter buses, limousines, and private autos, before and after events at the proposed arena passenger loading/unloading facilities will be assessed.  


Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


The transportation consultants will assess any potential impacts to the emergency access that could result from the proposed project. 


Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively assess any potential temporary construction-related transportation impacts that would be generated by the proposed project.  Construction impact evaluation will address displacement of existing parking, the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, street and/or sidewalk closures, impacts on Muni operations, and construction worker parking. 


Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a parking supply/code/demand analysis for the proposed project.  Handicapped-accessible, bicycle and carshare spaces supplied by the proposed project will be identified.  The proposed parking supply will be compared to the requirements of the Mission Bay South Area D4D.  Any exceptions to the Mission Bay South Area D4D will be noted. 


Any deficit or surplus of parking spaces will be quantified, and discussed in relation to the effect on the parking supply in the area surrounding the project sites. The design of the access to the proposed project’s parking facilities will be assessed in terms of operational characteristics.


As described in Task 6.1, a vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the project entrance(s) to any proposed parking facility on site other nearby off-street parking locations.


Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


Mitigation measures will be proposed to improve operations if significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures may be proposed where no significant impacts have been identified.  In accordance with City guidelines, the report will clearly distinguish between mitigation measures required under CEQA, and transportation improvement measures not related to CEQA significant impacts, such as pedestrian improvement measures, parking access operations, traffic, parking and pedestrian enforcement etc.  Responsibility for implementation of identified measures will be identified, where possible. 


Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


The No Project Alternative (approved Mission Bay Plan uses on the project site) and a Lesser Intensity Alternative will be assessed qualitatively for various transportation scenarios.  Depending on definition of the alternatives and the outcome of the travel demand memo, the Planning Department may require at a later time limited quantitative analysis.  The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses). The scenarios will be developed in conjunction with development of the alternatives in consultation with the Planning Department and OCII. The analysis will cover all transportation topics. Travel demand estimates will be prepared for each alternative based on the travel demand methodology presented in Task 5.  


Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


The transportation consultants will prepare the transportation setting and impact analysis sections for inclusion in the EIR document.  The transportation discussion will follow the format specified by Planning Department staff, and will include setting, methodology, impact assessment, and mitigation and improvement measures.  A discussion of the underlying environmental review document (e.g., 1998 SEIR) will also be provided, as needed.  An Administrative Draft 1 of the transportation chapter will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff. 


All stand-alone submittals of the transportation section of the Draft EIR will be in paper copies (five copies), along with an electronic version. Transportation section versions included as part of the overall Administrative Draft EIR will follow the distribution format determined for the EIR.


As part of the transportation section submittal, the transportation consultants will prepare a comprehensive technical appendix that will include, but not be limited to, the following:


Proposed project access and internal/external circulation plans;


Lane geometries at the study intersections;


Traffic summaries showing turning movement volumes at the study intersections for all periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Intersection and freeway ramp LOS analysis for the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Transit capacity utilization calculations for Muni and regional transit providers for all the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Travel demand calculations for the proposed project and alternatives to the project;


Travel demand analysis Technical Memorandum;


Pedestrian counts and LOS, and bicycle counts at all study locations; 


Existing and Existing plus Project parking supply and utilization; and


Draft Transportation Management Plan (to be developed by project sponsor).


Two paper copies and an electronic copy of the draft technical appendix will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff for Preliminary Draft 1 and Preliminary Draft 2 submittals.  


Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


The transportation consultants will summarize and package the Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes developed in the previous tasks for submittal to the noise and air quality analysts for their studies.


Task 11 – Attendance at Meetings


The transportation consultants will meet with the Planning Department, OCII, and other city agencies, as appropriate, to work out details related to transportation scope of work, impact assumptions, methodology, and development of improvement and/or mitigation measures.


Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments


The transportation consultant will prepare responses to comments made by public agencies and members of the public at large related to the transportation section of the Draft EIR.
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Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255


(c) 415-385-7031









On Aug 13, 2014, at 11:21 AM, Bollinger, Brett (CPC) wrote:

Attached are comments on the draft SOW, including project sponsor comments.

<MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30_Combined Comments.docx>









Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255

(c) 415-385-7031















From: Luba Wyznyckyj
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: José I. Farrán (jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com); Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com); Joyce Hsiao 


(joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Murphy, Mary G. 
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya 
(CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)


Subject: Re: GSW Transportation SOW Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 1:36:09 PM
Attachments: MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Final Transportation SOW 2014_8_13.docx


ATT00001.htm


Hi Brett
Per our discussion, attached is the Draft Final markup version of the transportation 
scope of work for your final review.
Prior edits were accepted, and we addressed the three outstanding comments.
Once your approve these edits, we will prepare a pdf version and attach the signed 
Scope of Work Acknowledgment and Approval form.
Thank you,
Luba
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Scope of Work


Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR 


FinalSecond Draft: August 13July 30, 2014





Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting are pleased to submit this scope of work to prepare the transportation section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed event center and sports arena to be located in the Mission Bay South Area of San Francisco. This scope of work follows the San Francisco Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002” (SF Guidelines), as applicable. 


Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


The San Francisco Planning Department requires that the scope of work for the transportation analysis be reviewed and approved by the designated transportation planner and environmental staff coordinator prior to commencement of any work by the transportation consultants.  The transportation consultants will meet and consult with Environmental Planning staff, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), and other city agencies, as determined by Environmental Planning to review, discuss and modify the draft scope of work and define the required level of detail for the transportation analysis.  The discussions will focus on items such as:


Project definition and components, including alternatives;


Data collection (traffic counts, locations, day of week, and time of day);


Assumptions (study area, land use types, cumulative growth, etc.);


Methodology (trip generation methodology and appropriate sources, travel forecasts, etc.);


Analysis scenarios (future years, development and transportation network and transit service assumptions);


Extent of analysis of the alternatives to the proposed project; and


Transportation section schedule and deliverables.


Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


The transportation consultants will review the project definition, land use, and transportation circulation assumptions prepared by the project sponsor and will provide written request for clarification and additional data needs that might be necessary to conduct the transportation analysis.


The transportation consultants will meet with Environmental Planning staff to confirm the definition of analysis scenarios and direction on the analysis methodologies proposed for the transportation impact assessment.  The travel demand analysis of the land use program of the proposed project (e.g., office, retail, restaurant, movie theater) will be conducted using the SF Guidelines, while the travel demand analysis for the arena and other ancillary sport uses will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, travel characteristics at similar facilities (e.g., mode of travel, trip distribution, vehicle occupancy, parking demand, etc.), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes to and from the site. For the live theater use, the travel demand analysis will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday.  The analysis will assume movie theater and live theater functions taking place concurrently with an event at the event center.


The transportation consultants will define the analysis scenarios in detail.  Table 1 on the next page presents the list of transportation analysis scenarios for the proposed project components.


The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum documenting the travel demand methodology, and assumptions for the arena and other proposed uses.  The memorandum will include a description of each of the analysis scenarios and assumptions used for the impact analysis, including land use, background, project-related transportation improvements, background traffic assumptions, and parking assumptions. The proposed project travel demand will be presented for each analysis scenario.  This technical memorandum will be presented to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to proceeding with the transportation impact analysis.  It is anticipated that SFMTA will also review and provide feedback on this technical memorandum.  


The transportation consultants will work with Environmental Planning and the project sponsor to develop the definition of the project alternatives.





			Table 1 - Scenarios for Transportation Analysis
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			SCENARIOS





			WEEKDAY PERIODS


			SATURDAY


			Number of Analysis Scenarios 





			


			PM COMMUTE 


(4 To 6 PM)


			EVENING 


(6 to 8 PM)


			LATE PM 


(9 - 11 PM)


			EVENING PERIOD


(7 to 9 PM)


			





			


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with  SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Per discussion with the City Attorney, staff recommends that the late PM scenario also include conditions with the SF Giants Game.  

OK



			with  SF Giants Game


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with  SF Giants Game 


			





			Existing Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing 


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			78





			Project Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing + Project w/out events on siteat arena


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			78





			Existing + Project w/ Convention Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			Future Year 2040 Cumulative


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Project - No Event at arena


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Project – with Event at arena


- with Basketball Game


- with Convention Event


			


1


1


			


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			


2


1





			TOTAL


			7


			2


			2


			2


			2


			2


			5


			2


			2224








Task 3 – Data Collection


Traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and off-street parking data collection will be conducted for the following time periods:


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Traffic: The transportation consultants will obtain intersection turning movement volume counts at the 21 study intersections listed in Table 2a for the proposed project site from previously collected traffic count efforts, supplemented with new counts performed in May (May 15th, 20th, 21st, 27th, 29th, and 31st) and June (June 7th and 11th) 2014, as appropriate (and previously approved by the Planning Department).


			Table 2a - Intersection Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			King St/Third St


			11


			Terry Francois Blvd/16th St [a]





			2


			King St/Fourth St


			12


			Illinois St/16th St





			3


			King St/Fifth St/I-280 on-/off-ramps


			13


			Third St/16th St





			4


			Fifth/Harrison/I-80 WB off-ramp


			14


			Fourth St/16th St





			5


			Fifth/Bryant.I-80 EB on-ramp


			15


			Owens St/16th St





			6


			Third St/Channel St


			16


			Seventh St/Mississippi St/16th St





			7


			Fourth St/Channel St


			17


			Illinois St/Mariposa St





			8


			Seventh St/Mission Bay Drive


			18


			Third St/Mariposa St





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St


			19


			Mariposa St/I-280 NB off-ramp





			10


			Third St/South St


			20


			Mariposa St/I-280 SB on-ramp





			


			


			21


			Third St/Cesar Chavez St





			Note:


[a] Future analysis location - not currently an intersection. Sixteenth Street is not continuous between Illinois Street and Terry François Boulevard and will be extended from Illinois Street to Terry François Boulevard as part of the proposed project. 











The transportation consultants will also gather on-ramp and off-ramp traffic data from Caltrans and from peak period turning movement volume counts at ramp touchdown intersections for the I-80 and I-280 ramp locations shown in Table 2b.  Freeway on-ramps and off-ramps will be analyzed based on peak hour volumes. Freeway ramp volume data will be obtained from the intersection traffic counts listed in Table 2a and supplemented, as necessary. 


			Table 2b – Freeway Ramp Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling/Bryant


			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant


			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison


			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa











Transit: Transit data will be obtained from SFMTA and regional transit operators, as appropriate, for weekday p.m., evening, late evening, and Saturday evening conditions.  The transportation consultants will compile data on all Muni bus routes and rail lines (including motor coach, trolley coach, and light rail service) and stop locations within a study area generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street.


This work will include a description of Muni’s transit route service hours, peak periods, stops and headways on weekdays and Saturdays for the bus routes and rail lines within the study area.  The latest available weekday p.m., weekday evening, late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load points (MLP) for the Muni routes and lines serving the transportation study area will be requested from Muni for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3). 


Existing ridership and capacity utilization information for the Muni bus routes and rail lines will be provided individually, as well as combined, based on access between the transportation study area and the four San Francisco superdistricts.  


Preliminary corridor grouping of Muni routes and lines for the project site (subject to discussion with the SFMTA):


North/South: K Ingleside, T Third, N Judah, 30 Stockton, 45 Union Stockton.


East/West: 10 Townsend, 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness.


The transportation consultants will also compile data on regional transit operators (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit bus and ferry service, SamTrans and Caltrain) including the nearest transit stop location within the study area boundary and the latest scheduled operations on weekdays and Saturdays. Weekday and Saturday ridership and capacity utilization for the regional service providers for the analysis periods identified in Table 1 (p. 3) will be obtained from the regional operators.


[bookmark: _GoBack]The two existing shuttle systems (i.e., the Mission Bay Transportation Management Association and the UCSF shuttle systems) in the vicinity of the project site will be described (e.g., routes, headways, hours of operation, restrictions on use, and ridership and capacity, if available). 


Existing Muni and regional service provider weekday p.m. peak hour screenlines will be obtained from the Planning Department.  


Pedestrians: The transportation consultants will collect pedestrian counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 3, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few pedestrians are present at the study locations during the late evening period. Effective sidewalk widths will be measured at each sidewalk analysis location, and in the vicinity of the project site.





			Table 3 - Crosswalk and Sidewalk Analysis Locations [a]





			Location


			Location





			Crosswalk Analysis [a]


			Sidewalk Analysis





			1


			Third St/South St


			1


			Both sides of Third St between South and 16th streets 





			2


			Third St/16th St


			2 


			North side of 16th St [b]





			3


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St [b]


			3


			South side of South St [b]





			Notes:


[a] All crosswalks at the listed intersections.


[b] Future analysis location.











Bicycles: The transportation consultants will conduct bicycle counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 4, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) counts without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few bicyclists are present at the study locations during the late evening period.


			Table 4 - Bicycle Analysis Locations 	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add Terry Francois Blvd to locations.

OK






			Location





			1


			Both sides of Third Street between South and 16th streets





			2


			Both sides of 16th Street between Third and Fourth streets





			3


			Terry Francois Boulevard between South and 16th streets











Parking: The parking study area is generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street. The transportation consultants will collect off-street public parking supply and occupancy for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) from available sources such as the SFpark, SFMTA, data previously collected for the Piers 30-32 site, and other project technical studies, and conduct additional surveys for facilities and time periods for which parking supply and occupancy data is not available.  Current hours of operation and characteristics such as whether they are publicly accessible, of the off-street facilities will be identified.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add reference to MB shuttle program.

OK. IN TRANSIT SECTION.



The transportation consultants will also document current on-street parking regulations and illegal parking on the blocks adjacent to the proposed project, and generally describe the on-street parking regulations and parking occupancy within the parking study area.  Any loading observations will also be noted.  


Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


Using the data collected in Task 3, the transportation consultants will document existing traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access conditions within the transportation study areas and at the study intersections shown in Table 2a, including:


A base map and text for the study area, describing the street designations, street names, number of lanes and traffic flow directions;


A description of existing uses and vehicular access to the project site;


An assessment of existing parking operations at the project site, including hours of operation, supply and hourly utilization;


Intersection level of service (LOS) conditions during the peak hours at the study intersections identified in Table 2a using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual operations methodology (HCM 2000) and the Synchro traffic analysis software;


Freeway on-ramp and off-ramp LOS conditions during the peak hours at the study locations identified in Table 2b using the 2000 HCM methodology and the HCS analysis software. Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology. Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results.


Graphics indicating the existing peak hour traffic volumes and lane configuration at the study intersections identified in Table 2a;


A map and discussion of Muni and regional transit services within the transportation study area, including bus routes and bus stop locations, as well as conditions at each route’s maximum load point. A quantitative description of weekday p.m. commute period, weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour transit conditions will be provided for Muni and the regional transit service as available. Planned changes to Muni service in the Transit Effectiveness Program (TEP) will also be described.  Identification of any operational conflicts between buses or streetcars and other vehicles will be described. 


Pedestrian LOS analyses at the study locations identified in Table 3 using the HCM 2000 methodology. A qualitative assessment of pedestrian conditions (conflicts, safety and operational issues) will also be conducted;


Bicycle flows at the study locations identified in Table 4, and a qualitative discussion of general bicycle circulation conditions and the identification of any safety and right-of-way issues in the vicinity of the project site, including the description and mapping of bicycle routes. A description of changes to the bicycle network within the transportation study area being considered by the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other City proposals;


A qualitative assessment of existing weekday and Saturday on-street commercial loading conditions within the transportation study area;


A description of the existing emergency vehicle access routes to the project site; 


Passenger loading, including disabled loading and parking; and


Quantitative assessment of off-street parking supply and utilization within the parking study area, and qualitative discussion of on-street parking regulations and utilization. 


Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


The future travel demand estimates will be developed by the transportation consultant, and reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff prior to use in the transportation impact assessment.  Travel demand estimates will be provided for vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes, and will include internal and external trips for each project component listed in Table 1, as appropriate.	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: I just want to confirm our common understanding.  There will be a No Project alternative and probably a Reduced Intensity alternative.  We will be generating travel demand estimates for both, correct?    

YES. THE NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE WILL BE THE PREVIOUSLY-APPROVED USES ON THE SITE, AND THE REDUCED INTENSITEY WILL NEED TO BE DEVELOPED.

OCII will need to define what previously approved uses and intensities are,



Sports Arena: Since sports arenas are considered “special generators,” each with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of their impact cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.  Thus, the travel demand analysis for the operation of basketball games, conventions, and other events will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, typical weekday and weekend start times of the games/events, available travel characteristics of other venues such as AT&T Park and other comparable venues (e.g., mode split, trip distribution, vehicle assignment, parking demand, transit demand), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed ingress and egress routes for the new arena. Loading demand for the arena will be based on information obtained from the project sponsor.


Other Project Land Uses: The transportation consultants will estimate the travel demand for standard proposed land uses  (i.e., retail, office, restaurant, movie theater) using the methodology and information provided in the SF Guidelines (trip generation rates, mode splits, trip distribution, loading demand, parking demand).  For the live theater use, trip generation will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday. Since the SF Guidelines only provide trip generation rates for the weekday p.m. peak hour, weekday evening and weekday late evening travel demand will be estimated based on temporal distribution patterns contained within Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department. To determine Saturday evening travel demand appropriate adjustments will be made to obtain similar factors for the Saturday daily based on the Saturday to weekday daily ratio from ITE Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department.


The transportation consultants will estimate the number of vehicle trips associated with the existing parking lots located at the project site using the methodology described in the SF Guidelines (i.e., actual traffic data collected as part of Task 3, rather than trip generation estimates). Vehicles currently utilizing the existing surface parking facilities will be redistributed to park at other nearby off-street facilities based on their existing parking availability data obtained in Task 3.


Documentation: The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology and results of the travel demand for the proposed project component listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  The technical memorandum will summarize the data sources, methodologies and recommended rates and factors to be used in the trip generation, mode choice, vehicle occupancies and parking demand analyses. The technical memorandum will summarize the travel demand estimates for the proposed project by land use type, mode of travel and place of origin.  A graphic showing vehicle-trip distributions and assignments will also be included.  This technical memorandum will be submitted to Planning Department staff in paper and electronic format for their review and approval prior to performing the transportation impact analyses (Task 6 – Transportation Impacts Analysis).  It is anticipated that this document will also be reviewed by OCII and SFMTA staff, as appropriate.  


Alternatives: Travel demand estimates for up to two alternatives to the proposed project will be developed based on the methodology presented above for the proposed project uses. The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses). The travel demand for the alternatives will be documented in a separate technical memorandum, and will be reviewed by Planning Department, OCII and SFMTA staff. See Task 8 for alternatives analysis.  


Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


The transportation consultants will identify the transportation impacts associated with the proposed project listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  This will include impacts on the study intersections, impacts on transit (capacity utilization and operation), pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, passenger and freight loading supply and demand conditions, construction related activities, and emergency vehicle access to the site.  A parking supply and demand analysis will also be presented for informational purposes.


The transportation impact analysis will reflect planned improvements to the transportation network (e.g., relocation and realignment of Terry Francois Boulevard with the eastern edge of Blocks 30 and 32), any changes/features included as part of the proposed project (e.g., wider sidewalks, plazas, adjacent bicycle lanes), as well as the draft Transportation Management Plan for events at the proposed arena. 


Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate peak hour intersection and freeway ramp LOS using the HCM 2000 methodology for the study intersections identified in Table 2a for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event


Future year 2040 Cumulative - with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


The traffic volumes at the study intersection and freeway ramps for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA).  The future cumulative traffic conditions at the study intersections and ramps will account for the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the traffic volumes at the study intersections and freeway ramps will be shown in an Existing plus Project traffic volume figure for each analysis period/scenario, which will also identify the critical movement at each location.  Based on this information and the estimated growth in traffic volumes between existing and year 2040 conditions, the transportation consultants will calculate the proposed project contribution to future cumulative conditions at those intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, as specified in Table 1 (p. 3).  A series of 2040 Cumulative volume figures will then be prepared, identifying the critical movements at each intersection for the various cumulative scenarios.


A vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the entrance(s) to the on-site parking facilities, or other nearby off-street parking locations for Existing plus Project scenarios. 


Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology.  Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will also be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results at the freeway off-ramp intersections listed in Table 2b.  The analysis will discuss the potential for project to exacerbate existing queuing; project’s contributions to traffic on- and off-ramps will be summarized.  Because these on-ramps are frequently operating over-capacity during the peak hours, the transportation team will work with the Planning Department to identify a methodology for describing the project’s contribution to these conditions.


Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate transit capacity utilization for Muni and the regional transit providers for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event 


Future year 2040 Cumulative – with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


A transit impact analysis will be conducted for:


Muni and regional screenlines – weekday p.m. commute peak hour


Muni and regional routes serving the transportation study area, by individual route/line and by corridor – weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening


The transit ridership and capacity for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), as obtained from the Planning Department and SFMTA.  The future cumulative transit conditions will account for the transit ridership generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the transit capacity utilization will be estimated, and contributions where 2040 Cumulative conditions exceed the transit operator capacity utilization standard will be identified. 


A qualitative assessment of Existing plus Project conditions at the Muni Metro platform on Third Street at South Street will be conducted before and after weekday basketball and non-basketball events, subject to discussion with SFMTA.


Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


The transportation consultants will perform peak hour pedestrian LOS analyses of Existing plus Project conditions listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 3 using the HCM 2000 Methodology based on the number of new pedestrians that will be added to the network. Potential pedestrian safety issues will be identified, including vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, interruption of pedestrian circulation and potential safety issues.  A qualitative discussion of the project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Area Plan will also be included. Future year 2040 Cumulative pedestrian conditions will be assessed qualitatively.


Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively evaluate bicycle conditions for the Existing plus Project scenarios listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 4.  Potential bicycle circulation safety issues will be identified, including bicyclist-vehicular conflicts, interruption of bicycle flow and potential safety issues at the project site, as well as the effect on existing and proposed nearby bicycle routes.  In addition, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D)[footnoteRef:2] requirements for bicycle parking and related facilities will be identified and compared to the proposed supply. Future year 2040 Cumulative bicycle conditions will be assessed qualitatively. [2:  In combination with the Development Plan, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D) document supersedes the San Francisco Planning Code for the Mission Bay South Area Development Plan.] 



Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a loading supply/demand analysis for the proposed project.  The proposed on-site loading supply will be compared to the Mission Bay South Area D4D in terms of their location, number of spaces and minimum dimensions, as applicable.  The loading supply will also be compared to the estimated demand generated by the proposed project.  Additionally, the transportation consultant will assess the proposed loading facilities in terms of their operational characteristics, including truck movement (including truck turning pathways into the loading area), location of trash compactor, storage and removal of garbage. 


Passenger loading/unloading, including taxis, charter buses, limousines, and private autos, before and after events at the proposed arena passenger loading/unloading facilities will be assessed.  


Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


The transportation consultants will assess any potential impacts to the emergency access that could result from the proposed project. 


Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively assess any potential temporary construction-related transportation impacts that would be generated by the proposed project.  Construction impact evaluation will address displacement of existing parking, the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, street and/or sidewalk closures, impacts on Muni operations, and construction worker parking. 


Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a parking supply/code/demand analysis for the proposed project.  Handicapped-accessible, bicycle and carshare spaces supplied by the proposed project will be identified.  The proposed parking supply will be compared to the requirements of the Mission Bay South Area D4D.  Any exceptions to the Mission Bay South Area D4D will be noted. 


Any deficit or surplus of parking spaces will be quantified, and discussed in relation to the effect on the parking supply in the area surrounding the project sites. The design of the access to the proposed project’s parking facilities will be assessed in terms of operational characteristics.


As described in Task 6.1, a vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the project entrance(s) to any proposed parking facility on site other nearby off-street parking locations.


Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


Mitigation measures will be proposed to improve operations if significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures may be proposed where no significant impacts have been identified.  In accordance with City guidelines, the report will clearly distinguish between mitigation measures required under CEQA, and transportation improvement measures not related to CEQA significant impacts, such as pedestrian improvement measures, parking access operations, traffic, parking and pedestrian enforcement etc.  Responsibility for implementation of identified measures will be identified, where possible. 


Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


The No Project Alternative (approved Mission Bay Plan uses on the project site) and a Lesser Intensity Alternative will be assessed qualitatively for various transportation scenarios.  Depending on definition of the alternatives and the outcome of the travel demand memo, the Planning Department may require at a later time limited quantitative analysis.  The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses). The scenarios will be developed in conjunction with development of the alternatives in consultation with the Planning Department and OCII. The analysis will cover all transportation topics. Travel demand estimates will be prepared for each alternative based on the travel demand methodology presented in Task 5.  


Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


The transportation consultants will prepare the transportation setting and impact analysis sections for inclusion in the EIR document.  The transportation discussion will follow the format specified by Planning Department staff, and will include setting, methodology, impact assessment, and mitigation and improvement measures.  A discussion of the underlying environmental review document (e.g., 1998 SEIR) will also be provided, as needed.  An Administrative Draft 1 of the transportation chapter will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff. 


All stand-alone submittals of the transportation section of the Draft EIR will be in paper copies (five copies), along with an electronic version. Transportation section versions included as part of the overall Administrative Draft EIR will follow the distribution format determined for the EIR.


As part of the transportation section submittal, the transportation consultants will prepare a comprehensive technical appendix that will include, but not be limited to, the following:


Proposed project access and internal/external circulation plans;


Lane geometries at the study intersections;


Traffic summaries showing turning movement volumes at the study intersections for all periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Intersection and freeway ramp LOS analysis for the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Transit capacity utilization calculations for Muni and regional transit providers for all the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Travel demand calculations for the proposed project and alternatives to the project;


Travel demand analysis Technical Memorandum;


Pedestrian counts and LOS, and bicycle counts at all study locations; 


Existing and Existing plus Project parking supply and utilization; and


Draft Transportation Management Plan (to be developed by project sponsor).


Two paper copies and an electronic copy of the draft technical appendix will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff for Preliminary Draft 1 and Preliminary Draft 2 submittals.  


Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


The transportation consultants will summarize and package the Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes developed in the previous tasks for submittal to the noise and air quality analysts for their studies.


Task 11 – Attendance at Meetings


The transportation consultants will meet with the Planning Department, OCII, and other city agencies, as appropriate, to work out details related to transportation scope of work, impact assumptions, methodology, and development of improvement and/or mitigation measures.


Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments


The transportation consultant will prepare responses to comments made by public agencies and members of the public at large related to the transportation section of the Draft EIR.
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Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255


(c) 415-385-7031









On Aug 13, 2014, at 11:21 AM, Bollinger, Brett (CPC) wrote:

Attached are comments on the draft SOW, including project sponsor comments.

<MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30_Combined Comments.docx>









Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255

(c) 415-385-7031















From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Miller, Erin"
Subject: FW: GSW Design Meeting
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 2:17:00 PM


David is out for the next couple weeks.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Winslow, David (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 2:16 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Automatic reply: GSW Design Meeting
 
I will be on vacation and out of the office until August 18. If you have any questions or comments
regarding the Market Octavia Living Alley Project, please contact Jessica Look at 575-6812 or email
jessica.look@sfgov.org
If you have a design review related question please contact Maia Small (maia.small@sfgov.org)
Otherwise, I will respond to your message when I return.
Thanks.
 
 



mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:jessica.look@sfgov.org

mailto:maia.small@sfgov.org






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Warsh, Ethan (CII)
Cc: Jones, Natasha (CII)
Subject: RE: August 14 Mission Bay CAC - Block 6E presentation
Date: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 6:06:45 PM


I havent ordered food out there but Natasha has for the Commission. Natasha do
you remember the name of the MB place your ordered food from?


Thanks
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Warsh, Ethan (CII)"
Date:08/06/2014 5:18 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,"Hussain, Lila (CII)"
Cc: "White, Jeffrey (CII)"
Subject: RE: August 14 Mission Bay CAC - Block 6E presentation


Where’s the best place to order food for lunch for the panelists?
 
E
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 4:13 PM
To: Warsh, Ethan (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); White, Jeffrey (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: August 14 Mission Bay CAC - Block 6E presentation
 
Probably around 7-ish.  Going to be a long meeting.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Warsh, Ethan (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 3:45 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); White, Jeffrey (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: August 14 Mission Bay CAC - Block 6E presentation
 
What time would you estimate?
 
E
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=619AB48309934C6CBD9C6E781E4D71D9-CATHERINE REILLY
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 3:45 PM
To: Warsh, Ethan (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); White, Jeffrey (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: August 14 Mission Bay CAC - Block 6E presentation
 
We can add you.  You will be at the end after the  Warriors and some park business we have to do.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Warsh, Ethan (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 3:32 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); White, Jeffrey (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: August 14 Mission Bay CAC - Block 6E presentation
 
Hi Catherine,
 


How do I go about getting on the calendar for the August 14th meeting of the MB CAC?  It’s the date
we indicate in the RFP that we’ll present our selection.
 
Thanks for your help,
Ethan
 
_____________________________________________________
Ethan Warsh
Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 749-2577
ethan.warsh@sfgov.org
 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:ethan.warsh@sfgov.org






From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
To: DeMartini, Keith (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Ko, Yvonne (CPC); Zhu, Karen (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII GSW - MOU
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:12:32 PM
Attachments: image008.png
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Thank you very much for doing research on this Keith.
 


From: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:09 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Ko, Yvonne (CPC); Zhu, Karen (CPC)
Subject: FW: OCII GSW - MOU
 
Hi Viktoriya and Chris,
 
I received confirmation from the Controller’s Office that it is OK for the Warriors to cut a check
directly to the Planning Department, and we will deposit it just like any other payment made by a
developer, and apply that payment to the E case for this project.  Please advise OCII staff
accordingly.  Let me know if you have any questions.  Thank you!
 
Keith DeMartini
Finance & IT Manager
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9118 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Keith.DeMartini@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


            
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
 


 


From: Gratuito, Maricar (CON) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 11:20 AM
To: DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Cc: Zheng, Suhan (CON)
Subject: FW: OCII GSW - MOU
 
Hi Keith,
 
Here is feedback from our OCII support.  So looks like its fine to just set this up directly with
developer and record revenues into your 600 object . Thanks
 


From: Rottmayer, Michael (CON) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 9:31 AM



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=53DDC14B15CB409584D3F7B15453F64A-VIKTORIYA WISE
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To: Gratuito, Maricar (CON); Wan, Cherie (CON)
Subject: RE: OCII GSW - MOU
 
Hi Maricar,
 
I see no problem as long as the agreement is really between CPC and the developer, and there’s no
direct OCII impact (such as a pledge of property tax increment). OCII mentioned to us previously
that the Warriors land was a acquired by the Warriors from a private party, so even though it’s in a
redevelopment area, OCII isn’t heavily involved, so this kind of makes sense to me.
 
One thing that’s good about doing work for OCII is that per Section 12.13 of the AAO, the
department can increase their appropriations as long as OCII has money to pay.
 
Thanks,
Mike
 


From: Gratuito, Maricar (CON) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:56 AM
To: Rottmayer, Michael (CON); Wan, Cherie (CON)
Cc: DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Subject: FW: OCII GSW - MOU
 
HI Michael & Cherie,
 
Just an fyi if I can get feedback pertaining on OCII & CPC relationship.  Is there any reason we should
advice CPC not to enter directly into a relationship with a developer pertaining to Warrior’s project.
 
Keith and I had a discussion on the logistics of recording this on CPC books and I advised him that if
OCII is not paying CPC, then he would record their revenues as any other private developer’s in
Object 600 Charges for Services, he has sufficient appropriation to cover this also.  This is also not
part of OCII’s current year appropriation.
 
The only reason I ask is if there is any other reason I’m not aware of, in which we should keep
Warrior’s project costs all in OCII?  If so, then OCII would receive developers revenues and forward
to CPC via 02ccp/49997?
 
 


From: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:31 AM
To: Gratuito, Maricar (CON)
Subject: FW: OCII GSW - MOU
 
Here is the email, for reference.
 
Keith DeMartini
Finance & IT Manager
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9118 Fax: 415-558-6409







Email:Keith.DeMartini@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


            
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
 


 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 5:35 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); DeMartini, Keith (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII GSW - MOU
 
Great!  We appreciate it.  Let us know if there is anything we can help provide.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 5:30 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Subject: OCII GSW - MOU
 
Hi Catherine-
Chris and I met with Keith, our Finance Director, this afternoon to discuss
if it was possible for the Warriors to reimburse the Planning Department
directly.  Keith is going to research this possibility and get back to us. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Viktoriya Wise, AICP, LEED AP
Deputy ERO/Deputy Director of Environmental Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9049│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: viktoriya.wise@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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From: Luba Wyznyckyj
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: José I. Farrán (jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com); Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com); Joyce Hsiao 


(joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Murphy, Mary G. 
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya 
(CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)


Subject: Re: GSW Transportation SOW Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 1:36:10 PM
Attachments: MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Final Transportation SOW 2014_8_13.docx


ATT00001.htm


Hi Brett
Per our discussion, attached is the Draft Final markup version of the transportation 
scope of work for your final review.
Prior edits were accepted, and we addressed the three outstanding comments.
Once your approve these edits, we will prepare a pdf version and attach the signed 
Scope of Work Acknowledgment and Approval form.
Thank you,
Luba
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Scope of Work


Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR 


FinalSecond Draft: August 13July 30, 2014





Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting are pleased to submit this scope of work to prepare the transportation section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed event center and sports arena to be located in the Mission Bay South Area of San Francisco. This scope of work follows the San Francisco Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002” (SF Guidelines), as applicable. 


Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


The San Francisco Planning Department requires that the scope of work for the transportation analysis be reviewed and approved by the designated transportation planner and environmental staff coordinator prior to commencement of any work by the transportation consultants.  The transportation consultants will meet and consult with Environmental Planning staff, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), and other city agencies, as determined by Environmental Planning to review, discuss and modify the draft scope of work and define the required level of detail for the transportation analysis.  The discussions will focus on items such as:


Project definition and components, including alternatives;


Data collection (traffic counts, locations, day of week, and time of day);


Assumptions (study area, land use types, cumulative growth, etc.);


Methodology (trip generation methodology and appropriate sources, travel forecasts, etc.);


Analysis scenarios (future years, development and transportation network and transit service assumptions);


Extent of analysis of the alternatives to the proposed project; and


Transportation section schedule and deliverables.


Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


The transportation consultants will review the project definition, land use, and transportation circulation assumptions prepared by the project sponsor and will provide written request for clarification and additional data needs that might be necessary to conduct the transportation analysis.


The transportation consultants will meet with Environmental Planning staff to confirm the definition of analysis scenarios and direction on the analysis methodologies proposed for the transportation impact assessment.  The travel demand analysis of the land use program of the proposed project (e.g., office, retail, restaurant, movie theater) will be conducted using the SF Guidelines, while the travel demand analysis for the arena and other ancillary sport uses will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, travel characteristics at similar facilities (e.g., mode of travel, trip distribution, vehicle occupancy, parking demand, etc.), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes to and from the site. For the live theater use, the travel demand analysis will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday.  The analysis will assume movie theater and live theater functions taking place concurrently with an event at the event center.


The transportation consultants will define the analysis scenarios in detail.  Table 1 on the next page presents the list of transportation analysis scenarios for the proposed project components.


The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum documenting the travel demand methodology, and assumptions for the arena and other proposed uses.  The memorandum will include a description of each of the analysis scenarios and assumptions used for the impact analysis, including land use, background, project-related transportation improvements, background traffic assumptions, and parking assumptions. The proposed project travel demand will be presented for each analysis scenario.  This technical memorandum will be presented to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to proceeding with the transportation impact analysis.  It is anticipated that SFMTA will also review and provide feedback on this technical memorandum.  


The transportation consultants will work with Environmental Planning and the project sponsor to develop the definition of the project alternatives.





			Table 1 - Scenarios for Transportation Analysis


Event Center at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32





			SCENARIOS





			WEEKDAY PERIODS


			SATURDAY


			Number of Analysis Scenarios 





			


			PM COMMUTE 


(4 To 6 PM)


			EVENING 


(6 to 8 PM)


			LATE PM 


(9 - 11 PM)


			EVENING PERIOD


(7 to 9 PM)


			





			


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with  SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Per discussion with the City Attorney, staff recommends that the late PM scenario also include conditions with the SF Giants Game.  

OK



			with  SF Giants Game


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with  SF Giants Game 


			





			Existing Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing 


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			78





			Project Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing + Project w/out events on siteat arena


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			78





			Existing + Project w/ Convention Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			Future Year 2040 Cumulative


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Project - No Event at arena


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Project – with Event at arena


- with Basketball Game


- with Convention Event


			


1


1


			


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			


2


1





			TOTAL


			7


			2


			2


			2


			2


			2


			5


			2


			2224








Task 3 – Data Collection


Traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and off-street parking data collection will be conducted for the following time periods:


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Traffic: The transportation consultants will obtain intersection turning movement volume counts at the 21 study intersections listed in Table 2a for the proposed project site from previously collected traffic count efforts, supplemented with new counts performed in May (May 15th, 20th, 21st, 27th, 29th, and 31st) and June (June 7th and 11th) 2014, as appropriate (and previously approved by the Planning Department).


			Table 2a - Intersection Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			King St/Third St


			11


			Terry Francois Blvd/16th St [a]





			2


			King St/Fourth St


			12


			Illinois St/16th St





			3


			King St/Fifth St/I-280 on-/off-ramps


			13


			Third St/16th St





			4


			Fifth/Harrison/I-80 WB off-ramp


			14


			Fourth St/16th St





			5


			Fifth/Bryant.I-80 EB on-ramp


			15


			Owens St/16th St





			6


			Third St/Channel St


			16


			Seventh St/Mississippi St/16th St





			7


			Fourth St/Channel St


			17


			Illinois St/Mariposa St





			8


			Seventh St/Mission Bay Drive


			18


			Third St/Mariposa St





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St


			19


			Mariposa St/I-280 NB off-ramp





			10


			Third St/South St


			20


			Mariposa St/I-280 SB on-ramp





			


			


			21


			Third St/Cesar Chavez St





			Note:


[a] Future analysis location - not currently an intersection. Sixteenth Street is not continuous between Illinois Street and Terry François Boulevard and will be extended from Illinois Street to Terry François Boulevard as part of the proposed project. 











The transportation consultants will also gather on-ramp and off-ramp traffic data from Caltrans and from peak period turning movement volume counts at ramp touchdown intersections for the I-80 and I-280 ramp locations shown in Table 2b.  Freeway on-ramps and off-ramps will be analyzed based on peak hour volumes. Freeway ramp volume data will be obtained from the intersection traffic counts listed in Table 2a and supplemented, as necessary. 


			Table 2b – Freeway Ramp Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling/Bryant


			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant


			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison


			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa











Transit: Transit data will be obtained from SFMTA and regional transit operators, as appropriate, for weekday p.m., evening, late evening, and Saturday evening conditions.  The transportation consultants will compile data on all Muni bus routes and rail lines (including motor coach, trolley coach, and light rail service) and stop locations within a study area generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street.


This work will include a description of Muni’s transit route service hours, peak periods, stops and headways on weekdays and Saturdays for the bus routes and rail lines within the study area.  The latest available weekday p.m., weekday evening, late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load points (MLP) for the Muni routes and lines serving the transportation study area will be requested from Muni for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3). 


Existing ridership and capacity utilization information for the Muni bus routes and rail lines will be provided individually, as well as combined, based on access between the transportation study area and the four San Francisco superdistricts.  


Preliminary corridor grouping of Muni routes and lines for the project site (subject to discussion with the SFMTA):


North/South: K Ingleside, T Third, N Judah, 30 Stockton, 45 Union Stockton.


East/West: 10 Townsend, 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness.


The transportation consultants will also compile data on regional transit operators (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit bus and ferry service, SamTrans and Caltrain) including the nearest transit stop location within the study area boundary and the latest scheduled operations on weekdays and Saturdays. Weekday and Saturday ridership and capacity utilization for the regional service providers for the analysis periods identified in Table 1 (p. 3) will be obtained from the regional operators.


[bookmark: _GoBack]The two existing shuttle systems (i.e., the Mission Bay Transportation Management Association and the UCSF shuttle systems) in the vicinity of the project site will be described (e.g., routes, headways, hours of operation, restrictions on use, and ridership and capacity, if available). 


Existing Muni and regional service provider weekday p.m. peak hour screenlines will be obtained from the Planning Department.  


Pedestrians: The transportation consultants will collect pedestrian counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 3, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few pedestrians are present at the study locations during the late evening period. Effective sidewalk widths will be measured at each sidewalk analysis location, and in the vicinity of the project site.





			Table 3 - Crosswalk and Sidewalk Analysis Locations [a]





			Location


			Location





			Crosswalk Analysis [a]


			Sidewalk Analysis





			1


			Third St/South St


			1


			Both sides of Third St between South and 16th streets 





			2


			Third St/16th St


			2 


			North side of 16th St [b]





			3


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St [b]


			3


			South side of South St [b]





			Notes:


[a] All crosswalks at the listed intersections.


[b] Future analysis location.











Bicycles: The transportation consultants will conduct bicycle counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 4, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) counts without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few bicyclists are present at the study locations during the late evening period.


			Table 4 - Bicycle Analysis Locations 	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add Terry Francois Blvd to locations.

OK






			Location





			1


			Both sides of Third Street between South and 16th streets





			2


			Both sides of 16th Street between Third and Fourth streets





			3


			Terry Francois Boulevard between South and 16th streets











Parking: The parking study area is generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street. The transportation consultants will collect off-street public parking supply and occupancy for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) from available sources such as the SFpark, SFMTA, data previously collected for the Piers 30-32 site, and other project technical studies, and conduct additional surveys for facilities and time periods for which parking supply and occupancy data is not available.  Current hours of operation and characteristics such as whether they are publicly accessible, of the off-street facilities will be identified.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add reference to MB shuttle program.

OK. IN TRANSIT SECTION.



The transportation consultants will also document current on-street parking regulations and illegal parking on the blocks adjacent to the proposed project, and generally describe the on-street parking regulations and parking occupancy within the parking study area.  Any loading observations will also be noted.  


Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


Using the data collected in Task 3, the transportation consultants will document existing traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access conditions within the transportation study areas and at the study intersections shown in Table 2a, including:


A base map and text for the study area, describing the street designations, street names, number of lanes and traffic flow directions;


A description of existing uses and vehicular access to the project site;


An assessment of existing parking operations at the project site, including hours of operation, supply and hourly utilization;


Intersection level of service (LOS) conditions during the peak hours at the study intersections identified in Table 2a using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual operations methodology (HCM 2000) and the Synchro traffic analysis software;


Freeway on-ramp and off-ramp LOS conditions during the peak hours at the study locations identified in Table 2b using the 2000 HCM methodology and the HCS analysis software. Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology. Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results.


Graphics indicating the existing peak hour traffic volumes and lane configuration at the study intersections identified in Table 2a;


A map and discussion of Muni and regional transit services within the transportation study area, including bus routes and bus stop locations, as well as conditions at each route’s maximum load point. A quantitative description of weekday p.m. commute period, weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour transit conditions will be provided for Muni and the regional transit service as available. Planned changes to Muni service in the Transit Effectiveness Program (TEP) will also be described.  Identification of any operational conflicts between buses or streetcars and other vehicles will be described. 


Pedestrian LOS analyses at the study locations identified in Table 3 using the HCM 2000 methodology. A qualitative assessment of pedestrian conditions (conflicts, safety and operational issues) will also be conducted;


Bicycle flows at the study locations identified in Table 4, and a qualitative discussion of general bicycle circulation conditions and the identification of any safety and right-of-way issues in the vicinity of the project site, including the description and mapping of bicycle routes. A description of changes to the bicycle network within the transportation study area being considered by the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other City proposals;


A qualitative assessment of existing weekday and Saturday on-street commercial loading conditions within the transportation study area;


A description of the existing emergency vehicle access routes to the project site; 


Passenger loading, including disabled loading and parking; and


Quantitative assessment of off-street parking supply and utilization within the parking study area, and qualitative discussion of on-street parking regulations and utilization. 


Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


The future travel demand estimates will be developed by the transportation consultant, and reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff prior to use in the transportation impact assessment.  Travel demand estimates will be provided for vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes, and will include internal and external trips for each project component listed in Table 1, as appropriate.	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: I just want to confirm our common understanding.  There will be a No Project alternative and probably a Reduced Intensity alternative.  We will be generating travel demand estimates for both, correct?    

YES. THE NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE WILL BE THE PREVIOUSLY-APPROVED USES ON THE SITE, AND THE REDUCED INTENSITEY WILL NEED TO BE DEVELOPED.

OCII will need to define what previously approved uses and intensities are,



Sports Arena: Since sports arenas are considered “special generators,” each with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of their impact cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.  Thus, the travel demand analysis for the operation of basketball games, conventions, and other events will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, typical weekday and weekend start times of the games/events, available travel characteristics of other venues such as AT&T Park and other comparable venues (e.g., mode split, trip distribution, vehicle assignment, parking demand, transit demand), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed ingress and egress routes for the new arena. Loading demand for the arena will be based on information obtained from the project sponsor.


Other Project Land Uses: The transportation consultants will estimate the travel demand for standard proposed land uses  (i.e., retail, office, restaurant, movie theater) using the methodology and information provided in the SF Guidelines (trip generation rates, mode splits, trip distribution, loading demand, parking demand).  For the live theater use, trip generation will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday. Since the SF Guidelines only provide trip generation rates for the weekday p.m. peak hour, weekday evening and weekday late evening travel demand will be estimated based on temporal distribution patterns contained within Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department. To determine Saturday evening travel demand appropriate adjustments will be made to obtain similar factors for the Saturday daily based on the Saturday to weekday daily ratio from ITE Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department.


The transportation consultants will estimate the number of vehicle trips associated with the existing parking lots located at the project site using the methodology described in the SF Guidelines (i.e., actual traffic data collected as part of Task 3, rather than trip generation estimates). Vehicles currently utilizing the existing surface parking facilities will be redistributed to park at other nearby off-street facilities based on their existing parking availability data obtained in Task 3.


Documentation: The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology and results of the travel demand for the proposed project component listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  The technical memorandum will summarize the data sources, methodologies and recommended rates and factors to be used in the trip generation, mode choice, vehicle occupancies and parking demand analyses. The technical memorandum will summarize the travel demand estimates for the proposed project by land use type, mode of travel and place of origin.  A graphic showing vehicle-trip distributions and assignments will also be included.  This technical memorandum will be submitted to Planning Department staff in paper and electronic format for their review and approval prior to performing the transportation impact analyses (Task 6 – Transportation Impacts Analysis).  It is anticipated that this document will also be reviewed by OCII and SFMTA staff, as appropriate.  


Alternatives: Travel demand estimates for up to two alternatives to the proposed project will be developed based on the methodology presented above for the proposed project uses. The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses). The travel demand for the alternatives will be documented in a separate technical memorandum, and will be reviewed by Planning Department, OCII and SFMTA staff. See Task 8 for alternatives analysis.  


Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


The transportation consultants will identify the transportation impacts associated with the proposed project listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  This will include impacts on the study intersections, impacts on transit (capacity utilization and operation), pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, passenger and freight loading supply and demand conditions, construction related activities, and emergency vehicle access to the site.  A parking supply and demand analysis will also be presented for informational purposes.


The transportation impact analysis will reflect planned improvements to the transportation network (e.g., relocation and realignment of Terry Francois Boulevard with the eastern edge of Blocks 30 and 32), any changes/features included as part of the proposed project (e.g., wider sidewalks, plazas, adjacent bicycle lanes), as well as the draft Transportation Management Plan for events at the proposed arena. 


Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate peak hour intersection and freeway ramp LOS using the HCM 2000 methodology for the study intersections identified in Table 2a for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event


Future year 2040 Cumulative - with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


The traffic volumes at the study intersection and freeway ramps for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA).  The future cumulative traffic conditions at the study intersections and ramps will account for the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the traffic volumes at the study intersections and freeway ramps will be shown in an Existing plus Project traffic volume figure for each analysis period/scenario, which will also identify the critical movement at each location.  Based on this information and the estimated growth in traffic volumes between existing and year 2040 conditions, the transportation consultants will calculate the proposed project contribution to future cumulative conditions at those intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, as specified in Table 1 (p. 3).  A series of 2040 Cumulative volume figures will then be prepared, identifying the critical movements at each intersection for the various cumulative scenarios.


A vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the entrance(s) to the on-site parking facilities, or other nearby off-street parking locations for Existing plus Project scenarios. 


Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology.  Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will also be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results at the freeway off-ramp intersections listed in Table 2b.  The analysis will discuss the potential for project to exacerbate existing queuing; project’s contributions to traffic on- and off-ramps will be summarized.  Because these on-ramps are frequently operating over-capacity during the peak hours, the transportation team will work with the Planning Department to identify a methodology for describing the project’s contribution to these conditions.


Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate transit capacity utilization for Muni and the regional transit providers for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event 


Future year 2040 Cumulative – with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


A transit impact analysis will be conducted for:


Muni and regional screenlines – weekday p.m. commute peak hour


Muni and regional routes serving the transportation study area, by individual route/line and by corridor – weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening


The transit ridership and capacity for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), as obtained from the Planning Department and SFMTA.  The future cumulative transit conditions will account for the transit ridership generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the transit capacity utilization will be estimated, and contributions where 2040 Cumulative conditions exceed the transit operator capacity utilization standard will be identified. 


A qualitative assessment of Existing plus Project conditions at the Muni Metro platform on Third Street at South Street will be conducted before and after weekday basketball and non-basketball events, subject to discussion with SFMTA.


Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


The transportation consultants will perform peak hour pedestrian LOS analyses of Existing plus Project conditions listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 3 using the HCM 2000 Methodology based on the number of new pedestrians that will be added to the network. Potential pedestrian safety issues will be identified, including vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, interruption of pedestrian circulation and potential safety issues.  A qualitative discussion of the project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Area Plan will also be included. Future year 2040 Cumulative pedestrian conditions will be assessed qualitatively.


Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively evaluate bicycle conditions for the Existing plus Project scenarios listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 4.  Potential bicycle circulation safety issues will be identified, including bicyclist-vehicular conflicts, interruption of bicycle flow and potential safety issues at the project site, as well as the effect on existing and proposed nearby bicycle routes.  In addition, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D)[footnoteRef:2] requirements for bicycle parking and related facilities will be identified and compared to the proposed supply. Future year 2040 Cumulative bicycle conditions will be assessed qualitatively. [2:  In combination with the Development Plan, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D) document supersedes the San Francisco Planning Code for the Mission Bay South Area Development Plan.] 



Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a loading supply/demand analysis for the proposed project.  The proposed on-site loading supply will be compared to the Mission Bay South Area D4D in terms of their location, number of spaces and minimum dimensions, as applicable.  The loading supply will also be compared to the estimated demand generated by the proposed project.  Additionally, the transportation consultant will assess the proposed loading facilities in terms of their operational characteristics, including truck movement (including truck turning pathways into the loading area), location of trash compactor, storage and removal of garbage. 


Passenger loading/unloading, including taxis, charter buses, limousines, and private autos, before and after events at the proposed arena passenger loading/unloading facilities will be assessed.  


Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


The transportation consultants will assess any potential impacts to the emergency access that could result from the proposed project. 


Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively assess any potential temporary construction-related transportation impacts that would be generated by the proposed project.  Construction impact evaluation will address displacement of existing parking, the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, street and/or sidewalk closures, impacts on Muni operations, and construction worker parking. 


Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a parking supply/code/demand analysis for the proposed project.  Handicapped-accessible, bicycle and carshare spaces supplied by the proposed project will be identified.  The proposed parking supply will be compared to the requirements of the Mission Bay South Area D4D.  Any exceptions to the Mission Bay South Area D4D will be noted. 


Any deficit or surplus of parking spaces will be quantified, and discussed in relation to the effect on the parking supply in the area surrounding the project sites. The design of the access to the proposed project’s parking facilities will be assessed in terms of operational characteristics.


As described in Task 6.1, a vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the project entrance(s) to any proposed parking facility on site other nearby off-street parking locations.


Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


Mitigation measures will be proposed to improve operations if significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures may be proposed where no significant impacts have been identified.  In accordance with City guidelines, the report will clearly distinguish between mitigation measures required under CEQA, and transportation improvement measures not related to CEQA significant impacts, such as pedestrian improvement measures, parking access operations, traffic, parking and pedestrian enforcement etc.  Responsibility for implementation of identified measures will be identified, where possible. 


Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


The No Project Alternative (approved Mission Bay Plan uses on the project site) and a Lesser Intensity Alternative will be assessed qualitatively for various transportation scenarios.  Depending on definition of the alternatives and the outcome of the travel demand memo, the Planning Department may require at a later time limited quantitative analysis.  The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses). The scenarios will be developed in conjunction with development of the alternatives in consultation with the Planning Department and OCII. The analysis will cover all transportation topics. Travel demand estimates will be prepared for each alternative based on the travel demand methodology presented in Task 5.  


Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


The transportation consultants will prepare the transportation setting and impact analysis sections for inclusion in the EIR document.  The transportation discussion will follow the format specified by Planning Department staff, and will include setting, methodology, impact assessment, and mitigation and improvement measures.  A discussion of the underlying environmental review document (e.g., 1998 SEIR) will also be provided, as needed.  An Administrative Draft 1 of the transportation chapter will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff. 


All stand-alone submittals of the transportation section of the Draft EIR will be in paper copies (five copies), along with an electronic version. Transportation section versions included as part of the overall Administrative Draft EIR will follow the distribution format determined for the EIR.


As part of the transportation section submittal, the transportation consultants will prepare a comprehensive technical appendix that will include, but not be limited to, the following:


Proposed project access and internal/external circulation plans;


Lane geometries at the study intersections;


Traffic summaries showing turning movement volumes at the study intersections for all periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Intersection and freeway ramp LOS analysis for the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Transit capacity utilization calculations for Muni and regional transit providers for all the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Travel demand calculations for the proposed project and alternatives to the project;


Travel demand analysis Technical Memorandum;


Pedestrian counts and LOS, and bicycle counts at all study locations; 


Existing and Existing plus Project parking supply and utilization; and


Draft Transportation Management Plan (to be developed by project sponsor).


Two paper copies and an electronic copy of the draft technical appendix will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff for Preliminary Draft 1 and Preliminary Draft 2 submittals.  


Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


The transportation consultants will summarize and package the Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes developed in the previous tasks for submittal to the noise and air quality analysts for their studies.


Task 11 – Attendance at Meetings


The transportation consultants will meet with the Planning Department, OCII, and other city agencies, as appropriate, to work out details related to transportation scope of work, impact assumptions, methodology, and development of improvement and/or mitigation measures.


Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments


The transportation consultant will prepare responses to comments made by public agencies and members of the public at large related to the transportation section of the Draft EIR.
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Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255


(c) 415-385-7031









On Aug 13, 2014, at 11:21 AM, Bollinger, Brett (CPC) wrote:

Attached are comments on the draft SOW, including project sponsor comments.

<MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30_Combined Comments.docx>









Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255

(c) 415-385-7031















From: DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Ko, Yvonne (CPC); Zhu, Karen (CPC)
Subject: FW: OCII GSW - MOU
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 12:08:45 PM
Attachments: image002.png
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Hi Viktoriya and Chris,
 
I received confirmation from the Controller’s Office that it is OK for the Warriors to cut a check
directly to the Planning Department, and we will deposit it just like any other payment made by a
developer, and apply that payment to the E case for this project.  Please advise OCII staff
accordingly.  Let me know if you have any questions.  Thank you!
 
Keith DeMartini
Finance & IT Manager
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9118 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Keith.DeMartini@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


            
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
 


 


From: Gratuito, Maricar (CON) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 11:20 AM
To: DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Cc: Zheng, Suhan (CON)
Subject: FW: OCII GSW - MOU
 
Hi Keith,
 
Here is feedback from our OCII support.  So looks like its fine to just set this up directly with
developer and record revenues into your 600 object . Thanks
 


From: Rottmayer, Michael (CON) 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 9:31 AM
To: Gratuito, Maricar (CON); Wan, Cherie (CON)
Subject: RE: OCII GSW - MOU
 
Hi Maricar,
 
I see no problem as long as the agreement is really between CPC and the developer, and there’s no
direct OCII impact (such as a pledge of property tax increment). OCII mentioned to us previously
that the Warriors land was a acquired by the Warriors from a private party, so even though it’s in a
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redevelopment area, OCII isn’t heavily involved, so this kind of makes sense to me.
 
One thing that’s good about doing work for OCII is that per Section 12.13 of the AAO, the
department can increase their appropriations as long as OCII has money to pay.
 
Thanks,
Mike
 


From: Gratuito, Maricar (CON) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:56 AM
To: Rottmayer, Michael (CON); Wan, Cherie (CON)
Cc: DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Subject: FW: OCII GSW - MOU
 
HI Michael & Cherie,
 
Just an fyi if I can get feedback pertaining on OCII & CPC relationship.  Is there any reason we should
advice CPC not to enter directly into a relationship with a developer pertaining to Warrior’s project.
 
Keith and I had a discussion on the logistics of recording this on CPC books and I advised him that if
OCII is not paying CPC, then he would record their revenues as any other private developer’s in
Object 600 Charges for Services, he has sufficient appropriation to cover this also.  This is also not
part of OCII’s current year appropriation.
 
The only reason I ask is if there is any other reason I’m not aware of, in which we should keep
Warrior’s project costs all in OCII?  If so, then OCII would receive developers revenues and forward
to CPC via 02ccp/49997?
 
 


From: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:31 AM
To: Gratuito, Maricar (CON)
Subject: FW: OCII GSW - MOU
 
Here is the email, for reference.
 
Keith DeMartini
Finance & IT Manager
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9118 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Keith.DeMartini@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


            
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 5:35 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); DeMartini, Keith (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII GSW - MOU
 
Great!  We appreciate it.  Let us know if there is anything we can help provide.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 5:30 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Subject: OCII GSW - MOU
 
Hi Catherine-
Chris and I met with Keith, our Finance Director, this afternoon to discuss
if it was possible for the Warriors to reimburse the Planning Department
directly.  Keith is going to research this possibility and get back to us. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Viktoriya Wise, AICP, LEED AP
Deputy ERO/Deputy Director of Environmental Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9049│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: viktoriya.wise@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); DeMartini, Keith (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: OCII GSW - MOU
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 5:35:01 PM
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Great!  We appreciate it.  Let us know if there is anything we can help provide.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 5:30 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Subject: OCII GSW - MOU
 
Hi Catherine-
Chris and I met with Keith, our Finance Director, this afternoon to discuss
if it was possible for the Warriors to reimburse the Planning Department
directly.  Keith is going to research this possibility and get back to us. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Viktoriya Wise, AICP, LEED AP
Deputy ERO/Deputy Director of Environmental Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9049│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: viktoriya.wise@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Retail data tracking
Date: Monday, August 11, 2014 1:57:42 PM
Attachments: DBI Permit Data 8_11_2014.xlsx


S:\PROJECT IMPLEMENT\Mission Bay\MB South Major Phases\29-32 Major Phase\Warriors\Retail-
Office Tracking
 
Catherine,
 
Here is the latest retail data tracking. Please take a look and let’s talk. There are a couple of permits
need more information about.
 
 


Immanuel Bereket
Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 749-2495
Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org
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						Mission Bay Zone A/Market-Rate Residential Retail Summary


						Address						Block			Lot			Building Permit Number			Square Foot


									MB Block												Approved SD Retail			Permitted Retail


						185 Channel			Block 2			8711			023			RR20140515276			7,971			7,695


						1155 Fourth			Block 3 West			8711			25			2011-0804-1792/SR1 and 2011-0804-1792/S3			7,030			6,283


						555 Mission Rock			Block 4 West			8711			028			2006-0224-7440			10,350			9,148


						1200 Fourth			Block 5			8711			17			2006-0724-7440/2012-0207-3728/S3R1			16,054			11,667


						435 China Basin Street**			Block 10			8720			117-448			2005-09274032			10,184			9,564


						1401 Third***			Block 26 Bld 2 			8721			032			2008-0610-4062			4,466			4,466


						1700 Owens			Block 41-43/P1			8709			007						???			1,515


						1600 Owens 			Block 41-43/P4			8709			020			 2013-0808-3838 			5,086			9,233


						1500 Owens			Block  41-43/P5			8709			018			2006-1129-8694 S2R1			2,749			2,749


						UCSF			Blocks 36-39									n/a			40,000			-


						1800-1900 Owens			Block 40									n/a			15,000			-


						1455 Third (aka 1375 3rd St)			Block 26 Bld 1			8721			33			2008-0610-4062			3,098			3,575


						1515 Third *			Block 27									n/a			12,169			- 0


						500 Terry A. F. Blvd			Block 26a			8721			010			2000-0712-4981/S3/R2			6,938			10,055


						Total															134,157			75,950





						NOTES:


						* Property is a vacant lot. New construction is stillin filed staged at DBI. Plans are not avaiable for print.


						**As-built per permit application number 2005-0927-4032-S3/R2, approved and issued on December 15, 2011


						*** DBI currently has incomplete electronic copies. (Permits are in route for scanning, and what is available is insufficient to determine retail square footage with accuracy). 





						KEYS:





									As built data confirmed


									Information not avaiable/incomplete


									Pending 
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From: Luba Wyznyckyj
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: José I. Farrán (jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com); Clarke Miller (CMiller@stradasf.com); Joyce Hsiao 


(joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Murphy, Mary G. 
(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya 
(CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)


Subject: Re: GSW Transportation SOW Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 1:36:11 PM
Attachments: MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Final Transportation SOW 2014_8_13.docx


ATT00001.htm


Hi Brett
Per our discussion, attached is the Draft Final markup version of the transportation 
scope of work for your final review.
Prior edits were accepted, and we addressed the three outstanding comments.
Once your approve these edits, we will prepare a pdf version and attach the signed 
Scope of Work Acknowledgment and Approval form.
Thank you,
Luba



x-msg://33/lubaw@sbcglobal.net

x-msg://33/brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

x-msg://33/jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com

x-msg://33/CMiller@stradasf.com

x-msg://33/joyce@orionenvironment.com

x-msg://33/joyce@orionenvironment.com

x-msg://33/pmitchell@esassoc.com

x-msg://33/MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com

x-msg://33/MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com

x-msg://33/kaufhauser@warriors.com

x-msg://33/chris.kern@sfgov.org

x-msg://33/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=53ddc14b15cb409584d3f7b15453f64a-Viktoriya Wise

x-msg://33/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=53ddc14b15cb409584d3f7b15453f64a-Viktoriya Wise

x-msg://33/catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

x-msg://33/immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org



[image: ][image: Larger circle solid cut transparent]	Adavant


	Consulting


LCW Consulting


LCW Consulting	 [image: Small circle solid cut]Adavant


Consulting








Scope of Work


Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR 


FinalSecond Draft: August 13July 30, 2014





Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting are pleased to submit this scope of work to prepare the transportation section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed event center and sports arena to be located in the Mission Bay South Area of San Francisco. This scope of work follows the San Francisco Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002” (SF Guidelines), as applicable. 


Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


The San Francisco Planning Department requires that the scope of work for the transportation analysis be reviewed and approved by the designated transportation planner and environmental staff coordinator prior to commencement of any work by the transportation consultants.  The transportation consultants will meet and consult with Environmental Planning staff, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), and other city agencies, as determined by Environmental Planning to review, discuss and modify the draft scope of work and define the required level of detail for the transportation analysis.  The discussions will focus on items such as:


Project definition and components, including alternatives;


Data collection (traffic counts, locations, day of week, and time of day);


Assumptions (study area, land use types, cumulative growth, etc.);


Methodology (trip generation methodology and appropriate sources, travel forecasts, etc.);


Analysis scenarios (future years, development and transportation network and transit service assumptions);


Extent of analysis of the alternatives to the proposed project; and


Transportation section schedule and deliverables.


Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


The transportation consultants will review the project definition, land use, and transportation circulation assumptions prepared by the project sponsor and will provide written request for clarification and additional data needs that might be necessary to conduct the transportation analysis.


The transportation consultants will meet with Environmental Planning staff to confirm the definition of analysis scenarios and direction on the analysis methodologies proposed for the transportation impact assessment.  The travel demand analysis of the land use program of the proposed project (e.g., office, retail, restaurant, movie theater) will be conducted using the SF Guidelines, while the travel demand analysis for the arena and other ancillary sport uses will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, travel characteristics at similar facilities (e.g., mode of travel, trip distribution, vehicle occupancy, parking demand, etc.), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes to and from the site. For the live theater use, the travel demand analysis will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday.  The analysis will assume movie theater and live theater functions taking place concurrently with an event at the event center.


The transportation consultants will define the analysis scenarios in detail.  Table 1 on the next page presents the list of transportation analysis scenarios for the proposed project components.


The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum documenting the travel demand methodology, and assumptions for the arena and other proposed uses.  The memorandum will include a description of each of the analysis scenarios and assumptions used for the impact analysis, including land use, background, project-related transportation improvements, background traffic assumptions, and parking assumptions. The proposed project travel demand will be presented for each analysis scenario.  This technical memorandum will be presented to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to proceeding with the transportation impact analysis.  It is anticipated that SFMTA will also review and provide feedback on this technical memorandum.  


The transportation consultants will work with Environmental Planning and the project sponsor to develop the definition of the project alternatives.





			Table 1 - Scenarios for Transportation Analysis


Event Center at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32





			SCENARIOS





			WEEKDAY PERIODS


			SATURDAY


			Number of Analysis Scenarios 





			


			PM COMMUTE 


(4 To 6 PM)


			EVENING 


(6 to 8 PM)


			LATE PM 


(9 - 11 PM)


			EVENING PERIOD


(7 to 9 PM)


			





			


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with  SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Per discussion with the City Attorney, staff recommends that the late PM scenario also include conditions with the SF Giants Game.  

OK



			with  SF Giants Game


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with  SF Giants Game 


			





			Existing Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing 


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			78





			Project Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing + Project w/out events on siteat arena


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			78





			Existing + Project w/ Convention Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			Future Year 2040 Cumulative


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Project - No Event at arena


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Project – with Event at arena


- with Basketball Game


- with Convention Event


			


1


1


			


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			


2


1





			TOTAL


			7


			2


			2


			2


			2


			2


			5


			2


			2224








Task 3 – Data Collection


Traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and off-street parking data collection will be conducted for the following time periods:


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Traffic: The transportation consultants will obtain intersection turning movement volume counts at the 21 study intersections listed in Table 2a for the proposed project site from previously collected traffic count efforts, supplemented with new counts performed in May (May 15th, 20th, 21st, 27th, 29th, and 31st) and June (June 7th and 11th) 2014, as appropriate (and previously approved by the Planning Department).


			Table 2a - Intersection Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			King St/Third St


			11


			Terry Francois Blvd/16th St [a]





			2


			King St/Fourth St


			12


			Illinois St/16th St





			3


			King St/Fifth St/I-280 on-/off-ramps


			13


			Third St/16th St





			4


			Fifth/Harrison/I-80 WB off-ramp


			14


			Fourth St/16th St





			5


			Fifth/Bryant.I-80 EB on-ramp


			15


			Owens St/16th St





			6


			Third St/Channel St


			16


			Seventh St/Mississippi St/16th St





			7


			Fourth St/Channel St


			17


			Illinois St/Mariposa St





			8


			Seventh St/Mission Bay Drive


			18


			Third St/Mariposa St





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St


			19


			Mariposa St/I-280 NB off-ramp





			10


			Third St/South St


			20


			Mariposa St/I-280 SB on-ramp





			


			


			21


			Third St/Cesar Chavez St





			Note:


[a] Future analysis location - not currently an intersection. Sixteenth Street is not continuous between Illinois Street and Terry François Boulevard and will be extended from Illinois Street to Terry François Boulevard as part of the proposed project. 











The transportation consultants will also gather on-ramp and off-ramp traffic data from Caltrans and from peak period turning movement volume counts at ramp touchdown intersections for the I-80 and I-280 ramp locations shown in Table 2b.  Freeway on-ramps and off-ramps will be analyzed based on peak hour volumes. Freeway ramp volume data will be obtained from the intersection traffic counts listed in Table 2a and supplemented, as necessary. 


			Table 2b – Freeway Ramp Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling/Bryant


			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant


			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison


			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa











Transit: Transit data will be obtained from SFMTA and regional transit operators, as appropriate, for weekday p.m., evening, late evening, and Saturday evening conditions.  The transportation consultants will compile data on all Muni bus routes and rail lines (including motor coach, trolley coach, and light rail service) and stop locations within a study area generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street.


This work will include a description of Muni’s transit route service hours, peak periods, stops and headways on weekdays and Saturdays for the bus routes and rail lines within the study area.  The latest available weekday p.m., weekday evening, late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load points (MLP) for the Muni routes and lines serving the transportation study area will be requested from Muni for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3). 


Existing ridership and capacity utilization information for the Muni bus routes and rail lines will be provided individually, as well as combined, based on access between the transportation study area and the four San Francisco superdistricts.  


Preliminary corridor grouping of Muni routes and lines for the project site (subject to discussion with the SFMTA):


North/South: K Ingleside, T Third, N Judah, 30 Stockton, 45 Union Stockton.


East/West: 10 Townsend, 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness.


The transportation consultants will also compile data on regional transit operators (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit bus and ferry service, SamTrans and Caltrain) including the nearest transit stop location within the study area boundary and the latest scheduled operations on weekdays and Saturdays. Weekday and Saturday ridership and capacity utilization for the regional service providers for the analysis periods identified in Table 1 (p. 3) will be obtained from the regional operators.


[bookmark: _GoBack]The two existing shuttle systems (i.e., the Mission Bay Transportation Management Association and the UCSF shuttle systems) in the vicinity of the project site will be described (e.g., routes, headways, hours of operation, restrictions on use, and ridership and capacity, if available). 


Existing Muni and regional service provider weekday p.m. peak hour screenlines will be obtained from the Planning Department.  


Pedestrians: The transportation consultants will collect pedestrian counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 3, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few pedestrians are present at the study locations during the late evening period. Effective sidewalk widths will be measured at each sidewalk analysis location, and in the vicinity of the project site.





			Table 3 - Crosswalk and Sidewalk Analysis Locations [a]





			Location


			Location





			Crosswalk Analysis [a]


			Sidewalk Analysis





			1


			Third St/South St


			1


			Both sides of Third St between South and 16th streets 





			2


			Third St/16th St


			2 


			North side of 16th St [b]





			3


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St [b]


			3


			South side of South St [b]





			Notes:


[a] All crosswalks at the listed intersections.


[b] Future analysis location.











Bicycles: The transportation consultants will conduct bicycle counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 4, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) counts without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few bicyclists are present at the study locations during the late evening period.


			Table 4 - Bicycle Analysis Locations 	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add Terry Francois Blvd to locations.

OK






			Location





			1


			Both sides of Third Street between South and 16th streets





			2


			Both sides of 16th Street between Third and Fourth streets





			3


			Terry Francois Boulevard between South and 16th streets











Parking: The parking study area is generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street. The transportation consultants will collect off-street public parking supply and occupancy for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) from available sources such as the SFpark, SFMTA, data previously collected for the Piers 30-32 site, and other project technical studies, and conduct additional surveys for facilities and time periods for which parking supply and occupancy data is not available.  Current hours of operation and characteristics such as whether they are publicly accessible, of the off-street facilities will be identified.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add reference to MB shuttle program.

OK. IN TRANSIT SECTION.



The transportation consultants will also document current on-street parking regulations and illegal parking on the blocks adjacent to the proposed project, and generally describe the on-street parking regulations and parking occupancy within the parking study area.  Any loading observations will also be noted.  


Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


Using the data collected in Task 3, the transportation consultants will document existing traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, bicycle, loading, and emergency vehicle access conditions within the transportation study areas and at the study intersections shown in Table 2a, including:


A base map and text for the study area, describing the street designations, street names, number of lanes and traffic flow directions;


A description of existing uses and vehicular access to the project site;


An assessment of existing parking operations at the project site, including hours of operation, supply and hourly utilization;


Intersection level of service (LOS) conditions during the peak hours at the study intersections identified in Table 2a using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual operations methodology (HCM 2000) and the Synchro traffic analysis software;


Freeway on-ramp and off-ramp LOS conditions during the peak hours at the study locations identified in Table 2b using the 2000 HCM methodology and the HCS analysis software. Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology. Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results.


Graphics indicating the existing peak hour traffic volumes and lane configuration at the study intersections identified in Table 2a;


A map and discussion of Muni and regional transit services within the transportation study area, including bus routes and bus stop locations, as well as conditions at each route’s maximum load point. A quantitative description of weekday p.m. commute period, weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour transit conditions will be provided for Muni and the regional transit service as available. Planned changes to Muni service in the Transit Effectiveness Program (TEP) will also be described.  Identification of any operational conflicts between buses or streetcars and other vehicles will be described. 


Pedestrian LOS analyses at the study locations identified in Table 3 using the HCM 2000 methodology. A qualitative assessment of pedestrian conditions (conflicts, safety and operational issues) will also be conducted;


Bicycle flows at the study locations identified in Table 4, and a qualitative discussion of general bicycle circulation conditions and the identification of any safety and right-of-way issues in the vicinity of the project site, including the description and mapping of bicycle routes. A description of changes to the bicycle network within the transportation study area being considered by the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other City proposals;


A qualitative assessment of existing weekday and Saturday on-street commercial loading conditions within the transportation study area;


A description of the existing emergency vehicle access routes to the project site; 


Passenger loading, including disabled loading and parking; and


Quantitative assessment of off-street parking supply and utilization within the parking study area, and qualitative discussion of on-street parking regulations and utilization. 


Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


The future travel demand estimates will be developed by the transportation consultant, and reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff prior to use in the transportation impact assessment.  Travel demand estimates will be provided for vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes, and will include internal and external trips for each project component listed in Table 1, as appropriate.	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: I just want to confirm our common understanding.  There will be a No Project alternative and probably a Reduced Intensity alternative.  We will be generating travel demand estimates for both, correct?    

YES. THE NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE WILL BE THE PREVIOUSLY-APPROVED USES ON THE SITE, AND THE REDUCED INTENSITEY WILL NEED TO BE DEVELOPED.

OCII will need to define what previously approved uses and intensities are,



Sports Arena: Since sports arenas are considered “special generators,” each with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of their impact cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.  Thus, the travel demand analysis for the operation of basketball games, conventions, and other events will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, typical weekday and weekend start times of the games/events, available travel characteristics of other venues such as AT&T Park and other comparable venues (e.g., mode split, trip distribution, vehicle assignment, parking demand, transit demand), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed ingress and egress routes for the new arena. Loading demand for the arena will be based on information obtained from the project sponsor.


Other Project Land Uses: The transportation consultants will estimate the travel demand for standard proposed land uses  (i.e., retail, office, restaurant, movie theater) using the methodology and information provided in the SF Guidelines (trip generation rates, mode splits, trip distribution, loading demand, parking demand).  For the live theater use, trip generation will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday. Since the SF Guidelines only provide trip generation rates for the weekday p.m. peak hour, weekday evening and weekday late evening travel demand will be estimated based on temporal distribution patterns contained within Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department. To determine Saturday evening travel demand appropriate adjustments will be made to obtain similar factors for the Saturday daily based on the Saturday to weekday daily ratio from ITE Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department.


The transportation consultants will estimate the number of vehicle trips associated with the existing parking lots located at the project site using the methodology described in the SF Guidelines (i.e., actual traffic data collected as part of Task 3, rather than trip generation estimates). Vehicles currently utilizing the existing surface parking facilities will be redistributed to park at other nearby off-street facilities based on their existing parking availability data obtained in Task 3.


Documentation: The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology and results of the travel demand for the proposed project component listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  The technical memorandum will summarize the data sources, methodologies and recommended rates and factors to be used in the trip generation, mode choice, vehicle occupancies and parking demand analyses. The technical memorandum will summarize the travel demand estimates for the proposed project by land use type, mode of travel and place of origin.  A graphic showing vehicle-trip distributions and assignments will also be included.  This technical memorandum will be submitted to Planning Department staff in paper and electronic format for their review and approval prior to performing the transportation impact analyses (Task 6 – Transportation Impacts Analysis).  It is anticipated that this document will also be reviewed by OCII and SFMTA staff, as appropriate.  


Alternatives: Travel demand estimates for up to two alternatives to the proposed project will be developed based on the methodology presented above for the proposed project uses. The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses). The travel demand for the alternatives will be documented in a separate technical memorandum, and will be reviewed by Planning Department, OCII and SFMTA staff. See Task 8 for alternatives analysis.  


Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


The transportation consultants will identify the transportation impacts associated with the proposed project listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  This will include impacts on the study intersections, impacts on transit (capacity utilization and operation), pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, passenger and freight loading supply and demand conditions, construction related activities, and emergency vehicle access to the site.  A parking supply and demand analysis will also be presented for informational purposes.


The transportation impact analysis will reflect planned improvements to the transportation network (e.g., relocation and realignment of Terry Francois Boulevard with the eastern edge of Blocks 30 and 32), any changes/features included as part of the proposed project (e.g., wider sidewalks, plazas, adjacent bicycle lanes), as well as the draft Transportation Management Plan for events at the proposed arena. 


Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate peak hour intersection and freeway ramp LOS using the HCM 2000 methodology for the study intersections identified in Table 2a for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event


Future year 2040 Cumulative - with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


The traffic volumes at the study intersection and freeway ramps for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA).  The future cumulative traffic conditions at the study intersections and ramps will account for the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the traffic volumes at the study intersections and freeway ramps will be shown in an Existing plus Project traffic volume figure for each analysis period/scenario, which will also identify the critical movement at each location.  Based on this information and the estimated growth in traffic volumes between existing and year 2040 conditions, the transportation consultants will calculate the proposed project contribution to future cumulative conditions at those intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, as specified in Table 1 (p. 3).  A series of 2040 Cumulative volume figures will then be prepared, identifying the critical movements at each intersection for the various cumulative scenarios.


A vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the entrance(s) to the on-site parking facilities, or other nearby off-street parking locations for Existing plus Project scenarios. 


Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology.  Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will also be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results at the freeway off-ramp intersections listed in Table 2b.  The analysis will discuss the potential for project to exacerbate existing queuing; project’s contributions to traffic on- and off-ramps will be summarized.  Because these on-ramps are frequently operating over-capacity during the peak hours, the transportation team will work with the Planning Department to identify a methodology for describing the project’s contribution to these conditions.


Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate transit capacity utilization for Muni and the regional transit providers for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event 


Future year 2040 Cumulative – with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


A transit impact analysis will be conducted for:


Muni and regional screenlines – weekday p.m. commute peak hour


Muni and regional routes serving the transportation study area, by individual route/line and by corridor – weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening


The transit ridership and capacity for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), as obtained from the Planning Department and SFMTA.  The future cumulative transit conditions will account for the transit ridership generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the transit capacity utilization will be estimated, and contributions where 2040 Cumulative conditions exceed the transit operator capacity utilization standard will be identified. 


A qualitative assessment of Existing plus Project conditions at the Muni Metro platform on Third Street at South Street will be conducted before and after weekday basketball and non-basketball events, subject to discussion with SFMTA.


Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


The transportation consultants will perform peak hour pedestrian LOS analyses of Existing plus Project conditions listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 3 using the HCM 2000 Methodology based on the number of new pedestrians that will be added to the network. Potential pedestrian safety issues will be identified, including vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, interruption of pedestrian circulation and potential safety issues.  A qualitative discussion of the project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Area Plan will also be included. Future year 2040 Cumulative pedestrian conditions will be assessed qualitatively.


Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively evaluate bicycle conditions for the Existing plus Project scenarios listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 4.  Potential bicycle circulation safety issues will be identified, including bicyclist-vehicular conflicts, interruption of bicycle flow and potential safety issues at the project site, as well as the effect on existing and proposed nearby bicycle routes.  In addition, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D)[footnoteRef:2] requirements for bicycle parking and related facilities will be identified and compared to the proposed supply. Future year 2040 Cumulative bicycle conditions will be assessed qualitatively. [2:  In combination with the Development Plan, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D) document supersedes the San Francisco Planning Code for the Mission Bay South Area Development Plan.] 



Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a loading supply/demand analysis for the proposed project.  The proposed on-site loading supply will be compared to the Mission Bay South Area D4D in terms of their location, number of spaces and minimum dimensions, as applicable.  The loading supply will also be compared to the estimated demand generated by the proposed project.  Additionally, the transportation consultant will assess the proposed loading facilities in terms of their operational characteristics, including truck movement (including truck turning pathways into the loading area), location of trash compactor, storage and removal of garbage. 


Passenger loading/unloading, including taxis, charter buses, limousines, and private autos, before and after events at the proposed arena passenger loading/unloading facilities will be assessed.  


Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


The transportation consultants will assess any potential impacts to the emergency access that could result from the proposed project. 


Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively assess any potential temporary construction-related transportation impacts that would be generated by the proposed project.  Construction impact evaluation will address displacement of existing parking, the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, street and/or sidewalk closures, impacts on Muni operations, and construction worker parking. 


Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a parking supply/code/demand analysis for the proposed project.  Handicapped-accessible, bicycle and carshare spaces supplied by the proposed project will be identified.  The proposed parking supply will be compared to the requirements of the Mission Bay South Area D4D.  Any exceptions to the Mission Bay South Area D4D will be noted. 


Any deficit or surplus of parking spaces will be quantified, and discussed in relation to the effect on the parking supply in the area surrounding the project sites. The design of the access to the proposed project’s parking facilities will be assessed in terms of operational characteristics.


As described in Task 6.1, a vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the project entrance(s) to any proposed parking facility on site other nearby off-street parking locations.


Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


Mitigation measures will be proposed to improve operations if significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures may be proposed where no significant impacts have been identified.  In accordance with City guidelines, the report will clearly distinguish between mitigation measures required under CEQA, and transportation improvement measures not related to CEQA significant impacts, such as pedestrian improvement measures, parking access operations, traffic, parking and pedestrian enforcement etc.  Responsibility for implementation of identified measures will be identified, where possible. 


Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


The No Project Alternative (approved Mission Bay Plan uses on the project site) and a Lesser Intensity Alternative will be assessed qualitatively for various transportation scenarios.  Depending on definition of the alternatives and the outcome of the travel demand memo, the Planning Department may require at a later time limited quantitative analysis.  The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses). The scenarios will be developed in conjunction with development of the alternatives in consultation with the Planning Department and OCII. The analysis will cover all transportation topics. Travel demand estimates will be prepared for each alternative based on the travel demand methodology presented in Task 5.  


Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


The transportation consultants will prepare the transportation setting and impact analysis sections for inclusion in the EIR document.  The transportation discussion will follow the format specified by Planning Department staff, and will include setting, methodology, impact assessment, and mitigation and improvement measures.  A discussion of the underlying environmental review document (e.g., 1998 SEIR) will also be provided, as needed.  An Administrative Draft 1 of the transportation chapter will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff. 


All stand-alone submittals of the transportation section of the Draft EIR will be in paper copies (five copies), along with an electronic version. Transportation section versions included as part of the overall Administrative Draft EIR will follow the distribution format determined for the EIR.


As part of the transportation section submittal, the transportation consultants will prepare a comprehensive technical appendix that will include, but not be limited to, the following:


Proposed project access and internal/external circulation plans;


Lane geometries at the study intersections;


Traffic summaries showing turning movement volumes at the study intersections for all periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Intersection and freeway ramp LOS analysis for the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Transit capacity utilization calculations for Muni and regional transit providers for all the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Travel demand calculations for the proposed project and alternatives to the project;


Travel demand analysis Technical Memorandum;


Pedestrian counts and LOS, and bicycle counts at all study locations; 


Existing and Existing plus Project parking supply and utilization; and


Draft Transportation Management Plan (to be developed by project sponsor).


Two paper copies and an electronic copy of the draft technical appendix will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff for Preliminary Draft 1 and Preliminary Draft 2 submittals.  


Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


The transportation consultants will summarize and package the Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes developed in the previous tasks for submittal to the noise and air quality analysts for their studies.


Task 11 – Attendance at Meetings


The transportation consultants will meet with the Planning Department, OCII, and other city agencies, as appropriate, to work out details related to transportation scope of work, impact assumptions, methodology, and development of improvement and/or mitigation measures.


Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments


The transportation consultant will prepare responses to comments made by public agencies and members of the public at large related to the transportation section of the Draft EIR.





Event Center at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32	August 13, 2014


2012.0718E – Final Transportation Scope of Work	Page 1


	





1














Event Center at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 	August 13, 2014


2012.0718E – Final Transportation Scope of Work	Page 7





image1.jpeg





image2.jpeg





image3.jpeg








Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255


(c) 415-385-7031









On Aug 13, 2014, at 11:21 AM, Bollinger, Brett (CPC) wrote:

Attached are comments on the draft SOW, including project sponsor comments.

<MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30_Combined Comments.docx>









Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255

(c) 415-385-7031















From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW - Transportation Scope of Work
Date: Saturday, August 09, 2014 10:48:06 AM
Attachments: updated Transportation TPs DRAFT 1 30 14 vwise.docx


Thank you very much for your review.  Attached are my comments on the SOW that we hope to
finalize by 8/13. 
The SOW looks good.  However, I do have a number of questions/comments that need to be
addressed.  I would also just like us to revisit over the phone with Luba/Jose one last time the
scenarios that we are selecting for analysis as I have one or two questions. It would be ideal to
schedule a 15-minute call before COB Wed. so that we can try to meet the agreed-upon deadline. 
Additionally, we need to connect with SFMTA to discuss the following (does not need to be done
prior to finalization of SOW):


1.        Get the latest transit data
2.        Gain agreement on the corridor grouping


 
Please review my comments on the SOW and let me know if you have any questions or have insight
about some of mine. 
 
Thank you.


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 8, 2014 9:57 AM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: GSW - Transportation Scope of Work
 
Attached are my comments on the SOW.
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 4:27 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Karl Heisler; Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran
Subject: GSW - Transportation Scope of Work
 
Hi Viktoriya and Brett
Per our conversation following our project meeting today, attached is a slightly updated
version of the transportation scope of work that removes the variants and adds back in two
alternatives to the project. Also, as discussed, the revised scope of work also removes two
intersections.  The two intersections on The Embarcadero at Harrison and at Bryant weren't
analyzed in the 1998 Mission Bay SEIR, and it would make the analysis/comparison more
straight-forward if we did not have to include them.  
 
A markup of the July 14th version of the transportation scope of work, and a CLEAN copy is
attached.
 
We look forward to your review of the transportation scope of work.
Thank you,
Luba



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=53DDC14B15CB409584D3F7B15453F64A-VIKTORIYA WISE
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Scope of Work


Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR 


Second Draft: July 3014, 2014





Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting are pleased to submit this scope of work to prepare the transportation section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed event center and sports arena to be located in the Mission Bay South Area of San Francisco. This scope of work follows the San Francisco Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002” (SF Guidelines), as applicable. 


Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


The San Francisco Planning Department requires that the scope of work for the transportation analysis be reviewed and approved by the designated transportation planner and environmental staff coordinator prior to commencement of any work by the transportation consultants.  The transportation consultants will meet and consult with Environmental Planning staff, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), and other city agencies, as determined by Environmental Planning to review, discuss and modify the draft scope of work and define the required level of detail for the transportation analysis.  The discussions will focus on items such as:


Project definition and components, including project variantalternatives;


Data collection (traffic counts, locations, day of week, and time of day);


Assumptions (study area, land use types, cumulative growth, etc.);


Methodology (trip generation methodology and appropriate sources, travel forecasts, etc.);


Analysis scenarios – future years, development and transportation network and transit service assumptions;


Extent of analysis of the project variantalternatives to the proposed project; and


Transportation section schedule and deliverables.


Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


The transportation consultants will review the project definition, land use, and transportation circulation assumptions prepared by the project sponsor and will provide written request for clarification and additional data needs that might be necessary to conduct the transportation analysis.


The transportation consultants will meet with Environmental Planning staff to confirm the definition of analysis scenarios and direction on the analysis methodologies proposed for the transportation impact assessment.  The travel demand analysis of the land use program of the proposed project (e.g., office, retail, restaurant, athletic club, movie theater, live theater) will be conducted using the SF Guidelines, while the travel demand analysis for the arena and other ancillary sport uses will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, travel characteristics at similar facilities (e.g., mode of travel, trip distribution, vehicle occupancy, parking demand, etc.), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes to and from the site. 	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: We don’t have live theater in the Guidelines.  What should we use?  Maybe we had trip gen rates for the SF Jazz project we could use?  Other suggestions?  


The transportation consultants will define the analysis scenarios in detail.  Table 1 on the next page presents the list of transportation analysis scenarios for the proposed project components.


The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum documenting the travel demand methodology, and assumptions for the arena and other proposed uses.  The memorandum will include a description of each of the analysis scenarios and assumptions used for the impact analysis, including land use, background, project-related transportation improvements, background traffic assumptions, and parking assumptions. The proposed project and project variant travel demand will be presented for each analysis scenario.  This technical memorandum will be presented to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to proceeding with the transportation impact analysis.  It is anticipated that SFMTA will also review and provide feedback on this technical memorandum.  


The transportation consultants will work with Environmental Planning and the project sponsor to develop the definition of the project variantalternatives.





			Table 1 - Scenarios for Transportation Analysis
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			SCENARIOS





			WEEKDAY PERIODS


			SATURDAY


			Number of Analysis Scenarios 





			


			PM COMMUTE 


(4 To 6 PM)


			EVENING 


(6 to 8 PM)


			LATE PM 


(9 - 11 PM)


			EVENING PERIOD


(7 to 9 PM)


			





			


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: I thought in conversation with J. Malamut last week we decided to change this to be “with Giants”?  Did I misunderstand?  


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			





			Existing Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing 


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Project Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing + Project w/out events on site


			1


			


			


			


			


			1	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Can we consider replacing this with PM Commute with SF Giants Game?  I am not sure why we need a Saturday evening scenario with no events.  Alternatively maybe it should be replaced with a “Existing + Project w/live theater under PM Commute with SF Giants Game”???


			


			2





			Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Existing + Project w/ Convention Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			Existing + Project Variant


			1


			


			1


			


			


			


			


			2





			Future Year 2040 Cumulative


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Project - No Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Project – with Event 


- with Basketball Game	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: I think we’re going to need to explain why this scenario is without the Giants.  


- with Convention Event


			


1


1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			


2


1





			Project Variant – No Event 


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			TOTAL


			97


			2


			32


			2


			2


			5


			2


			2522











Task 3 – Data Collection


Traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and off-street parking data collection will be conducted for the following time periods:


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Please see comment/question above.  


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Traffic: The transportation consultants will obtain intersection turning movement volume counts at the 213 study intersections listed in Table 2a for the proposed project site from previously collected traffic count efforts, supplemented with new counts to be performed in May and June 2014, as appropriate (and previously approved by the Planning Department).


			Table 2a - Intersection Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			The Embarcadero/Harrison St


			113


			Terry Francois Blvd/16th St [a]





			2


			The Embarcadero/Bryant St


			124


			Illinois St/16th St





			31


			King St/Third St


			135


			Third St/16th St





			42


			King St/Fourth St


			146


			Fourth St/16th St





			53


			King St/Fifth St/I-280 on-/off-ramps


			157


			Owens St/16th St





			64


			Fifth/Harrison/I-80 WB off-ramp


			186


			Seventh St/Mississippi St/16th St





			75


			Fifth/Bryant.I-80 EB on-ramp


			197


			Illinois St/Mariposa St





			86


			Third St/Channel St


			2018


			Third St/Mariposa St





			97


			Fourth St/Channel St


			2119


			Mariposa St/I-280 NB off-ramp





			108


			Seventh St/Mission Bay Drive


			2220


			Mariposa St/I-280 SB on-ramp





			119


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St


			231


			Third St/Cesar Chavez St





			102


			Third St/South St


			


			





			Note:


[a] Future analysis location.











The transportation consultants will also gather on-ramp and off-ramp traffic data from Caltrans and from peak period turning movement volume counts at ramp touchdown intersections for the I-80 and I-280 ramp locations shown in Table 2b.  Freeway on-ramps and off-ramps will be analyzed based on peak hour volumes. Freeway ramp volume data will be obtained from the intersection traffic counts listed in Table 2a and supplemented, as necessary. 


			Table 2b – Freeway Ramp Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling/Bryant


			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant


			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison


			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa











Transit: Transit data will be obtained from SFMTA and regional transit operators, as appropriate, for weekday p.m., late evening, late, and Saturday evening conditions.  The transportation consultants will compile data on all Muni bus routes and rail lines (including motor coach, trolley coach, and light rail service) and stop locations within a study area generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street.


This work will include a description of Muni’s transit route service hours, peak periods, stops and headways on weekdays and Saturdays for the bus routes and rail lines within the study area.  The latest available weekday p.m., weekday late evening, late and Saturday evening peak hour ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load points (MLP) for the Muni routes and lines serving the transportation study area will be requested from Muni for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3). 


Existing ridership and capacity utilization information for the Muni bus routes and rail lines will be provided individually, as well as combined, based on access between the transportation study area and the four San Francisco superdistricts.  


Preliminary corridor grouping of Muni routes and lines for the project site (subject to discussion with the SFMTA):


North/South: K Ingleside, T Third, N Judah, 30 Stockton, 45 Union Stockton.


East/West: 10 Townsend, 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness.


The transportation consultants will also compile data on regional transit operators (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit bus and ferry service, SamTrans and Caltrain) including the nearest transit stop location within the study area boundary and the latest scheduled operations on weekdays and Saturdays. Weekday and Saturday ridership and capacity utilization for the regional service providers for the analysis periods identified in Table 1 (p. 3) will be obtained from the regional operators.


Existing Muni and regional service provider weekday p.m. peak hour screenlines will be obtained from the Planning Department.  


Pedestrians: The transportation consultants will collect pedestrian counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 at the locations shown in Table 4, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because XYZ. Effective sidewalk widths will be measured at each sidewalk analysis location, and in the vicinity of the project site.





			Table 4 - Crosswalk and Sidewalk Analysis Locations [a]





			Location


			Location	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Brett, you had a good suggestion about possibly looking at 16th Street and subsequent to following up on that with Josh we decided to look at north side of 16th and south side of South but I don to see these locations added to the sidewalk analysis.  





			Crosswalk Analysis [a]


			Sidewalk Analysis





			1


			Third St/South St


			1


			Both sides of Third St between South and 16th streets 





			2


			Third St/16th St


			2 


			North side of 16th street (for Existing + Basketball only)





			3


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St [b]


			3


			South side of South street (for Existing + Basketball only)





			Notes:


[a] All crosswalks at the listed intersections.


[b] Future analysis location.











Bicycles: The transportation consultants will conduct bicycle counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 5, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) counts without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted.


			Table 5- Bicycle Analysis Locations 





			Location





			1


			Both sides of Third Street between South and 16th streets





			2


			Both sides of 16th Street between Third and Fourth streets











Parking: The parking study area is generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street. The transportation consultants will collect off-street public parking supply and occupancy for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) from available sources such as the SFpark, SFMTA, data previously collected for the Piers 30-32 site, and other project technical studies, and conduct additional surveys for facilities and time periods for which parking supply and occupancy data is not available.  Current hours of operation and characteristics such as whether they are publicly accessible, of the off-street facilities will be identified.


The transportation consultants will also document current on-street parking regulations and illegal parking on the blocks adjacent to the proposed project, and generally describe the on-street parking regulations and parking occupancy within the parking study area.  Any loading observations will also be noted.  


Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


Using the data collected in Task 3, the transportation consultants will document existing traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, loading, bicycle and emergency vehicle access conditions within the transportation study areas and at the study intersections shown in Table 2a, including:


A base map and text for the study area, describing the street designations, street names, number of lanes and traffic flow directions;


A description of existing uses and vehicular access to the project site;


An assessment of existing parking operations at the project site, including hours of operation, supply and hourly utilization;


Intersection level of service (LOS) conditions during the peak hours at the study intersections identified in Table 2a using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual operations methodology (HCM 2000) and the Synchro traffic analysis software;


Freeway on-ramp and off-ramp LOS conditions during the peak hours at the study locations identified in Table 2b using the 2000 HCM methodology and the HCS analysis software. Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology. Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results.


Graphics indicating the existing peak hour traffic volumes and lane configuration at the study intersections identified in Table 2a;


A map and discussion of Muni and regional transit services within the transportation study area, including bus routes and bus stop locations, as well as conditions at each route’s maximum load point. A quantitative description of weekday p.m. commute period, weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour transit conditions will be provided for Muni and the regional transit service as available. Planned changes to Muni service in the Transit Effectiveness Program (TEP) will also be described.  Identification of any operational conflicts between buses or streetcars and other vehicles will be described. 


Pedestrian LOS analyses at the study locations identified in Table 4 using the HCM 2000 methodology. A qualitative assessment of pedestrian conditions (conflicts, safety and operational issues) will also be conducted;


Bicycle flows at the study locations identified in Table 5, and a qualitative discussion of general bicycle circulation conditions and the identification of any safety and right-of-way issues in the vicinity of the project site, including the description and mapping of bicycle routes. A description of changes to the bicycle network within the transportation study area being considered by the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other City proposals;


A qualitative assessment of existing weekday and Saturday on-street commercial loading conditions within the transportation study area;


A description of the existing emergency vehicle access routes to the project site; 


Passenger loading, including disabled loading and parking; and


Quantitative assessment of off-street parking supply and utilization within the parking study area, and qualitative discussion of on-street parking regulations and utilization. 


Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Variant Travel Demand


The future travel demand estimates will be developed by the transportation consultant, and reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff prior to use in the transportation impact assessment.  Travel demand estimates will be provided for vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes, and will include internal and external trips for each project and project variant component listed in Table 1, as appropriate.	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: I just want to confirm our common understanding.  There will be a No Project alternative and probably a Reduced Intensity alternative.  We will be generating travel demand estimates for both, correct?  This section is silent on Alternatives so maybe we can add a sentence or two saying what will be done.  


Sports Arena: Since sports arenas are considered “special generators,” each with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of their impact cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.  Thus, the travel demand analysis for the operation of basketball games, conventions, and other events will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, typical weekday and weekend start times of the games/events, available travel characteristics of other venues such as AT&T Park and other comparable venues (e.g., mode split, trip distribution, vehicle assignment, parking demand, transit demand), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes for the new arena. Loading demand for the arena will be based on information obtained from the project sponsor.


Other Project Land Uses: The transportation consultants will estimate the travel demand for standard proposed land uses  (i.e., retail, office, athletic club, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) using the methodology and information provided in the SF Guidelines (trip generation rates, mode splits, trip distribution, loading demand, parking demand).  Since the SF Guidelines only provide trip generation rates for the weekday p.m. peak hour, weekday evening and weekday late evening travel demand will be estimated based on temporal distribution patterns contained within Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department. To determine Saturday evening travel demand appropriate adjustments will be made to obtain similar factors for the Saturday daily based on the Saturday to weekday daily ratio from ITE Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department.	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: See my earlier comment about how this specific use is not identified in the SF Guidelines.  


The transportation consultants will estimate the number of vehicle trips associated with the existing parking lots located at the project site using the methodology described in the SF Guidelines (i.e., actual traffic data collected as part of Task 3, rather than trip generation estimates). Vehicles currently utilizing the existing surface parking facilities will be redistributed to park at other nearby off-street facilities based on their existing parking availability data obtained in Task 3.


Documentation: The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology and results of the travel demand for the proposed project and the project variant component listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  The technical memorandum will summarize the data sources, methodologies and recommended rates and factors to be used in the trip generation, mode choice, vehicle occupancies and parking demand analyses. The technical memorandum will summarize the travel demand estimates for the proposed project and project variant by land use type, mode of travel and place of origin.  A graphic showing vehicle-trip distributions and assignments will also be included.  This technical memorandum will be submitted to Planning Department staff in paper and electronic format for their review and approval prior to performing the transportation impact analyses (Task 6 – Transportation Impacts Analysis).  It is anticipated that this document will also be reviewed by OCII and SFMTA staff, as appropriate.  


Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


The transportation consultants will identify the transportation impacts associated with the proposed project and the project variant listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  This will include impacts on the study intersections, impacts on transit (capacity utilization and operation), pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, passenger and freight loading supply and demand conditions, construction related activities, and emergency vehicle access to the site.  A parking supply and demand analysis will also be presented for informational purposes.


Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate peak hour intersection and freeway ramp LOS using the HCM 2000 methodology for the study intersections identified in Table 2a for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event


Future year 2040 Cumulative - with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Pproject, project variant, and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


The traffic volumes at the study intersection and freeway ramps for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA).  The future cumulative traffic conditions at the study intersections and ramps will account for the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s and project variant’s contribution to the traffic volumes at the study intersections and freeway ramps will be shown in an Existing plus Project traffic volume figure for each analysis period/scenario, which will also identify the critical movement at each location.  Based on this information and the estimated growth in traffic volumes between existing and year 2040 conditions, the transportation consultants will calculate the proposed project contribution to future cumulative conditions at those intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, as specified in Table 1 (p. 3).  A series of 2040 Cumulative volume figures will then be prepared, identifying the critical movements at each intersection for the various cumulative scenarios.


A vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the entrance(s) to the on-site parking facilities, or other nearby off-street parking locations. 	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Please specify for which scenario.  Project + Basketball only (which seems reasonable)?  
Also, perhaps one of the vehicular entrances on South Street will be eliminated so we don’t have to do that analysis at all three ingress/egress points. 


Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology.  Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will also be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results at the freeway off-ramp intersections listed in Table 2b.  The analysis will discuss the potential for project to exacerbate existing queuing; project’s/project variant’s contributions to traffic on- and off-ramps will be summarized.  Because these on-ramps are frequently operating over-capacity during the peak hours, the transportation team will work with the Planning Department to identify a methodology for describing the project’s/project variant’s contribution to these conditions.


Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate transit capacity utilization for Muni and the regional transit providers for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event 


Future year 2040 Cumulative – with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Pproject, project variant and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


A transit impact analysis will be conducted for:	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: I want to clarify:  are we only doing screenlines?  I thought we also identified specific corridors for this project.  What about line-by-line for the few lines that are immediately adjacent?  


Muni and regional screenlines – weekday p.m. commute peak hour


Muni and regional routes serving the transportation study area – weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening


The transit ridership and capacity for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), as obtained from theEnvironmental Planning Department and SFMTA.  The future cumulative transit conditions will account for the transit ridership generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the transit capacity utilization will be estimated, and contributions where 2040 Cumulative conditions exceed the transit operator capacity utilization standard will be identified. 


A qualitative assessment of Existing plus Project conditions at the Muni Metro platform on Third Street at South Street will be conducted before and after weekday basketball and non-basketball events, subject to discussion with SFMTA.


Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


The transportation consultants will perform peak hour pedestrian LOS analyses of Existing plus Project conditions listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 4 using the HCM 2000 Methodology based on the number of new pedestrians that will be added to the network. Potential pedestrian safety issues will be identified, including vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, interruption of pedestrian circulation and potential safety issues.  A qualitative discussion of the project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Area Plan will also be included. Future year 2040 Cumulative pedestrian conditions will be assessed qualitatively.


Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively evaluate bicycle conditions for the Existing plus Project scenarios listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 5.  Potential bicycle circulation safety issues will be identified, including bicyclist-vehicular conflicts, interruption of bicycle flow and potential safety issues at the project site, as well as the effect on existing and proposed nearby bicycle routes.  In addition, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D)[footnoteRef:1] requirements for bicycle parking and related facilities will be identified and compared to the proposed supply. Future year 2040 Cumulative bicycle conditions will be assessed qualitatively. [1:  In combination with the Development Plan, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D) documents supersede the San Francisco Planning Code for the Mission Bay South Area Development Plan.] 



Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a loading supply/demand analysis for the proposed project and the project variant.  The proposed on-site loading supply will be compared to the Mission Bay South Area D4D in terms of their location, number of spaces and minimum dimensions, as applicable.  The loading supply will also be compared to the estimated demand generated by the proposed project and project variant project.  Additionally, the transportation consultant will assess the proposed loading facilities in terms of their operational characteristics, including truck movement (including truck turning pathways into the loading area), location of trash compactor, storage and removal of garbage. 


Passenger loading/unloading, including taxis, charter buses, limousines, and private autos, before and after events at the proposed arena passenger loading/unloading facilities will be assessed.  


Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


The transportation consultants will assess any potential impacts to the emergency access that could result from the proposed project and the project variant. 


Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively assess any potential temporary construction-related transportation impacts that would be generated by the proposed project and the project variant.  Construction impact evaluation will address displacement of existing parking, the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, street and/or sidewalk closures, impacts on Muni operations, and construction worker parking. 


Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a parking supply/code/demand analysis for the proposed project and the project variant.  Handicapped-accessible, bicycle and carshare spaces supplied by the proposed project and project variant will be identified.  The proposed parking supply will be compared to the requirements of the Mission Bay South Area D4D.  Any exceptions to the Mission Bay South Area D4D will be noted. 


Any deficit or surplus of parking spaces will be quantified, and discussed in relation to the effect on the parking supply in the area surrounding the project sites. The design of the access to the proposed project’s parking facilities will be assessed in terms of operational characteristics.


As described in Task 6.1, a vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the project entrance(s) to any proposed parking facility on site other nearby off-street parking locations.


Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


Mitigation measures will be proposed to improve operations if significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures may be proposed where no significant impacts have been identified.  In accordance with City guidelines, the report will clearly distinguish between mitigation measures required under CEQA, and transportation improvement measures not related to CEQA significant impacts, such as pedestrian improvement measures, parking access operations, traffic, parking and pedestrian enforcement etc.  Responsibility for implementation of identified measures will be identified, where possible. 


Task 8 –Alternative Analysis


The No Project Alternative (approved Mission Bay Plan uses on the project site) and a Lesser Intensity Alternative will be assessed qualitatively for all transportation analysis topics. Travel demand estimates will be prepared for each alternative based on the travel demand methodology presented in Task 5.  


Task 98 – Transportation Section of the EIR


The transportation consultants will prepare the transportation setting and impact analysis sections for inclusion in the EIR document.  The transportation discussion will follow the format specified by Planning Department staff, and will include setting, methodology, impact assessment, and mitigation and improvement measures.  A discussion of the underlying environmental review document (e.g., 1998 SEIR) will also be provided, as needed.  An Administrative Draft 1 of the transportation chapter will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff. 


All stand-alone submittals of the transportation section of the Draft EIR will be in paper copies (five copies), along with an electronic version. Transportation section versions included as part of the overall Administrative Draft EIR will follow the distribution format determined for the EIR.


As part of the transportation section submittal, the transportation consultants will prepare a comprehensive technical appendix that will include, but not be limited to, the following:


Proposed project access and internal/external circulation plans;


Lane geometries at the study intersections;


Traffic summaries showing turning movement volumes at the study intersections for all periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Intersection and freeway ramp LOS analysis for the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Transit capacity utilization calculations for Muni and regional transit providers for all the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Travel demand calculations for the proposed project and project variantalternatives to the project;


Travel demand analysis Technical Memorandum;


Pedestrian counts and LOS, and bicycle counts at all study locations; 


Existing and Existing plus Project parking supply and utilization; and


Draft Transportation Management Plan (to be developed by project sponsor).	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Can we say a few sentences about how the TMP will be incorporated into the analysis.  F&P is putting together what appears to be a comprehensive TMP.  How will the assumptions in the TMP be incorporated into our analysis?  For example, they are talking with SFMTA about the design of 16th street in front of the project site and that the ROW will potentially have a bike facility.  Ricardo suggested something like a TWTL between third and Illinois.  How will we incorporate?  


Two paper copies and an electronic copy of the draft technical appendix will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff for Preliminary Draft 1 and Preliminary Draft 2 submittals.  


Task 109 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


The transportation consultants will summarize and package the Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes developed in the previous tasks for submittal to the noise and air quality analysts for their studies.


Task 101:  Attendance at Meetings


The transportation consultants will meet with the Planning Department, OCII, and other city agencies, as appropriate, to work out details related to transportation scope of work, impact assumptions, methodology, and development of improvement and/or mitigation measures.


Task 112 – Draft EIR Response to Comments


The transportation consultant will prepare responses to comments made by public agencies and members of the public at large related to the transportation section of the Draft EIR.
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From: Gavin, John (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Link to Feedback Form
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:34:32 AM


I can move the feedback form to the front page.  We are currently working on a revamped
site, so any input you have about the current one would be helpful.


-jg


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:02 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Link to Feedback Form
 
John – is it possible to highlight the link to the feedback form on the front page of your site for the
GSW project?  Right now you have to go to the Contact tab, and it would be good to have it on the
front page (or have a different tab name so they know where to look for it).
 
We will just do a link to the actual page from ours, but for the PPT we wanted to have an easy
website to go to and “sfgov.org/piers3032 “ would be easier than
http://sfgov.org/piers3032/mission-bay-pavilion-project-feedback-form for folks to remember.
 
Thanks so much for offering to do the heavy lifting with the active website.  We are getting closer to
updating ours (get to go to class next week).  We’ll have a link to yours for now.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
To: DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII Warriors MOU
Date: Thursday, August 07, 2014 10:38:09 AM
Attachments: image002.png


image003.png
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Perfect.
 
Viktoriya Wise, AICP, LEED AP
Deputy ERO/Deputy Director of Environmental Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9049│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: viktoriya.wise@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org


               
 
From: DeMartini, Keith (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 10:35 AM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: OCII Warriors MOU
 
Hi V,
 
I’d be happy to talk with you and Chris.  I have some deadlines today, so we can meet pretty much
any time tomorrow.  Just give me a ring when you’re ready to discuss tomorrow.  Thank you!
 
Keith DeMartini
Finance & IT Manager
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9118 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:Keith.DeMartini@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org


               
 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
 


 


From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 4:33 PM
To: DeMartini, Keith (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: OCII Warriors MOU
 
Hi Keith-
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We are trying to finalize an MOU with OCII for the Warriors project
(budget attached).  OCII is proposing a different arrangement than what
we originally had in mind that I would like to discuss with you.  I know
you are just back from training but do you have 10 minutes to touch
base tomorrow?  I am available any time before 10 am or from 4 to 5
pm.  Would any of these times work for you? If tomorrow is bad,
perhaps Friday?  Chris, if you are free, kindly join us. 
 
Thank you.
 
Viktoriya Wise, AICP, LEED AP
Deputy ERO/Deputy Director of Environmental Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9049│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: viktoriya.wise@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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From: Beaupre, David (PRT)
To: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Blue Greenway and Mission Bay
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:17:52 AM


A meeting would be great or a call in is fine, my schedule is pretty open except Tuesday
 
Thank you,
 
David Beaupre
Port of San Francisco
Pier 1
San Francisco CA 94111
415-274-0539
 
 
 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 10:05 AM
To: Beaupre, David (PRT); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Blue Greenway and Mission Bay
 
David,
 
Hello!  How’s it going?  Catherine and I wanted to touch base with you for an update re the Blue
Greenway.  As you know, we’re working with the Warriors in Mission Bay, we recently talked with


WETA about a possible landing at 16th Street, the Waterfront Transportation Assessment is gearing
up to get re-started, and there is a lot of interest from the Bicycle Coalition in Mission Bay as well. 
 
In particular, we want to better understand the BG, how it coordinates with the MTAs bike network,
how it overlaps with the Bay Trail, is the Bicycle Coalition involved, who is doing it, how will it be
funded, etc.?  Incidentally, I received this (attached) master plan scoping document that appears to
be led by the Parks Alliance and SPUR.  What is their relationship with the Port?
 
As you can see, we have questions.  It would be useful to understand this project better, so that we
can think about how to incorporate it into the WTA, and how to inform the Warriors and other
waterfront developers about how it might fit into their planning. 
 
Can we set a time next week for a phone call or even a meeting (I’m always up for a trip to the Port)
to talk about it?
 
Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Development & Transportation Integration
Urban Planning Initiatives
 
Waterfront Transportation Assessment
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Bay Bridge Approach Enforcement Pilot


Rincon Hill Transit Study


The Embarcadero Enhancment Study
 
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: Planning Staffing Needs
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 8:56:00 AM
Attachments: image001.png
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Attachment A - Budget for Planning Support amended 6_6_14.xlsx


 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, June 06, 2014 4:00 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (OCII)
Cc: Oerth, Sally (OCII); jim.morales@sfgov.org; Bohee, Tiffany (OCII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Kelley, Gil
(CPC)
Subject: RE: Planning Staffing Needs
 
Hi Catherine-
Thanks for the information.  Please see below for some feedback on each of the bullet points.  I am
also proposing that we add another bullet for informational hearings at the Planning Commission. 
I am attaching a revised draft budget that reflects the information below.  The total project
estimated budget comes to $480.326 (including environmental and design services [planning as OCII
staff] as well as contingency of 20 percent).  
 


I will be out of the office next week (returning on Monday, June 16th).  In my absence, please work
with Chris on any questions you may have. 
 
Viktoriya Wise, AICP, LEED AP
Deputy ERO/Deputy Director of Environmental Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9049│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: viktoriya.wise@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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May 2014


			ATTACHMENT A - DRAFT BUDGET FOR GSW MISSION BAY PLANNING SUPPORT


			6-Jun-14


									Deputy ERO and ! Planner			E Planner IV CEQA Coordinator			E Planner IV Senior Review			E Planner IV Air Quality Specialist			E and ! Planner III			Current Planning Assistant Director			Design Services			Citywide Planner IV			Clerical (Planner Tech)			Hours by Task			Cost Per Task


			Hourly Rate			(Fully Loaded)			$154.19			$   142.86			$   142.86			$   142.86			$   120.48			$   154.19			$   120.48			$   142.86			$   72.68			-			-


			Task 1			Project Kick-Off			4			8			0			0			8			0			0			0			2			22			$2,869


			Task 2			Public Scoping and NOP			4			32			8			0			32			0			0			0			2			78			$10,332


			Task 3			Initial Study			24			80			40			4			120			0			0			0			8			276			$36,454


			Task 4			Air Quality Technical Report			0			0			0			16			0			0			0			0			0			16			$2,286


			Task 5			Alternatives			12			24			8			0			24			0			0			0			0			68			$9,313


			Task 6			Draft EIR			160			180			60			16			300			0			0			0			8			724			$97,968


			Task 7			Response to Comments			60			120			40			8			160			0			0			0			8			396			$53,110


			Task 8			Planning Commission Certification			4			4			0			2			4			0			0			0			0			14			$1,956


			Task 9			Final EIR			8			24			8			2			40			0			0			0			8			90			$11,491


			Task 10			Meetings			70			120			20			4			120			0			0			0			0			334			$45,823


			Task 11			Project Management			40			80			10			0			120			0			0			0			0			250			$33,483


			Task 12			Informational Presentation(s)			0			0			0			0			0			20			0			20			0			40			$5,941


			Task 13			Design Services (Planning as OCII Staff)			0			0			0			0			0			0			500			0			0			500			$60,240


			Sub-Total						386			672			194			52			928			20			500			20			36			2,808			$371,266


			Opt. Task 14			EIR Appeal			24			80			16			8			80			0			0			0			4			212			$28,487


			Opt. Task 15			Additional Technical Studies 			0			24			0			0			24			0			0			0			0			48			$6,320


			Sub-Total						24			104			16			8			104			0			0			0			4			260			$34,807


			Total Labor (Required and Optional Tasks)						$   63,218			$   110,859			$   30,001			$   8,572			$   124,335			$   3,084			$   60,240			$   2,857			$   2,907						$406,073


			20% Contingency (without optional tasks)																																				$   74,253


			Total Budget with Optional Tasks, Contingency																																				$   480,326


			1.  Cost estimates are for staff time subsequent to issuance of Notice to Proceed and do not include meetings and/or consultations prior to that. 


			2.  The budget and 12-month timeframe assume no changes to the core CEQA consultant team and that the consultant would have the Notice to Proceed and project description by mid-June 2014.  Changes to the consultant team or failure to provide NTP and finalize project description in June 2014 will delay CEQA schedule and increase estimated budget.


			3.  Budget is based on staff's understanding of the project description up to date.  


			4.  The estimated budget for Task 7 represent an average level of effort but ultimately depends on the quantity and complexity of public comments received during the public review process. 


			5.  Task 12 Assumes that the informational presenation is just power point (no staff report).  








Rates


			San Francisco Planning Department


			Work Order Budget - FY14-15


																					FY14-15 Assumptions:


			Project Name:																		Fringe Rate:			47.5%


			CPC Project Manager:																		Overhead Rate:			90%


			Sponsoring Dept:


			Dept Project Manager:


			Project Start Date:


			Project End Date:


			Job Class Title			Job Class			FTE			Base Hourly Rate FY14-15


Keith DeMartini: Keith DeMartini:
Assume Step 5 at the end of the fiscal year.			Fully Loaded Hourly Rate


Keith DeMartini: Keith DeMartini:
You can search position classifications and hourly rate assumptions using the City's Classification and Compensation Database (http://www.sfdhr.org/index.aspx?page=32)			Number of Hours			Total Project			Notes





			Salaries


			Planner I			5277			0.00			$35.1745			$83.54			1			$83.54


			Planner II			5278			0.00			$42.7450			$101.52			1			$101.52


			Planner III			5291			0.00			$50.7275			$120.48			1			$120.48


			Planner IV			5293			0.00			$60.1520			$142.86			1			$142.86


			Deputy Director CP			0923			0.00			$64.9212			$154.19			1			$154.19


			Deputy Director EP			0923			0.00			$64.9212			$154.19			1			$154.19


			Planner Technician			5275			0.00			$30.6039			$72.68			1			$72.68


			Senior Clerk			1406			0.00			$26.8315			$63.72			1			$63.72


			Intern			5276			0.00			$29.0718			$69.05			1			$69.05


			Manager IV			0932			0.00			$70.2975			$166.96			0			$0.00


			Subtotal						0.00									9			$962.23





			Supplies & Materials																		$0.00





			Total																		$962.23
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From: Reilly, Catherine (OCII) 
Sent: Thursday, June 05, 2014 6:43 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Oerth, Sally (OCII); jim.morales@sfgov.org; Bohee, Tiffany (OCII)
Subject: Planning Staffing Needs
 
Viktoriya – Thanks for meeting with me yesterday to go over the budget and staffing for the
Warriors project.  I need to check in with Jim Monday about what would go under the new Warriors
MOU and what would be under our existing MOU with Planning.  Sounds good – please let me know
what you decide as it affects how we set up the accounts in our system.  Additionally, a few weeks
ago we set up an account titled OCII GSW so that staff could charge their time there (e.g., the few
meetings we’ve attended thus far with OCII, the time associated with intersection selection and
coordination with MTA for a site visit, etc.).  The revised design staffing proposal you are going to
create will be helpful to have when I meet with him.  As promised, the following is a description of
the various roles we envision for Planning for the project.
 
Planning Staff as OCII staff  It is estimated that this work could take up to 500 hours over the life of
the project.  The cost estimate for this work is reflected in the attached draft budget in Task 13. 


·         Design review/process – acting at the primary OCII design review staff for the project. 
Responsible for the detailed review of all submittals, compilation of comments from other
OCII staff/outside agencies/etc.  We would need an architect that could participate on the
project from Major Phase visioning through to review of the construction permits. 


·         I would be the point of contact for this person for the project and manage their OCII role.
·         Our understanding is that John has identified David Winslow for this, though Maia also


would be appropriate.  Confirmed.
 
Planning Staff acting in their role as Planning for Prop M –  The project sponsor should file a prop M
application with the planning department and pay the associated fee.  The work for this will be
charged against this fee and accordingly is not reflected in the attached budget.   The application is
available on line:  http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=8582. 
The fee is reflected in the fee schedule and is currently $5,234. 


·         Provides design review for the Planning Department per the Design Review and Document
Approval Procedure – for any Prop M allocation as the project would require Planning
Commission approval. 


·         Will work as part of the overall OCII/Planning design review team, but would be under the
supervision of the Planning Department.


·         Our understanding is that John has identified Elizabeth Watty for this role.  Confirmed
·         You were going to confirm that this would be funded  through Prop M fees collected by


Planning, since my understanding is that for previous projects, this role was in that manner. 
Confirmed (see above).


 
Other Planning Staff Design Review Involvement  It is anticipated that this participation would
require approximately 200 hours of effort at a Planner III level and 100 hours of effort at a Planner
IV level (=$38,382).  This is our best estimate of the time given what we know about the project. 


·         This was the component you were going to talk with Gil about regarding additional Planning
staffing and time commitment and I needed to confirm internally about expectations. 
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Outside the existing architect staffing OCII and the staff person for the Prop M Planning
review, there may be the participation of John Rahaim and potentially other senior
management at occasional meetings (vs. the day-to-day meetings).  If you could talk with Gil
to get an idea of what this staffing maybe and a budget, then I will talk with Jim and Tiffany
next week about their vision for reimbursement of this work (ie, through us or direct
payment to Planning from the Warriors) . Please let me know what your thoughts are on this
last part.  I did not include this estimated time in the attached budget.   


 
Planning Commission Informational Presentations (cost included in the attached draft budget under
Task 12). 


·         I understood there was a need for Planning Commission Informational Presentation(s).  It is
anticipated that these presentations would be made by Current Planning (Liz Watty) +
Citywide Planning (Josh?) staff.  It is anticipated that there would be up to two presentations
and these would result in approximately 40 hours total provided they were simply power
point presentations (no staff report).  Note:  this does not include the commission hearing
for prop M.


 
Thank you
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE:  I will be on vacation from Monday June 23, 2014, returning on July 1, 2014.
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From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW - Transportation Scope of Work
Date: Saturday, August 09, 2014 10:48:06 AM
Attachments: updated Transportation TPs DRAFT 1 30 14 vwise.docx


Thank you very much for your review.  Attached are my comments on the SOW that we hope to
finalize by 8/13. 
The SOW looks good.  However, I do have a number of questions/comments that need to be
addressed.  I would also just like us to revisit over the phone with Luba/Jose one last time the
scenarios that we are selecting for analysis as I have one or two questions. It would be ideal to
schedule a 15-minute call before COB Wed. so that we can try to meet the agreed-upon deadline. 
Additionally, we need to connect with SFMTA to discuss the following (does not need to be done
prior to finalization of SOW):


1.        Get the latest transit data
2.        Gain agreement on the corridor grouping


 
Please review my comments on the SOW and let me know if you have any questions or have insight
about some of mine. 
 
Thank you.


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 8, 2014 9:57 AM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: GSW - Transportation Scope of Work
 
Attached are my comments on the SOW.
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 4:27 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Karl Heisler; Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran
Subject: GSW - Transportation Scope of Work
 
Hi Viktoriya and Brett
Per our conversation following our project meeting today, attached is a slightly updated
version of the transportation scope of work that removes the variants and adds back in two
alternatives to the project. Also, as discussed, the revised scope of work also removes two
intersections.  The two intersections on The Embarcadero at Harrison and at Bryant weren't
analyzed in the 1998 Mission Bay SEIR, and it would make the analysis/comparison more
straight-forward if we did not have to include them.  
 
A markup of the July 14th version of the transportation scope of work, and a CLEAN copy is
attached.
 
We look forward to your review of the transportation scope of work.
Thank you,
Luba
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Scope of Work


Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR 


Second Draft: July 3014, 2014





Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting are pleased to submit this scope of work to prepare the transportation section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed event center and sports arena to be located in the Mission Bay South Area of San Francisco. This scope of work follows the San Francisco Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002” (SF Guidelines), as applicable. 


Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


The San Francisco Planning Department requires that the scope of work for the transportation analysis be reviewed and approved by the designated transportation planner and environmental staff coordinator prior to commencement of any work by the transportation consultants.  The transportation consultants will meet and consult with Environmental Planning staff, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), and other city agencies, as determined by Environmental Planning to review, discuss and modify the draft scope of work and define the required level of detail for the transportation analysis.  The discussions will focus on items such as:


Project definition and components, including project variantalternatives;


Data collection (traffic counts, locations, day of week, and time of day);


Assumptions (study area, land use types, cumulative growth, etc.);


Methodology (trip generation methodology and appropriate sources, travel forecasts, etc.);


Analysis scenarios – future years, development and transportation network and transit service assumptions;


Extent of analysis of the project variantalternatives to the proposed project; and


Transportation section schedule and deliverables.


Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


The transportation consultants will review the project definition, land use, and transportation circulation assumptions prepared by the project sponsor and will provide written request for clarification and additional data needs that might be necessary to conduct the transportation analysis.


The transportation consultants will meet with Environmental Planning staff to confirm the definition of analysis scenarios and direction on the analysis methodologies proposed for the transportation impact assessment.  The travel demand analysis of the land use program of the proposed project (e.g., office, retail, restaurant, athletic club, movie theater, live theater) will be conducted using the SF Guidelines, while the travel demand analysis for the arena and other ancillary sport uses will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, travel characteristics at similar facilities (e.g., mode of travel, trip distribution, vehicle occupancy, parking demand, etc.), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes to and from the site. 	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: We don’t have live theater in the Guidelines.  What should we use?  Maybe we had trip gen rates for the SF Jazz project we could use?  Other suggestions?  


The transportation consultants will define the analysis scenarios in detail.  Table 1 on the next page presents the list of transportation analysis scenarios for the proposed project components.


The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum documenting the travel demand methodology, and assumptions for the arena and other proposed uses.  The memorandum will include a description of each of the analysis scenarios and assumptions used for the impact analysis, including land use, background, project-related transportation improvements, background traffic assumptions, and parking assumptions. The proposed project and project variant travel demand will be presented for each analysis scenario.  This technical memorandum will be presented to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to proceeding with the transportation impact analysis.  It is anticipated that SFMTA will also review and provide feedback on this technical memorandum.  


The transportation consultants will work with Environmental Planning and the project sponsor to develop the definition of the project variantalternatives.





			Table 1 - Scenarios for Transportation Analysis


Event Center at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32





			SCENARIOS





			WEEKDAY PERIODS


			SATURDAY


			Number of Analysis Scenarios 





			


			PM COMMUTE 


(4 To 6 PM)


			EVENING 


(6 to 8 PM)


			LATE PM 


(9 - 11 PM)


			EVENING PERIOD


(7 to 9 PM)


			





			


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: I thought in conversation with J. Malamut last week we decided to change this to be “with Giants”?  Did I misunderstand?  


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			





			Existing Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing 


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Project Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing + Project w/out events on site


			1


			


			


			


			


			1	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Can we consider replacing this with PM Commute with SF Giants Game?  I am not sure why we need a Saturday evening scenario with no events.  Alternatively maybe it should be replaced with a “Existing + Project w/live theater under PM Commute with SF Giants Game”???


			


			2





			Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Existing + Project w/ Convention Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			Existing + Project Variant


			1


			


			1


			


			


			


			


			2





			Future Year 2040 Cumulative


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Project - No Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Project – with Event 


- with Basketball Game	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: I think we’re going to need to explain why this scenario is without the Giants.  


- with Convention Event


			


1


1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			


2


1





			Project Variant – No Event 


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			TOTAL


			97


			2


			32


			2


			2


			5


			2


			2522











Task 3 – Data Collection


Traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and off-street parking data collection will be conducted for the following time periods:


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Please see comment/question above.  


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Traffic: The transportation consultants will obtain intersection turning movement volume counts at the 213 study intersections listed in Table 2a for the proposed project site from previously collected traffic count efforts, supplemented with new counts to be performed in May and June 2014, as appropriate (and previously approved by the Planning Department).


			Table 2a - Intersection Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			The Embarcadero/Harrison St


			113


			Terry Francois Blvd/16th St [a]





			2


			The Embarcadero/Bryant St


			124


			Illinois St/16th St





			31


			King St/Third St


			135


			Third St/16th St





			42


			King St/Fourth St


			146


			Fourth St/16th St





			53


			King St/Fifth St/I-280 on-/off-ramps


			157


			Owens St/16th St





			64


			Fifth/Harrison/I-80 WB off-ramp


			186


			Seventh St/Mississippi St/16th St





			75


			Fifth/Bryant.I-80 EB on-ramp


			197


			Illinois St/Mariposa St





			86


			Third St/Channel St


			2018


			Third St/Mariposa St





			97


			Fourth St/Channel St


			2119


			Mariposa St/I-280 NB off-ramp





			108


			Seventh St/Mission Bay Drive


			2220


			Mariposa St/I-280 SB on-ramp





			119


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St


			231


			Third St/Cesar Chavez St





			102


			Third St/South St


			


			





			Note:


[a] Future analysis location.











The transportation consultants will also gather on-ramp and off-ramp traffic data from Caltrans and from peak period turning movement volume counts at ramp touchdown intersections for the I-80 and I-280 ramp locations shown in Table 2b.  Freeway on-ramps and off-ramps will be analyzed based on peak hour volumes. Freeway ramp volume data will be obtained from the intersection traffic counts listed in Table 2a and supplemented, as necessary. 


			Table 2b – Freeway Ramp Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling/Bryant


			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant


			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison


			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa











Transit: Transit data will be obtained from SFMTA and regional transit operators, as appropriate, for weekday p.m., late evening, late, and Saturday evening conditions.  The transportation consultants will compile data on all Muni bus routes and rail lines (including motor coach, trolley coach, and light rail service) and stop locations within a study area generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street.


This work will include a description of Muni’s transit route service hours, peak periods, stops and headways on weekdays and Saturdays for the bus routes and rail lines within the study area.  The latest available weekday p.m., weekday late evening, late and Saturday evening peak hour ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load points (MLP) for the Muni routes and lines serving the transportation study area will be requested from Muni for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3). 


Existing ridership and capacity utilization information for the Muni bus routes and rail lines will be provided individually, as well as combined, based on access between the transportation study area and the four San Francisco superdistricts.  


Preliminary corridor grouping of Muni routes and lines for the project site (subject to discussion with the SFMTA):


North/South: K Ingleside, T Third, N Judah, 30 Stockton, 45 Union Stockton.


East/West: 10 Townsend, 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness.


The transportation consultants will also compile data on regional transit operators (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit bus and ferry service, SamTrans and Caltrain) including the nearest transit stop location within the study area boundary and the latest scheduled operations on weekdays and Saturdays. Weekday and Saturday ridership and capacity utilization for the regional service providers for the analysis periods identified in Table 1 (p. 3) will be obtained from the regional operators.


Existing Muni and regional service provider weekday p.m. peak hour screenlines will be obtained from the Planning Department.  


Pedestrians: The transportation consultants will collect pedestrian counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 at the locations shown in Table 4, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because XYZ. Effective sidewalk widths will be measured at each sidewalk analysis location, and in the vicinity of the project site.





			Table 4 - Crosswalk and Sidewalk Analysis Locations [a]





			Location


			Location	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Brett, you had a good suggestion about possibly looking at 16th Street and subsequent to following up on that with Josh we decided to look at north side of 16th and south side of South but I don to see these locations added to the sidewalk analysis.  





			Crosswalk Analysis [a]


			Sidewalk Analysis





			1


			Third St/South St


			1


			Both sides of Third St between South and 16th streets 





			2


			Third St/16th St


			2 


			North side of 16th street (for Existing + Basketball only)





			3


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St [b]


			3


			South side of South street (for Existing + Basketball only)





			Notes:


[a] All crosswalks at the listed intersections.


[b] Future analysis location.











Bicycles: The transportation consultants will conduct bicycle counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 5, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) counts without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted.


			Table 5- Bicycle Analysis Locations 





			Location





			1


			Both sides of Third Street between South and 16th streets





			2


			Both sides of 16th Street between Third and Fourth streets











Parking: The parking study area is generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street. The transportation consultants will collect off-street public parking supply and occupancy for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) from available sources such as the SFpark, SFMTA, data previously collected for the Piers 30-32 site, and other project technical studies, and conduct additional surveys for facilities and time periods for which parking supply and occupancy data is not available.  Current hours of operation and characteristics such as whether they are publicly accessible, of the off-street facilities will be identified.


The transportation consultants will also document current on-street parking regulations and illegal parking on the blocks adjacent to the proposed project, and generally describe the on-street parking regulations and parking occupancy within the parking study area.  Any loading observations will also be noted.  


Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


Using the data collected in Task 3, the transportation consultants will document existing traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, loading, bicycle and emergency vehicle access conditions within the transportation study areas and at the study intersections shown in Table 2a, including:


A base map and text for the study area, describing the street designations, street names, number of lanes and traffic flow directions;


A description of existing uses and vehicular access to the project site;


An assessment of existing parking operations at the project site, including hours of operation, supply and hourly utilization;


Intersection level of service (LOS) conditions during the peak hours at the study intersections identified in Table 2a using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual operations methodology (HCM 2000) and the Synchro traffic analysis software;


Freeway on-ramp and off-ramp LOS conditions during the peak hours at the study locations identified in Table 2b using the 2000 HCM methodology and the HCS analysis software. Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology. Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results.


Graphics indicating the existing peak hour traffic volumes and lane configuration at the study intersections identified in Table 2a;


A map and discussion of Muni and regional transit services within the transportation study area, including bus routes and bus stop locations, as well as conditions at each route’s maximum load point. A quantitative description of weekday p.m. commute period, weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour transit conditions will be provided for Muni and the regional transit service as available. Planned changes to Muni service in the Transit Effectiveness Program (TEP) will also be described.  Identification of any operational conflicts between buses or streetcars and other vehicles will be described. 


Pedestrian LOS analyses at the study locations identified in Table 4 using the HCM 2000 methodology. A qualitative assessment of pedestrian conditions (conflicts, safety and operational issues) will also be conducted;


Bicycle flows at the study locations identified in Table 5, and a qualitative discussion of general bicycle circulation conditions and the identification of any safety and right-of-way issues in the vicinity of the project site, including the description and mapping of bicycle routes. A description of changes to the bicycle network within the transportation study area being considered by the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other City proposals;


A qualitative assessment of existing weekday and Saturday on-street commercial loading conditions within the transportation study area;


A description of the existing emergency vehicle access routes to the project site; 


Passenger loading, including disabled loading and parking; and


Quantitative assessment of off-street parking supply and utilization within the parking study area, and qualitative discussion of on-street parking regulations and utilization. 


Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Variant Travel Demand


The future travel demand estimates will be developed by the transportation consultant, and reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff prior to use in the transportation impact assessment.  Travel demand estimates will be provided for vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes, and will include internal and external trips for each project and project variant component listed in Table 1, as appropriate.	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: I just want to confirm our common understanding.  There will be a No Project alternative and probably a Reduced Intensity alternative.  We will be generating travel demand estimates for both, correct?  This section is silent on Alternatives so maybe we can add a sentence or two saying what will be done.  


Sports Arena: Since sports arenas are considered “special generators,” each with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of their impact cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.  Thus, the travel demand analysis for the operation of basketball games, conventions, and other events will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, typical weekday and weekend start times of the games/events, available travel characteristics of other venues such as AT&T Park and other comparable venues (e.g., mode split, trip distribution, vehicle assignment, parking demand, transit demand), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes for the new arena. Loading demand for the arena will be based on information obtained from the project sponsor.


Other Project Land Uses: The transportation consultants will estimate the travel demand for standard proposed land uses  (i.e., retail, office, athletic club, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) using the methodology and information provided in the SF Guidelines (trip generation rates, mode splits, trip distribution, loading demand, parking demand).  Since the SF Guidelines only provide trip generation rates for the weekday p.m. peak hour, weekday evening and weekday late evening travel demand will be estimated based on temporal distribution patterns contained within Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department. To determine Saturday evening travel demand appropriate adjustments will be made to obtain similar factors for the Saturday daily based on the Saturday to weekday daily ratio from ITE Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department.	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: See my earlier comment about how this specific use is not identified in the SF Guidelines.  


The transportation consultants will estimate the number of vehicle trips associated with the existing parking lots located at the project site using the methodology described in the SF Guidelines (i.e., actual traffic data collected as part of Task 3, rather than trip generation estimates). Vehicles currently utilizing the existing surface parking facilities will be redistributed to park at other nearby off-street facilities based on their existing parking availability data obtained in Task 3.


Documentation: The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology and results of the travel demand for the proposed project and the project variant component listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  The technical memorandum will summarize the data sources, methodologies and recommended rates and factors to be used in the trip generation, mode choice, vehicle occupancies and parking demand analyses. The technical memorandum will summarize the travel demand estimates for the proposed project and project variant by land use type, mode of travel and place of origin.  A graphic showing vehicle-trip distributions and assignments will also be included.  This technical memorandum will be submitted to Planning Department staff in paper and electronic format for their review and approval prior to performing the transportation impact analyses (Task 6 – Transportation Impacts Analysis).  It is anticipated that this document will also be reviewed by OCII and SFMTA staff, as appropriate.  


Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


The transportation consultants will identify the transportation impacts associated with the proposed project and the project variant listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  This will include impacts on the study intersections, impacts on transit (capacity utilization and operation), pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, passenger and freight loading supply and demand conditions, construction related activities, and emergency vehicle access to the site.  A parking supply and demand analysis will also be presented for informational purposes.


Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate peak hour intersection and freeway ramp LOS using the HCM 2000 methodology for the study intersections identified in Table 2a for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event


Future year 2040 Cumulative - with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Pproject, project variant, and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


The traffic volumes at the study intersection and freeway ramps for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA).  The future cumulative traffic conditions at the study intersections and ramps will account for the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s and project variant’s contribution to the traffic volumes at the study intersections and freeway ramps will be shown in an Existing plus Project traffic volume figure for each analysis period/scenario, which will also identify the critical movement at each location.  Based on this information and the estimated growth in traffic volumes between existing and year 2040 conditions, the transportation consultants will calculate the proposed project contribution to future cumulative conditions at those intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, as specified in Table 1 (p. 3).  A series of 2040 Cumulative volume figures will then be prepared, identifying the critical movements at each intersection for the various cumulative scenarios.


A vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the entrance(s) to the on-site parking facilities, or other nearby off-street parking locations. 	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Please specify for which scenario.  Project + Basketball only (which seems reasonable)?  
Also, perhaps one of the vehicular entrances on South Street will be eliminated so we don’t have to do that analysis at all three ingress/egress points. 


Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology.  Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will also be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results at the freeway off-ramp intersections listed in Table 2b.  The analysis will discuss the potential for project to exacerbate existing queuing; project’s/project variant’s contributions to traffic on- and off-ramps will be summarized.  Because these on-ramps are frequently operating over-capacity during the peak hours, the transportation team will work with the Planning Department to identify a methodology for describing the project’s/project variant’s contribution to these conditions.


Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate transit capacity utilization for Muni and the regional transit providers for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event 


Future year 2040 Cumulative – with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Pproject, project variant and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


A transit impact analysis will be conducted for:	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: I want to clarify:  are we only doing screenlines?  I thought we also identified specific corridors for this project.  What about line-by-line for the few lines that are immediately adjacent?  


Muni and regional screenlines – weekday p.m. commute peak hour


Muni and regional routes serving the transportation study area – weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening


The transit ridership and capacity for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), as obtained from theEnvironmental Planning Department and SFMTA.  The future cumulative transit conditions will account for the transit ridership generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the transit capacity utilization will be estimated, and contributions where 2040 Cumulative conditions exceed the transit operator capacity utilization standard will be identified. 


A qualitative assessment of Existing plus Project conditions at the Muni Metro platform on Third Street at South Street will be conducted before and after weekday basketball and non-basketball events, subject to discussion with SFMTA.


Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


The transportation consultants will perform peak hour pedestrian LOS analyses of Existing plus Project conditions listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 4 using the HCM 2000 Methodology based on the number of new pedestrians that will be added to the network. Potential pedestrian safety issues will be identified, including vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, interruption of pedestrian circulation and potential safety issues.  A qualitative discussion of the project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Area Plan will also be included. Future year 2040 Cumulative pedestrian conditions will be assessed qualitatively.


Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively evaluate bicycle conditions for the Existing plus Project scenarios listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 5.  Potential bicycle circulation safety issues will be identified, including bicyclist-vehicular conflicts, interruption of bicycle flow and potential safety issues at the project site, as well as the effect on existing and proposed nearby bicycle routes.  In addition, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D)[footnoteRef:1] requirements for bicycle parking and related facilities will be identified and compared to the proposed supply. Future year 2040 Cumulative bicycle conditions will be assessed qualitatively. [1:  In combination with the Development Plan, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D) documents supersede the San Francisco Planning Code for the Mission Bay South Area Development Plan.] 



Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a loading supply/demand analysis for the proposed project and the project variant.  The proposed on-site loading supply will be compared to the Mission Bay South Area D4D in terms of their location, number of spaces and minimum dimensions, as applicable.  The loading supply will also be compared to the estimated demand generated by the proposed project and project variant project.  Additionally, the transportation consultant will assess the proposed loading facilities in terms of their operational characteristics, including truck movement (including truck turning pathways into the loading area), location of trash compactor, storage and removal of garbage. 


Passenger loading/unloading, including taxis, charter buses, limousines, and private autos, before and after events at the proposed arena passenger loading/unloading facilities will be assessed.  


Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


The transportation consultants will assess any potential impacts to the emergency access that could result from the proposed project and the project variant. 


Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively assess any potential temporary construction-related transportation impacts that would be generated by the proposed project and the project variant.  Construction impact evaluation will address displacement of existing parking, the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, street and/or sidewalk closures, impacts on Muni operations, and construction worker parking. 


Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a parking supply/code/demand analysis for the proposed project and the project variant.  Handicapped-accessible, bicycle and carshare spaces supplied by the proposed project and project variant will be identified.  The proposed parking supply will be compared to the requirements of the Mission Bay South Area D4D.  Any exceptions to the Mission Bay South Area D4D will be noted. 


Any deficit or surplus of parking spaces will be quantified, and discussed in relation to the effect on the parking supply in the area surrounding the project sites. The design of the access to the proposed project’s parking facilities will be assessed in terms of operational characteristics.


As described in Task 6.1, a vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the project entrance(s) to any proposed parking facility on site other nearby off-street parking locations.


Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


Mitigation measures will be proposed to improve operations if significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures may be proposed where no significant impacts have been identified.  In accordance with City guidelines, the report will clearly distinguish between mitigation measures required under CEQA, and transportation improvement measures not related to CEQA significant impacts, such as pedestrian improvement measures, parking access operations, traffic, parking and pedestrian enforcement etc.  Responsibility for implementation of identified measures will be identified, where possible. 


Task 8 –Alternative Analysis


The No Project Alternative (approved Mission Bay Plan uses on the project site) and a Lesser Intensity Alternative will be assessed qualitatively for all transportation analysis topics. Travel demand estimates will be prepared for each alternative based on the travel demand methodology presented in Task 5.  


Task 98 – Transportation Section of the EIR


The transportation consultants will prepare the transportation setting and impact analysis sections for inclusion in the EIR document.  The transportation discussion will follow the format specified by Planning Department staff, and will include setting, methodology, impact assessment, and mitigation and improvement measures.  A discussion of the underlying environmental review document (e.g., 1998 SEIR) will also be provided, as needed.  An Administrative Draft 1 of the transportation chapter will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff. 


All stand-alone submittals of the transportation section of the Draft EIR will be in paper copies (five copies), along with an electronic version. Transportation section versions included as part of the overall Administrative Draft EIR will follow the distribution format determined for the EIR.


As part of the transportation section submittal, the transportation consultants will prepare a comprehensive technical appendix that will include, but not be limited to, the following:


Proposed project access and internal/external circulation plans;


Lane geometries at the study intersections;


Traffic summaries showing turning movement volumes at the study intersections for all periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Intersection and freeway ramp LOS analysis for the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Transit capacity utilization calculations for Muni and regional transit providers for all the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Travel demand calculations for the proposed project and project variantalternatives to the project;


Travel demand analysis Technical Memorandum;


Pedestrian counts and LOS, and bicycle counts at all study locations; 


Existing and Existing plus Project parking supply and utilization; and


Draft Transportation Management Plan (to be developed by project sponsor).	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Can we say a few sentences about how the TMP will be incorporated into the analysis.  F&P is putting together what appears to be a comprehensive TMP.  How will the assumptions in the TMP be incorporated into our analysis?  For example, they are talking with SFMTA about the design of 16th street in front of the project site and that the ROW will potentially have a bike facility.  Ricardo suggested something like a TWTL between third and Illinois.  How will we incorporate?  


Two paper copies and an electronic copy of the draft technical appendix will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff for Preliminary Draft 1 and Preliminary Draft 2 submittals.  


Task 109 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


The transportation consultants will summarize and package the Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes developed in the previous tasks for submittal to the noise and air quality analysts for their studies.


Task 101:  Attendance at Meetings


The transportation consultants will meet with the Planning Department, OCII, and other city agencies, as appropriate, to work out details related to transportation scope of work, impact assumptions, methodology, and development of improvement and/or mitigation measures.


Task 112 – Draft EIR Response to Comments


The transportation consultant will prepare responses to comments made by public agencies and members of the public at large related to the transportation section of the Draft EIR.
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Link to Feedback Form
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:08:00 AM


Let’s see what happens when he gets in. 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Hussain, Lila (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:07 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Link to Feedback Form
 
I guess I will wait for Ferry to connect the link from our webpage, in case the name changes?  or
maybe I should have Ferry link to the OEWD warriors page and they can go from there?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:03 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Link to Feedback Form
 
John – is it possible to highlight the link to the feedback form on the front page of your site for the
GSW project?  Right now you have to go to the Contact tab, and it would be good to have it on the
front page (or have a different tab name so they know where to look for it).
 
We will just do a link to the actual page from ours, but for the PPT we wanted to have an easy
website to go to and “sfgov.org/piers3032 “ would be easier than
http://sfgov.org/piers3032/mission-bay-pavilion-project-feedback-form for folks to remember.
 
Thanks so much for offering to do the heavy lifting with the active website.  We are getting closer to
updating ours (get to go to class next week).  We’ll have a link to yours for now.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/



mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

http://sfgov.org/piers3032/mission-bay-pavilion-project-feedback-form

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/





 








From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW - Transportation Scope of Work
Date: Monday, August 11, 2014 7:31:57 AM


I sent over the SOW to MTA for their approval of the transit corridor groups and will work to setup a
meeting with the transportation consultants Wednesday.
 


From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC) 
Sent: Saturday, August 09, 2014 10:48 AM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW - Transportation Scope of Work
 
Thank you very much for your review.  Attached are my comments on the SOW that we hope to
finalize by 8/13. 
The SOW looks good.  However, I do have a number of questions/comments that need to be
addressed.  I would also just like us to revisit over the phone with Luba/Jose one last time the
scenarios that we are selecting for analysis as I have one or two questions. It would be ideal to
schedule a 15-minute call before COB Wed. so that we can try to meet the agreed-upon deadline. 
Additionally, we need to connect with SFMTA to discuss the following (does not need to be done
prior to finalization of SOW):


1.       Get the latest transit data
2.       Gain agreement on the corridor grouping


 
Please review my comments on the SOW and let me know if you have any questions or have insight
about some of mine. 
 
Thank you.


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 8, 2014 9:57 AM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: GSW - Transportation Scope of Work
 
Attached are my comments on the SOW.
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 4:27 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Karl Heisler; Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran
Subject: GSW - Transportation Scope of Work
 
Hi Viktoriya and Brett
Per our conversation following our project meeting today, attached is a slightly updated
version of the transportation scope of work that removes the variants and adds back in two
alternatives to the project. Also, as discussed, the revised scope of work also removes two
intersections.  The two intersections on The Embarcadero at Harrison and at Bryant weren't
analyzed in the 1998 Mission Bay SEIR, and it would make the analysis/comparison more
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straight-forward if we did not have to include them.  
 
A markup of the July 14th version of the transportation scope of work, and a CLEAN copy is
attached.
 
We look forward to your review of the transportation scope of work.
Thank you,
Luba
 
 








From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: Planning Staffing Needs
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 8:56:00 AM
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Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, June 06, 2014 4:00 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (OCII)
Cc: Oerth, Sally (OCII); jim.morales@sfgov.org; Bohee, Tiffany (OCII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Kelley, Gil
(CPC)
Subject: RE: Planning Staffing Needs
 
Hi Catherine-
Thanks for the information.  Please see below for some feedback on each of the bullet points.  I am
also proposing that we add another bullet for informational hearings at the Planning Commission. 
I am attaching a revised draft budget that reflects the information below.  The total project
estimated budget comes to $480.326 (including environmental and design services [planning as OCII
staff] as well as contingency of 20 percent).  
 


I will be out of the office next week (returning on Monday, June 16th).  In my absence, please work
with Chris on any questions you may have. 
 
Viktoriya Wise, AICP, LEED AP
Deputy ERO/Deputy Director of Environmental Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9049│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: viktoriya.wise@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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May 2014


			ATTACHMENT A - DRAFT BUDGET FOR GSW MISSION BAY PLANNING SUPPORT


			6-Jun-14


									Deputy ERO and ! Planner			E Planner IV CEQA Coordinator			E Planner IV Senior Review			E Planner IV Air Quality Specialist			E and ! Planner III			Current Planning Assistant Director			Design Services			Citywide Planner IV			Clerical (Planner Tech)			Hours by Task			Cost Per Task


			Hourly Rate			(Fully Loaded)			$154.19			$   142.86			$   142.86			$   142.86			$   120.48			$   154.19			$   120.48			$   142.86			$   72.68			-			-


			Task 1			Project Kick-Off			4			8			0			0			8			0			0			0			2			22			$2,869


			Task 2			Public Scoping and NOP			4			32			8			0			32			0			0			0			2			78			$10,332


			Task 3			Initial Study			24			80			40			4			120			0			0			0			8			276			$36,454


			Task 4			Air Quality Technical Report			0			0			0			16			0			0			0			0			0			16			$2,286


			Task 5			Alternatives			12			24			8			0			24			0			0			0			0			68			$9,313


			Task 6			Draft EIR			160			180			60			16			300			0			0			0			8			724			$97,968


			Task 7			Response to Comments			60			120			40			8			160			0			0			0			8			396			$53,110


			Task 8			Planning Commission Certification			4			4			0			2			4			0			0			0			0			14			$1,956


			Task 9			Final EIR			8			24			8			2			40			0			0			0			8			90			$11,491


			Task 10			Meetings			70			120			20			4			120			0			0			0			0			334			$45,823


			Task 11			Project Management			40			80			10			0			120			0			0			0			0			250			$33,483


			Task 12			Informational Presentation(s)			0			0			0			0			0			20			0			20			0			40			$5,941


			Task 13			Design Services (Planning as OCII Staff)			0			0			0			0			0			0			500			0			0			500			$60,240


			Sub-Total						386			672			194			52			928			20			500			20			36			2,808			$371,266


			Opt. Task 14			EIR Appeal			24			80			16			8			80			0			0			0			4			212			$28,487


			Opt. Task 15			Additional Technical Studies 			0			24			0			0			24			0			0			0			0			48			$6,320


			Sub-Total						24			104			16			8			104			0			0			0			4			260			$34,807


			Total Labor (Required and Optional Tasks)						$   63,218			$   110,859			$   30,001			$   8,572			$   124,335			$   3,084			$   60,240			$   2,857			$   2,907						$406,073


			20% Contingency (without optional tasks)																																				$   74,253


			Total Budget with Optional Tasks, Contingency																																				$   480,326


			1.  Cost estimates are for staff time subsequent to issuance of Notice to Proceed and do not include meetings and/or consultations prior to that. 


			2.  The budget and 12-month timeframe assume no changes to the core CEQA consultant team and that the consultant would have the Notice to Proceed and project description by mid-June 2014.  Changes to the consultant team or failure to provide NTP and finalize project description in June 2014 will delay CEQA schedule and increase estimated budget.


			3.  Budget is based on staff's understanding of the project description up to date.  


			4.  The estimated budget for Task 7 represent an average level of effort but ultimately depends on the quantity and complexity of public comments received during the public review process. 


			5.  Task 12 Assumes that the informational presenation is just power point (no staff report).  








Rates


			San Francisco Planning Department


			Work Order Budget - FY14-15


																					FY14-15 Assumptions:


			Project Name:																		Fringe Rate:			47.5%


			CPC Project Manager:																		Overhead Rate:			90%


			Sponsoring Dept:


			Dept Project Manager:


			Project Start Date:


			Project End Date:


			Job Class Title			Job Class			FTE			Base Hourly Rate FY14-15


Keith DeMartini: Keith DeMartini:
Assume Step 5 at the end of the fiscal year.			Fully Loaded Hourly Rate


Keith DeMartini: Keith DeMartini:
You can search position classifications and hourly rate assumptions using the City's Classification and Compensation Database (http://www.sfdhr.org/index.aspx?page=32)			Number of Hours			Total Project			Notes





			Salaries


			Planner I			5277			0.00			$35.1745			$83.54			1			$83.54


			Planner II			5278			0.00			$42.7450			$101.52			1			$101.52


			Planner III			5291			0.00			$50.7275			$120.48			1			$120.48


			Planner IV			5293			0.00			$60.1520			$142.86			1			$142.86


			Deputy Director CP			0923			0.00			$64.9212			$154.19			1			$154.19


			Deputy Director EP			0923			0.00			$64.9212			$154.19			1			$154.19


			Planner Technician			5275			0.00			$30.6039			$72.68			1			$72.68


			Senior Clerk			1406			0.00			$26.8315			$63.72			1			$63.72


			Intern			5276			0.00			$29.0718			$69.05			1			$69.05


			Manager IV			0932			0.00			$70.2975			$166.96			0			$0.00


			Subtotal						0.00									9			$962.23





			Supplies & Materials																		$0.00





			Total																		$962.23
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From: Reilly, Catherine (OCII) 
Sent: Thursday, June 05, 2014 6:43 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Oerth, Sally (OCII); jim.morales@sfgov.org; Bohee, Tiffany (OCII)
Subject: Planning Staffing Needs
 
Viktoriya – Thanks for meeting with me yesterday to go over the budget and staffing for the
Warriors project.  I need to check in with Jim Monday about what would go under the new Warriors
MOU and what would be under our existing MOU with Planning.  Sounds good – please let me know
what you decide as it affects how we set up the accounts in our system.  Additionally, a few weeks
ago we set up an account titled OCII GSW so that staff could charge their time there (e.g., the few
meetings we’ve attended thus far with OCII, the time associated with intersection selection and
coordination with MTA for a site visit, etc.).  The revised design staffing proposal you are going to
create will be helpful to have when I meet with him.  As promised, the following is a description of
the various roles we envision for Planning for the project.
 
Planning Staff as OCII staff  It is estimated that this work could take up to 500 hours over the life of
the project.  The cost estimate for this work is reflected in the attached draft budget in Task 13. 


·         Design review/process – acting at the primary OCII design review staff for the project. 
Responsible for the detailed review of all submittals, compilation of comments from other
OCII staff/outside agencies/etc.  We would need an architect that could participate on the
project from Major Phase visioning through to review of the construction permits. 


·         I would be the point of contact for this person for the project and manage their OCII role.
·         Our understanding is that John has identified David Winslow for this, though Maia also


would be appropriate.  Confirmed.
 
Planning Staff acting in their role as Planning for Prop M –  The project sponsor should file a prop M
application with the planning department and pay the associated fee.  The work for this will be
charged against this fee and accordingly is not reflected in the attached budget.   The application is
available on line:  http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=8582. 
The fee is reflected in the fee schedule and is currently $5,234. 


·         Provides design review for the Planning Department per the Design Review and Document
Approval Procedure – for any Prop M allocation as the project would require Planning
Commission approval. 


·         Will work as part of the overall OCII/Planning design review team, but would be under the
supervision of the Planning Department.


·         Our understanding is that John has identified Elizabeth Watty for this role.  Confirmed
·         You were going to confirm that this would be funded  through Prop M fees collected by


Planning, since my understanding is that for previous projects, this role was in that manner. 
Confirmed (see above).


 
Other Planning Staff Design Review Involvement  It is anticipated that this participation would
require approximately 200 hours of effort at a Planner III level and 100 hours of effort at a Planner
IV level (=$38,382).  This is our best estimate of the time given what we know about the project. 


·         This was the component you were going to talk with Gil about regarding additional Planning
staffing and time commitment and I needed to confirm internally about expectations. 
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Outside the existing architect staffing OCII and the staff person for the Prop M Planning
review, there may be the participation of John Rahaim and potentially other senior
management at occasional meetings (vs. the day-to-day meetings).  If you could talk with Gil
to get an idea of what this staffing maybe and a budget, then I will talk with Jim and Tiffany
next week about their vision for reimbursement of this work (ie, through us or direct
payment to Planning from the Warriors) . Please let me know what your thoughts are on this
last part.  I did not include this estimated time in the attached budget.   


 
Planning Commission Informational Presentations (cost included in the attached draft budget under
Task 12). 


·         I understood there was a need for Planning Commission Informational Presentation(s).  It is
anticipated that these presentations would be made by Current Planning (Liz Watty) +
Citywide Planning (Josh?) staff.  It is anticipated that there would be up to two presentations
and these would result in approximately 40 hours total provided they were simply power
point presentations (no staff report).  Note:  this does not include the commission hearing
for prop M.


 
Thank you
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE:  I will be on vacation from Monday June 23, 2014, returning on July 1, 2014.
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Link to Feedback Form
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:08:00 AM


Let’s see what happens when he gets in. 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Hussain, Lila (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:07 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Link to Feedback Form
 
I guess I will wait for Ferry to connect the link from our webpage, in case the name changes?  or
maybe I should have Ferry link to the OEWD warriors page and they can go from there?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:03 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Link to Feedback Form
 
John – is it possible to highlight the link to the feedback form on the front page of your site for the
GSW project?  Right now you have to go to the Contact tab, and it would be good to have it on the
front page (or have a different tab name so they know where to look for it).
 
We will just do a link to the actual page from ours, but for the PPT we wanted to have an easy
website to go to and “sfgov.org/piers3032 “ would be easier than
http://sfgov.org/piers3032/mission-bay-pavilion-project-feedback-form for folks to remember.
 
Thanks so much for offering to do the heavy lifting with the active website.  We are getting closer to
updating ours (get to go to class next week).  We’ll have a link to yours for now.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Jose Farran; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Paul Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao; Clarke Miller; Eric Womeldorff; Chris Mitchell; 


Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock
Subject: Re: GSW event center at Mission Bay - Draft 1 Travel Demand Analysis Memorandum
Date: Sunday, August 10, 2014 4:56:28 PM


Five bound copies of the memorandum will be delivered to the Planning Department 
by 9 AM Monday morning.


Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031


On Aug 10, 2014, at 3:28 PM, José I. Farrán wrote:


All,
 
Attached is the Draft 1 technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology, 
and results of the travel demand analysis conducted by Adavant Consulting and LCW 
Consulting for the proposed GSW event center at Mission Bay.  Two versions of the 
document are attached; the PDF file includes the entire document including appendices, 
while the MS Word file includes the main body of the memorandum.
 
Let me know if you have any problems opening any of these two files.
 
_______________________________________________________
José I. Farrán, P.E.
  Adavant
         Consulting
200 Francisco St.,  2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94133
office: (415) 362-3552; mobile: (415) 990-6412
jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com
www.AdavantConsulting.com
 
 
<Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Travel Demand Memo Draft 1 - Adavant LCW 
2014 08 08.pdf><Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Travel Demand Memo Draft 1 
- Adavant LCW 2014 08 08.docx>
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW - Transportation Scope of Work
Date: Monday, August 11, 2014 7:31:57 AM


I sent over the SOW to MTA for their approval of the transit corridor groups and will work to setup a
meeting with the transportation consultants Wednesday.
 


From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC) 
Sent: Saturday, August 09, 2014 10:48 AM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW - Transportation Scope of Work
 
Thank you very much for your review.  Attached are my comments on the SOW that we hope to
finalize by 8/13. 
The SOW looks good.  However, I do have a number of questions/comments that need to be
addressed.  I would also just like us to revisit over the phone with Luba/Jose one last time the
scenarios that we are selecting for analysis as I have one or two questions. It would be ideal to
schedule a 15-minute call before COB Wed. so that we can try to meet the agreed-upon deadline. 
Additionally, we need to connect with SFMTA to discuss the following (does not need to be done
prior to finalization of SOW):


1.       Get the latest transit data
2.       Gain agreement on the corridor grouping


 
Please review my comments on the SOW and let me know if you have any questions or have insight
about some of mine. 
 
Thank you.


From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 8, 2014 9:57 AM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: FW: GSW - Transportation Scope of Work
 
Attached are my comments on the SOW.
 


From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com [mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 4:27 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Kern, Chris (CPC); Karl Heisler; Joyce Hsiao; Paul Mitchell; Jose Farran
Subject: GSW - Transportation Scope of Work
 
Hi Viktoriya and Brett
Per our conversation following our project meeting today, attached is a slightly updated
version of the transportation scope of work that removes the variants and adds back in two
alternatives to the project. Also, as discussed, the revised scope of work also removes two
intersections.  The two intersections on The Embarcadero at Harrison and at Bryant weren't
analyzed in the 1998 Mission Bay SEIR, and it would make the analysis/comparison more
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straight-forward if we did not have to include them.  
 
A markup of the July 14th version of the transportation scope of work, and a CLEAN copy is
attached.
 
We look forward to your review of the transportation scope of work.
Thank you,
Luba
 
 








From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: FW: Planning Staffing Needs
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 8:56:24 AM
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Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, June 06, 2014 4:00 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (OCII)
Cc: Oerth, Sally (OCII); jim.morales@sfgov.org; Bohee, Tiffany (OCII); Kern, Chris (CPC); Kelley, Gil
(CPC)
Subject: RE: Planning Staffing Needs
 
Hi Catherine-
Thanks for the information.  Please see below for some feedback on each of the bullet points.  I am
also proposing that we add another bullet for informational hearings at the Planning Commission. 
I am attaching a revised draft budget that reflects the information below.  The total project
estimated budget comes to $480.326 (including environmental and design services [planning as OCII
staff] as well as contingency of 20 percent).  
 


I will be out of the office next week (returning on Monday, June 16th).  In my absence, please work
with Chris on any questions you may have. 
 
Viktoriya Wise, AICP, LEED AP
Deputy ERO/Deputy Director of Environmental Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9049│Fax: 415-558-6409
Email: viktoriya.wise@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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May 2014


			ATTACHMENT A - DRAFT BUDGET FOR GSW MISSION BAY PLANNING SUPPORT


			6-Jun-14


									Deputy ERO and ! Planner			E Planner IV CEQA Coordinator			E Planner IV Senior Review			E Planner IV Air Quality Specialist			E and ! Planner III			Current Planning Assistant Director			Design Services			Citywide Planner IV			Clerical (Planner Tech)			Hours by Task			Cost Per Task


			Hourly Rate			(Fully Loaded)			$154.19			$   142.86			$   142.86			$   142.86			$   120.48			$   154.19			$   120.48			$   142.86			$   72.68			-			-


			Task 1			Project Kick-Off			4			8			0			0			8			0			0			0			2			22			$2,869


			Task 2			Public Scoping and NOP			4			32			8			0			32			0			0			0			2			78			$10,332


			Task 3			Initial Study			24			80			40			4			120			0			0			0			8			276			$36,454


			Task 4			Air Quality Technical Report			0			0			0			16			0			0			0			0			0			16			$2,286


			Task 5			Alternatives			12			24			8			0			24			0			0			0			0			68			$9,313


			Task 6			Draft EIR			160			180			60			16			300			0			0			0			8			724			$97,968


			Task 7			Response to Comments			60			120			40			8			160			0			0			0			8			396			$53,110


			Task 8			Planning Commission Certification			4			4			0			2			4			0			0			0			0			14			$1,956


			Task 9			Final EIR			8			24			8			2			40			0			0			0			8			90			$11,491


			Task 10			Meetings			70			120			20			4			120			0			0			0			0			334			$45,823


			Task 11			Project Management			40			80			10			0			120			0			0			0			0			250			$33,483


			Task 12			Informational Presentation(s)			0			0			0			0			0			20			0			20			0			40			$5,941


			Task 13			Design Services (Planning as OCII Staff)			0			0			0			0			0			0			500			0			0			500			$60,240


			Sub-Total						386			672			194			52			928			20			500			20			36			2,808			$371,266


			Opt. Task 14			EIR Appeal			24			80			16			8			80			0			0			0			4			212			$28,487


			Opt. Task 15			Additional Technical Studies 			0			24			0			0			24			0			0			0			0			48			$6,320


			Sub-Total						24			104			16			8			104			0			0			0			4			260			$34,807


			Total Labor (Required and Optional Tasks)						$   63,218			$   110,859			$   30,001			$   8,572			$   124,335			$   3,084			$   60,240			$   2,857			$   2,907						$406,073


			20% Contingency (without optional tasks)																																				$   74,253


			Total Budget with Optional Tasks, Contingency																																				$   480,326


			1.  Cost estimates are for staff time subsequent to issuance of Notice to Proceed and do not include meetings and/or consultations prior to that. 


			2.  The budget and 12-month timeframe assume no changes to the core CEQA consultant team and that the consultant would have the Notice to Proceed and project description by mid-June 2014.  Changes to the consultant team or failure to provide NTP and finalize project description in June 2014 will delay CEQA schedule and increase estimated budget.


			3.  Budget is based on staff's understanding of the project description up to date.  


			4.  The estimated budget for Task 7 represent an average level of effort but ultimately depends on the quantity and complexity of public comments received during the public review process. 


			5.  Task 12 Assumes that the informational presenation is just power point (no staff report).  








Rates


			San Francisco Planning Department


			Work Order Budget - FY14-15


																					FY14-15 Assumptions:


			Project Name:																		Fringe Rate:			47.5%


			CPC Project Manager:																		Overhead Rate:			90%


			Sponsoring Dept:


			Dept Project Manager:


			Project Start Date:


			Project End Date:


			Job Class Title			Job Class			FTE			Base Hourly Rate FY14-15


Keith DeMartini: Keith DeMartini:
Assume Step 5 at the end of the fiscal year.			Fully Loaded Hourly Rate


Keith DeMartini: Keith DeMartini:
You can search position classifications and hourly rate assumptions using the City's Classification and Compensation Database (http://www.sfdhr.org/index.aspx?page=32)			Number of Hours			Total Project			Notes





			Salaries


			Planner I			5277			0.00			$35.1745			$83.54			1			$83.54


			Planner II			5278			0.00			$42.7450			$101.52			1			$101.52


			Planner III			5291			0.00			$50.7275			$120.48			1			$120.48


			Planner IV			5293			0.00			$60.1520			$142.86			1			$142.86


			Deputy Director CP			0923			0.00			$64.9212			$154.19			1			$154.19


			Deputy Director EP			0923			0.00			$64.9212			$154.19			1			$154.19


			Planner Technician			5275			0.00			$30.6039			$72.68			1			$72.68


			Senior Clerk			1406			0.00			$26.8315			$63.72			1			$63.72


			Intern			5276			0.00			$29.0718			$69.05			1			$69.05


			Manager IV			0932			0.00			$70.2975			$166.96			0			$0.00


			Subtotal						0.00									9			$962.23





			Supplies & Materials																		$0.00





			Total																		$962.23
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From: Reilly, Catherine (OCII) 
Sent: Thursday, June 05, 2014 6:43 PM
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Oerth, Sally (OCII); jim.morales@sfgov.org; Bohee, Tiffany (OCII)
Subject: Planning Staffing Needs
 
Viktoriya – Thanks for meeting with me yesterday to go over the budget and staffing for the
Warriors project.  I need to check in with Jim Monday about what would go under the new Warriors
MOU and what would be under our existing MOU with Planning.  Sounds good – please let me know
what you decide as it affects how we set up the accounts in our system.  Additionally, a few weeks
ago we set up an account titled OCII GSW so that staff could charge their time there (e.g., the few
meetings we’ve attended thus far with OCII, the time associated with intersection selection and
coordination with MTA for a site visit, etc.).  The revised design staffing proposal you are going to
create will be helpful to have when I meet with him.  As promised, the following is a description of
the various roles we envision for Planning for the project.
 
Planning Staff as OCII staff  It is estimated that this work could take up to 500 hours over the life of
the project.  The cost estimate for this work is reflected in the attached draft budget in Task 13. 


·         Design review/process – acting at the primary OCII design review staff for the project. 
Responsible for the detailed review of all submittals, compilation of comments from other
OCII staff/outside agencies/etc.  We would need an architect that could participate on the
project from Major Phase visioning through to review of the construction permits. 


·         I would be the point of contact for this person for the project and manage their OCII role.
·         Our understanding is that John has identified David Winslow for this, though Maia also


would be appropriate.  Confirmed.
 
Planning Staff acting in their role as Planning for Prop M –  The project sponsor should file a prop M
application with the planning department and pay the associated fee.  The work for this will be
charged against this fee and accordingly is not reflected in the attached budget.   The application is
available on line:  http://www.sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=8582. 
The fee is reflected in the fee schedule and is currently $5,234. 


·         Provides design review for the Planning Department per the Design Review and Document
Approval Procedure – for any Prop M allocation as the project would require Planning
Commission approval. 


·         Will work as part of the overall OCII/Planning design review team, but would be under the
supervision of the Planning Department.


·         Our understanding is that John has identified Elizabeth Watty for this role.  Confirmed
·         You were going to confirm that this would be funded  through Prop M fees collected by


Planning, since my understanding is that for previous projects, this role was in that manner. 
Confirmed (see above).


 
Other Planning Staff Design Review Involvement  It is anticipated that this participation would
require approximately 200 hours of effort at a Planner III level and 100 hours of effort at a Planner
IV level (=$38,382).  This is our best estimate of the time given what we know about the project. 


·         This was the component you were going to talk with Gil about regarding additional Planning
staffing and time commitment and I needed to confirm internally about expectations. 



mailto:jim.morales@sfgov.org
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Outside the existing architect staffing OCII and the staff person for the Prop M Planning
review, there may be the participation of John Rahaim and potentially other senior
management at occasional meetings (vs. the day-to-day meetings).  If you could talk with Gil
to get an idea of what this staffing maybe and a budget, then I will talk with Jim and Tiffany
next week about their vision for reimbursement of this work (ie, through us or direct
payment to Planning from the Warriors) . Please let me know what your thoughts are on this
last part.  I did not include this estimated time in the attached budget.   


 
Planning Commission Informational Presentations (cost included in the attached draft budget under
Task 12). 


·         I understood there was a need for Planning Commission Informational Presentation(s).  It is
anticipated that these presentations would be made by Current Planning (Liz Watty) +
Citywide Planning (Josh?) staff.  It is anticipated that there would be up to two presentations
and these would result in approximately 40 hours total provided they were simply power
point presentations (no staff report).  Note:  this does not include the commission hearing
for prop M.


 
Thank you
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE:  I will be on vacation from Monday June 23, 2014, returning on July 1, 2014.
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From: lubaw@lcwconsulting.com
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Jose Farran; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Paul Mitchell; Joyce Hsiao; Clarke Miller; Eric Womeldorff; Chris Mitchell; 


Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock
Subject: Re: GSW event center at Mission Bay - Draft 1 Travel Demand Analysis Memorandum
Date: Sunday, August 10, 2014 4:56:30 PM


Five bound copies of the memorandum will be delivered to the Planning Department 
by 9 AM Monday morning.


Luba C. Wyznyckyj, AICP
LCW Consulting
3990 20th Street
San Francisco, CA 94114
(t) 415-252-7255
(c) 415-385-7031


On Aug 10, 2014, at 3:28 PM, José I. Farrán wrote:


All,
 
Attached is the Draft 1 technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology, 
and results of the travel demand analysis conducted by Adavant Consulting and LCW 
Consulting for the proposed GSW event center at Mission Bay.  Two versions of the 
document are attached; the PDF file includes the entire document including appendices, 
while the MS Word file includes the main body of the memorandum.
 
Let me know if you have any problems opening any of these two files.
 
_______________________________________________________
José I. Farrán, P.E.
  Adavant
         Consulting
200 Francisco St.,  2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94133
office: (415) 362-3552; mobile: (415) 990-6412
jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com
www.AdavantConsulting.com
 
 
<Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Travel Demand Memo Draft 1 - Adavant LCW 
2014 08 08.pdf><Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Travel Demand Memo Draft 1 
- Adavant LCW 2014 08 08.docx>
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From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Link to Feedback Form
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:07:04 AM


I guess I will wait for Ferry to connect the link from our webpage, in case the name changes?  or
maybe I should have Ferry link to the OEWD warriors page and they can go from there?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:03 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Link to Feedback Form
 
John – is it possible to highlight the link to the feedback form on the front page of your site for the
GSW project?  Right now you have to go to the Contact tab, and it would be good to have it on the
front page (or have a different tab name so they know where to look for it).
 
We will just do a link to the actual page from ours, but for the PPT we wanted to have an easy
website to go to and “sfgov.org/piers3032 “ would be easier than
http://sfgov.org/piers3032/mission-bay-pavilion-project-feedback-form for folks to remember.
 
Thanks so much for offering to do the heavy lifting with the active website.  We are getting closer to
updating ours (get to go to class next week).  We’ll have a link to yours for now.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=134B9B74E2F044C9A45B25ABC6094359-LILA HUSSAIN

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

http://sfgov.org/piers3032/mission-bay-pavilion-project-feedback-form

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Luba C. Wyznyckyj (lubaw@lcwconsulting.com); José I. Farrán (jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com); Clarke Miller


(CMiller@stradasf.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Murphy, Mary G.


(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)


Subject: GSW Transportation SOW Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:21:38 AM
Attachments: MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30_Combined Comments.docx


Attached are comments on the draft SOW, including project sponsor comments.
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Scope of Work


Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR 


Second Draft: July 30, 2014





Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting are pleased to submit this scope of work to prepare the transportation section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed event center and sports arena to be located in the Mission Bay South Area of San Francisco. This scope of work follows the San Francisco Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002” (SF Guidelines), as applicable. 


Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


The San Francisco Planning Department requires that the scope of work for the transportation analysis be reviewed and approved by the designated transportation planner and environmental staff coordinator prior to commencement of any work by the transportation consultants.  The transportation consultants will meet and consult with Environmental Planning staff, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), and other city agencies, as determined by Environmental Planning to review, discuss and modify the draft scope of work and define the required level of detail for the transportation analysis.  The discussions will focus on items such as:


Project definition and components, including alternatives;


Data collection (traffic counts, locations, day of week, and time of day);


Assumptions (study area, land use types, cumulative growth, etc.);


Methodology (trip generation methodology and appropriate sources, travel forecasts, etc.);


Analysis scenarios – (future years, development and transportation network and transit service assumptions);;


Extent of analysis of the alternatives to the proposed project; and


Transportation section schedule and deliverables.


Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


The transportation consultants will review the project definition, land use, and transportation circulation assumptions prepared by the project sponsor and will provide written request for clarification and additional data needs that might be necessary to conduct the transportation analysis.


The transportation consultants will meet with Environmental Planning staff to confirm the definition of analysis scenarios and direction on the analysis methodologies proposed for the transportation impact assessment.  The travel demand analysis of the land use program of the proposed project (e.g., office, retail, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) will be conducted using the SF Guidelines, while the travel demand analysis for the arena and other ancillary sport uses will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, travel characteristics at similar facilities (e.g., mode of travel, trip distribution, vehicle occupancy, parking demand, etc.), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes to and from the site. For the live theater use, the travel demand analysis will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday.  The analysis will assume movie theater and live theater functions taking place concurrently with an event at the event center.


The transportation consultants will define the analysis scenarios in detail.  Table 1 on the next page presents the list of transportation analysis scenarios for the proposed project components.


The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum documenting the travel demand methodology, and assumptions for the arena and other proposed uses.  The memorandum will include a description of each of the analysis scenarios and assumptions used for the impact analysis, including land use, background, project-related transportation improvements, background traffic assumptions, and parking assumptions. The proposed project travel demand will be presented for each analysis scenario.  This technical memorandum will be presented to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to proceeding with the transportation impact analysis.  It is anticipated that SFMTA will also review and provide feedback on this technical memorandum.  


The transportation consultants will work with Environmental Planning and the project sponsor to develop the definition of the project alternatives.





			Table 1 - Scenarios for Transportation Analysis


Event Center at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32





			SCENARIOS





			WEEKDAY PERIODS


			SATURDAY


			Number of Analysis Scenarios 





			


			PM COMMUTE 


(4 To 6 PM)


			EVENING 


(6 to 8 PM)


			LATE PM 


(9 - 11 PM)


			EVENING PERIOD


(7 to 9 PM)


			





			


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Per discussion with the City Attorney, staff recommends that the late PM scenario also include conditions with the SF Giants Game.  


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			





			Existing Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing 


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Project Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing + Project w/out events on site


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Existing + Project w/ Convention Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			Future Year 2040 Cumulative


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Project - No Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Project – with Event 


- with Basketball Game


- with Convention Event


			


1


1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			


2


1





			TOTAL


			7


			2


			2


			2


			2


			5


			2


			22











Task 3 – Data Collection


Traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and off-street parking data collection will be conducted for the following time periods:


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Traffic: The transportation consultants will obtain intersection turning movement volume counts at the 23 21 study intersections listed in Table 2a for the proposed project site from previously collected traffic count efforts, supplemented with new counts to be performed in May (May 15th, 20th, 21st, 27th, 29th, and 31st) and June (June 7th and 11th) 2014, as appropriate (and previously approved by the Planning Department).


			Table 2a - Intersection Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			King St/Third St


			11


			Terry Francois Blvd/16th St [a]





			2


			King St/Fourth St


			12


			Illinois St/16th St





			3


			King St/Fifth St/I-280 on-/off-ramps


			13


			Third St/16th St





			4


			Fifth/Harrison/I-80 WB off-ramp


			14


			Fourth St/16th St





			5


			Fifth/Bryant.I-80 EB on-ramp


			15


			Owens St/16th St





			6


			Third St/Channel St


			16


			Seventh St/Mississippi St/16th St





			7


			Fourth St/Channel St


			17


			Illinois St/Mariposa St





			8


			Seventh St/Mission Bay Drive


			18


			Third St/Mariposa St





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St


			19


			Mariposa St/I-280 NB off-ramp





			10


			Third St/South St


			20


			Mariposa St/I-280 SB on-ramp





			


			


			21


			Third St/Cesar Chavez St





			Note:


[a] Future analysis location - not currently an intersection. Sixteenth Street is not continuous between Illinois Street and Terry François Boulevard and will be extended from Illinois Street to Terry François Boulevard as part of the proposed project.. 











The transportation consultants will also gather on-ramp and off-ramp traffic data from Caltrans and from peak period turning movement volume counts at ramp touchdown intersections for the I-80 and I-280 ramp locations shown in Table 2b.  Freeway on-ramps and off-ramps will be analyzed based on peak hour volumes. Freeway ramp volume data will be obtained from the intersection traffic counts listed in Table 2a and supplemented, as necessary. 


			Table 2b – Freeway Ramp Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling/Bryant


			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant


			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison


			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa











Transit: Transit data will be obtained from SFMTA and regional transit operators, as appropriate, for weekday p.m., late evening, late evening, and Saturday evening conditions.  The transportation consultants will compile data on all Muni bus routes and rail lines (including motor coach, trolley coach, and light rail service) and stop locations within a study area generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street.


This work will include a description of Muni’s transit route service hours, peak periods, stops and headways on weekdays and Saturdays for the bus routes and rail lines within the study area.  The latest available weekday p.m., weekday late evening, late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load points (MLP) for the Muni routes and lines serving the transportation study area will be requested from Muni for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3). 


Existing ridership and capacity utilization information for the Muni bus routes and rail lines will be provided individually, as well as combined, based on access between the transportation study area and the four San Francisco superdistricts.  


Preliminary corridor grouping of Muni routes and lines for the project site (subject to discussion with the SFMTA):


North/South: K Ingleside, T Third, N Judah, 30 Stockton, 45 Union Stockton.


East/West: 10 Townsend, 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness.


The transportation consultants will also compile data on regional transit operators (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit bus and ferry service, SamTrans and Caltrain) including the nearest transit stop location within the study area boundary and the latest scheduled operations on weekdays and Saturdays. Weekday and Saturday ridership and capacity utilization for the regional service providers for the analysis periods identified in Table 1 (p. 3) will be obtained from the regional operators.


Existing Muni and regional service provider weekday p.m. peak hour screenlines will be obtained from the Planning Department.  


Pedestrians: The transportation consultants will collect pedestrian counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 43, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few pedestrians are present at the study locations during the late evening period. Effective sidewalk widths will be measured at each sidewalk analysis location, and in the vicinity of the project site.





			Table 4 3 - Crosswalk and Sidewalk Analysis Locations [a]





			Location


			Location





			Crosswalk Analysis [a]


			Sidewalk Analysis





			1


			Third St/South St


			1


			Both sides of Third St between South and 16th streets 





			2


			Third St/16th St


			2 


			North side of 16th St





			3


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St [b]


			3


			South side of South St





			Notes:


[a] All crosswalks at the listed intersections.


[b] Future analysis location.











Bicycles: The transportation consultants will conduct bicycle counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 54, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) counts without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few bicyclists are present at the study locations during the late evening period..


			Table 54- Bicycle Analysis Locations 	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add Terry Francois Blvd to locations.





			Location





			1


			Both sides of Third Street between South and 16th streets





			2


			Both sides of 16th Street between Third and Fourth streets











Parking: The parking study area is generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street. The transportation consultants will collect off-street public parking supply and occupancy for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) from available sources such as the SFpark, SFMTA, data previously collected for the Piers 30-32 site, and other project technical studies, and conduct additional surveys for facilities and time periods for which parking supply and occupancy data is not available.  Current hours of operation and characteristics such as whether they are publicly accessible, of the off-street facilities will be identified.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add reference to MB shuttle program.


The transportation consultants will also document current on-street parking regulations and illegal parking on the blocks adjacent to the proposed project, and generally describe the on-street parking regulations and parking occupancy within the parking study area.  Any loading observations will also be noted.  


Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


Using the data collected in Task 3, the transportation consultants will document existing traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, bicycle, loading,  and emergency vehicle access conditions within the transportation study areas and at the study intersections shown in Table 2a, including:


A base map and text for the study area, describing the street designations, street names, number of lanes and traffic flow directions;


A description of existing uses and vehicular access to the project site;


An assessment of existing parking operations at the project site, including hours of operation, supply and hourly utilization;


Intersection level of service (LOS) conditions during the peak hours at the study intersections identified in Table 2a using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual operations methodology (HCM 2000) and the Synchro traffic analysis software;


Freeway on-ramp and off-ramp LOS conditions during the peak hours at the study locations identified in Table 2b using the 2000 HCM methodology and the HCS analysis software. Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology. Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results.


Graphics indicating the existing peak hour traffic volumes and lane configuration at the study intersections identified in Table 2a;


A map and discussion of Muni and regional transit services within the transportation study area, including bus routes and bus stop locations, as well as conditions at each route’s maximum load point. A quantitative description of weekday p.m. commute period, weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour transit conditions will be provided for Muni and the regional transit service as available. Planned changes to Muni service in the Transit Effectiveness Program (TEP) will also be described.  Identification of any operational conflicts between buses or streetcars and other vehicles will be described. 


Pedestrian LOS analyses at the study locations identified in Table 4 3 using the HCM 2000 methodology. A qualitative assessment of pedestrian conditions (conflicts, safety and operational issues) will also be conducted;


Bicycle flows at the study locations identified in Table 54, and a qualitative discussion of general bicycle circulation conditions and the identification of any safety and right-of-way issues in the vicinity of the project site, including the description and mapping of bicycle routes. A description of changes to the bicycle network within the transportation study area being considered by the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other City proposals;


A qualitative assessment of existing weekday and Saturday on-street commercial loading conditions within the transportation study area;


A description of the existing emergency vehicle access routes to the project site; 


Passenger loading, including disabled loading and parking; and


Quantitative assessment of off-street parking supply and utilization within the parking study area, and qualitative discussion of on-street parking regulations and utilization. 


Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


The future travel demand estimates will be developed by the transportation consultant, and reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff prior to use in the transportation impact assessment.  Travel demand estimates will be provided for vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes, and will include internal and external trips for each project component listed in Table 1, as appropriate.	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: I just want to confirm our common understanding.  There will be a No Project alternative and probably a Reduced Intensity alternative.  We will be generating travel demand estimates for both, correct?    

YES. THE NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE WILL BE THE PREVIOUSLY-APPROVED USES ON THE SITE, AND THE REDUCED INTENSITEY WILL NEED TO BE DEVELOPED.

OCII will need to define what previously approved uses and intensities are,



Sports Arena: Since sports arenas are considered “special generators,” each with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of their impact cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.  Thus, the travel demand analysis for the operation of basketball games, conventions, and other events will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, typical weekday and weekend start times of the games/events, available travel characteristics of other venues such as AT&T Park and other comparable venues (e.g., mode split, trip distribution, vehicle assignment, parking demand, transit demand), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access ingress and egress routes for the new arena. Loading demand for the arena will be based on information obtained from the project sponsor.


Other Project Land Uses: The transportation consultants will estimate the travel demand for standard proposed land uses  (i.e., retail, office, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) using the methodology and information provided in the SF Guidelines (trip generation rates, mode splits, trip distribution, loading demand, parking demand).  For the live theater use, trip generation will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday. Since the SF Guidelines only provide trip generation rates for the weekday p.m. peak hour, weekday evening and weekday late evening travel demand will be estimated based on temporal distribution patterns contained within Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department. To determine Saturday evening travel demand appropriate adjustments will be made to obtain similar factors for the Saturday daily based on the Saturday to weekday daily ratio from ITE Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department.


The transportation consultants will estimate the number of vehicle trips associated with the existing parking lots located at the project site using the methodology described in the SF Guidelines (i.e., actual traffic data collected as part of Task 3, rather than trip generation estimates). Vehicles currently utilizing the existing surface parking facilities will be redistributed to park at other nearby off-street facilities based on their existing parking availability data obtained in Task 3.


Documentation: The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology and results of the travel demand for the proposed project component listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  The technical memorandum will summarize the data sources, methodologies and recommended rates and factors to be used in the trip generation, mode choice, vehicle occupancies and parking demand analyses. The technical memorandum will summarize the travel demand estimates for the proposed project by land use type, mode of travel and place of origin.  A graphic showing vehicle-trip distributions and assignments will also be included.  This technical memorandum will be submitted to Planning Department staff in paper and electronic format for their review and approval prior to performing the transportation impact analyses (Task 6 – Transportation Impacts Analysis).  It is anticipated that this document will also be reviewed by OCII and SFMTA staff, as appropriate.  


Alternatives: Travel demand estimates for up to two alternatives to the proposed project will be developed based on the methodology presented above for the proposed project uses. The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses). The travel demand for the alternatives will be documented in a separate technical memorandum, and will be reviewed by Planning Department, OCII and SFMTA staff. See Task 8 for alternatives analysis.  


Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


The transportation consultants will identify the transportation impacts associated with the proposed project listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  This will include impacts on the study intersections, impacts on transit (capacity utilization and operation), pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, passenger and freight loading supply and demand conditions, construction related activities, and emergency vehicle access to the site.  A parking supply and demand analysis will also be presented for informational purposes.


The transportation impact analysis will reflect planned improvements to the transportation network (e.g., relocation and realignment of Terry Francois Boulevard with the eastern edge of Blocks 30 and 32), any changes/features included as part of the proposed project (e.g., wider sidewalks, plazas, adjacent bicycle lanes), as well as the draft Transportation Management Plan for events at the proposed arena. 


Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate peak hour intersection and freeway ramp LOS using the HCM 2000 methodology for the study intersections identified in Table 2a for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event


Future year 2040 Cumulative - with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


The traffic volumes at the study intersection and freeway ramps for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA).  The future cumulative traffic conditions at the study intersections and ramps will account for the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the traffic volumes at the study intersections and freeway ramps will be shown in an Existing plus Project traffic volume figure for each analysis period/scenario, which will also identify the critical movement at each location.  Based on this information and the estimated growth in traffic volumes between existing and year 2040 conditions, the transportation consultants will calculate the proposed project contribution to future cumulative conditions at those intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, as specified in Table 1 (p. 3).  A series of 2040 Cumulative volume figures will then be prepared, identifying the critical movements at each intersection for the various cumulative scenarios.


A vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the entrance(s) to the on-site parking facilities, or other nearby off-street parking locations for Existing plus project scenarios. 


Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology.  Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will also be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results at the freeway off-ramp intersections listed in Table 2b.  The analysis will discuss the potential for project to exacerbate existing queuing; project’s contributions to traffic on- and off-ramps will be summarized.  Because these on-ramps are frequently operating over-capacity during the peak hours, the transportation team will work with the Planning Department to identify a methodology for describing the project’s contribution to these conditions.


Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate transit capacity utilization for Muni and the regional transit providers for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event 


Future year 2040 Cumulative – with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


A transit impact analysis will be conducted for:


Muni and regional screenlines – weekday p.m. commute peak hour


Muni and regional routes serving the transportation study area, by individual route/line and by corridor – weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening


The transit ridership and capacity for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), as obtained from theEnvironmental Planning Department and SFMTA.  The future cumulative transit conditions will account for the transit ridership generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the transit capacity utilization will be estimated, and contributions where 2040 Cumulative conditions exceed the transit operator capacity utilization standard will be identified. 


A qualitative assessment of Existing plus Project conditions at the Muni Metro platform on Third Street at South Street will be conducted before and after weekday basketball and non-basketball events, subject to discussion with SFMTA.


Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


The transportation consultants will perform peak hour pedestrian LOS analyses of Existing plus Project conditions listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 4 3 using the HCM 2000 Methodology based on the number of new pedestrians that will be added to the network. Potential pedestrian safety issues will be identified, including vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, interruption of pedestrian circulation and potential safety issues.  A qualitative discussion of the project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Area Plan will also be included. Future year 2040 Cumulative pedestrian conditions will be assessed qualitatively.


Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively evaluate bicycle conditions for the Existing plus Project scenarios listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 54.  Potential bicycle circulation safety issues will be identified, including bicyclist-vehicular conflicts, interruption of bicycle flow and potential safety issues at the project site, as well as the effect on existing and proposed nearby bicycle routes.  In addition, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D)[footnoteRef:2] requirements for bicycle parking and related facilities will be identified and compared to the proposed supply. Future year 2040 Cumulative bicycle conditions will be assessed qualitatively. [2:  In combination with the Development Plan, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D) document supersedes the San Francisco Planning Code for the Mission Bay South Area Development Plan.] 



Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a loading supply/demand analysis for the proposed project.  The proposed on-site loading supply will be compared to the Mission Bay South Area D4D in terms of their location, number of spaces and minimum dimensions, as applicable.  The loading supply will also be compared to the estimated demand generated by the proposed project.  Additionally, the transportation consultant will assess the proposed loading facilities in terms of their operational characteristics, including truck movement (including truck turning pathways into the loading area), location of trash compactor, storage and removal of garbage. 


Passenger loading/unloading, including taxis, charter buses, limousines, and private autos, before and after events at the proposed arena passenger loading/unloading facilities will be assessed.  


Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


The transportation consultants will assess any potential impacts to the emergency access that could result from the proposed project. 


Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively assess any potential temporary construction-related transportation impacts that would be generated by the proposed project.  Construction impact evaluation will address displacement of existing parking, the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, street and/or sidewalk closures, impacts on Muni operations, and construction worker parking. 


Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a parking supply/code/demand analysis for the proposed project.  Handicapped-accessible, bicycle and carshare spaces supplied by the proposed project will be identified.  The proposed parking supply will be compared to the requirements of the Mission Bay South Area D4D.  Any exceptions to the Mission Bay South Area D4D will be noted. 


Any deficit or surplus of parking spaces will be quantified, and discussed in relation to the effect on the parking supply in the area surrounding the project sites. The design of the access to the proposed project’s parking facilities will be assessed in terms of operational characteristics.


As described in Task 6.1, a vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the project entrance(s) to any proposed parking facility on site other nearby off-street parking locations.


Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


Mitigation measures will be proposed to improve operations if significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures may be proposed where no significant impacts have been identified.  In accordance with City guidelines, the report will clearly distinguish between mitigation measures required under CEQA, and transportation improvement measures not related to CEQA significant impacts, such as pedestrian improvement measures, parking access operations, traffic, parking and pedestrian enforcement etc.  Responsibility for implementation of identified measures will be identified, where possible. 


Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


The No Project Alternative (approved Mission Bay Plan uses on the project site) and a Lesser Intensity Alternative will be assessed qualitatively for variousall  transportation scenarios.  Depending on definition of the alternatives and the outcome of the travel demand memo, the Planning Department may require at a later time limited quantitative analysis.  The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses).  The scenarios will be developed in conjunction with development of the alternatives in consultation with the Planning Department and OCII.  The analysis will cover all transportation topics. analysis topics... Travel demand estimates will be prepared for each alternative based on the travel demand methodology presented in Task 5.  


Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


The transportation consultants will prepare the transportation setting and impact analysis sections for inclusion in the EIR document.  The transportation discussion will follow the format specified by Planning Department staff, and will include setting, methodology, impact assessment, and mitigation and improvement measures.  A discussion of the underlying environmental review document (e.g., 1998 SEIR) will also be provided, as needed.  An Administrative Draft 1 of the transportation chapter will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff. 


All stand-alone submittals of the transportation section of the Draft EIR will be in paper copies (five copies), along with an electronic version. Transportation section versions included as part of the overall Administrative Draft EIR will follow the distribution format determined for the EIR.


As part of the transportation section submittal, the transportation consultants will prepare a comprehensive technical appendix that will include, but not be limited to, the following:


Proposed project access and internal/external circulation plans;


Lane geometries at the study intersections;


Traffic summaries showing turning movement volumes at the study intersections for all periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Intersection and freeway ramp LOS analysis for the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Transit capacity utilization calculations for Muni and regional transit providers for all the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Travel demand calculations for the proposed project and alternatives to the project;


Travel demand analysis Technical Memorandum;


Pedestrian counts and LOS, and bicycle counts at all study locations; 


Existing and Existing plus Project parking supply and utilization; and


Draft Transportation Management Plan (to be developed by project sponsor).


Two paper copies and an electronic copy of the draft technical appendix will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff for Preliminary Draft 1 and Preliminary Draft 2 submittals.  


Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


The transportation consultants will summarize and package the Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes developed in the previous tasks for submittal to the noise and air quality analysts for their studies.


Task 11: – Attendance at Meetings


The transportation consultants will meet with the Planning Department, OCII, and other city agencies, as appropriate, to work out details related to transportation scope of work, impact assumptions, methodology, and development of improvement and/or mitigation measures.


Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments


The transportation consultant will prepare responses to comments made by public agencies and members of the public at large related to the transportation section of the Draft EIR.
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Link to Feedback Form
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:42:00 AM


I think for today it would be good to bring the comment form (or a link to it) to the front page so
folks know where to go.  Thanks for the help!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Gavin, John (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:35 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Link to Feedback Form
 
I can move the feedback form to the front page.  We are currently working on a revamped
site, so any input you have about the current one would be helpful.
 
-jg
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:02 AM
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Link to Feedback Form
 
John – is it possible to highlight the link to the feedback form on the front page of your site for the
GSW project?  Right now you have to go to the Contact tab, and it would be good to have it on the
front page (or have a different tab name so they know where to look for it).
 
We will just do a link to the actual page from ours, but for the PPT we wanted to have an easy
website to go to and “sfgov.org/piers3032 “ would be easier than
http://sfgov.org/piers3032/mission-bay-pavilion-project-feedback-form for folks to remember.
 
Thanks so much for offering to do the heavy lifting with the active website.  We are getting closer to
updating ours (get to go to class next week).  We’ll have a link to yours for now.
 



mailto:john.gavin@sfgov.org

mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

http://sfgov.org/piers3032/mission-bay-pavilion-project-feedback-form





Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Luba C. Wyznyckyj (lubaw@lcwconsulting.com); José I. Farrán (jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com); Clarke Miller


(CMiller@stradasf.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Murphy, Mary G.


(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)


Subject: GSW Transportation SOW Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:21:38 AM
Attachments: MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30_Combined Comments.docx


Attached are comments on the draft SOW, including project sponsor comments.



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=67BDABC659C24C8683A48BF436A14F2D-BRETT BOLLINGER
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mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=53ddc14b15cb409584d3f7b15453f64a-Viktoriya Wise
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Scope of Work


Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR 


Second Draft: July 30, 2014





Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting are pleased to submit this scope of work to prepare the transportation section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed event center and sports arena to be located in the Mission Bay South Area of San Francisco. This scope of work follows the San Francisco Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002” (SF Guidelines), as applicable. 


Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


The San Francisco Planning Department requires that the scope of work for the transportation analysis be reviewed and approved by the designated transportation planner and environmental staff coordinator prior to commencement of any work by the transportation consultants.  The transportation consultants will meet and consult with Environmental Planning staff, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), and other city agencies, as determined by Environmental Planning to review, discuss and modify the draft scope of work and define the required level of detail for the transportation analysis.  The discussions will focus on items such as:


Project definition and components, including alternatives;


Data collection (traffic counts, locations, day of week, and time of day);


Assumptions (study area, land use types, cumulative growth, etc.);


Methodology (trip generation methodology and appropriate sources, travel forecasts, etc.);


Analysis scenarios – (future years, development and transportation network and transit service assumptions);;


Extent of analysis of the alternatives to the proposed project; and


Transportation section schedule and deliverables.


Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


The transportation consultants will review the project definition, land use, and transportation circulation assumptions prepared by the project sponsor and will provide written request for clarification and additional data needs that might be necessary to conduct the transportation analysis.


The transportation consultants will meet with Environmental Planning staff to confirm the definition of analysis scenarios and direction on the analysis methodologies proposed for the transportation impact assessment.  The travel demand analysis of the land use program of the proposed project (e.g., office, retail, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) will be conducted using the SF Guidelines, while the travel demand analysis for the arena and other ancillary sport uses will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, travel characteristics at similar facilities (e.g., mode of travel, trip distribution, vehicle occupancy, parking demand, etc.), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes to and from the site. For the live theater use, the travel demand analysis will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday.  The analysis will assume movie theater and live theater functions taking place concurrently with an event at the event center.


The transportation consultants will define the analysis scenarios in detail.  Table 1 on the next page presents the list of transportation analysis scenarios for the proposed project components.


The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum documenting the travel demand methodology, and assumptions for the arena and other proposed uses.  The memorandum will include a description of each of the analysis scenarios and assumptions used for the impact analysis, including land use, background, project-related transportation improvements, background traffic assumptions, and parking assumptions. The proposed project travel demand will be presented for each analysis scenario.  This technical memorandum will be presented to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to proceeding with the transportation impact analysis.  It is anticipated that SFMTA will also review and provide feedback on this technical memorandum.  


The transportation consultants will work with Environmental Planning and the project sponsor to develop the definition of the project alternatives.





			Table 1 - Scenarios for Transportation Analysis


Event Center at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32





			SCENARIOS





			WEEKDAY PERIODS


			SATURDAY


			Number of Analysis Scenarios 





			


			PM COMMUTE 


(4 To 6 PM)


			EVENING 


(6 to 8 PM)


			LATE PM 


(9 - 11 PM)


			EVENING PERIOD


(7 to 9 PM)


			





			


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Per discussion with the City Attorney, staff recommends that the late PM scenario also include conditions with the SF Giants Game.  


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			





			Existing Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing 


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Project Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing + Project w/out events on site


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Existing + Project w/ Convention Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			Future Year 2040 Cumulative


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Project - No Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Project – with Event 


- with Basketball Game


- with Convention Event


			


1


1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			


2


1





			TOTAL


			7


			2


			2


			2


			2


			5


			2


			22











Task 3 – Data Collection


Traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and off-street parking data collection will be conducted for the following time periods:


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Traffic: The transportation consultants will obtain intersection turning movement volume counts at the 23 21 study intersections listed in Table 2a for the proposed project site from previously collected traffic count efforts, supplemented with new counts to be performed in May (May 15th, 20th, 21st, 27th, 29th, and 31st) and June (June 7th and 11th) 2014, as appropriate (and previously approved by the Planning Department).


			Table 2a - Intersection Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			King St/Third St


			11


			Terry Francois Blvd/16th St [a]





			2


			King St/Fourth St


			12


			Illinois St/16th St





			3


			King St/Fifth St/I-280 on-/off-ramps


			13


			Third St/16th St





			4


			Fifth/Harrison/I-80 WB off-ramp


			14


			Fourth St/16th St





			5


			Fifth/Bryant.I-80 EB on-ramp


			15


			Owens St/16th St





			6


			Third St/Channel St


			16


			Seventh St/Mississippi St/16th St





			7


			Fourth St/Channel St


			17


			Illinois St/Mariposa St





			8


			Seventh St/Mission Bay Drive


			18


			Third St/Mariposa St





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St


			19


			Mariposa St/I-280 NB off-ramp





			10


			Third St/South St


			20


			Mariposa St/I-280 SB on-ramp





			


			


			21


			Third St/Cesar Chavez St





			Note:


[a] Future analysis location - not currently an intersection. Sixteenth Street is not continuous between Illinois Street and Terry François Boulevard and will be extended from Illinois Street to Terry François Boulevard as part of the proposed project.. 











The transportation consultants will also gather on-ramp and off-ramp traffic data from Caltrans and from peak period turning movement volume counts at ramp touchdown intersections for the I-80 and I-280 ramp locations shown in Table 2b.  Freeway on-ramps and off-ramps will be analyzed based on peak hour volumes. Freeway ramp volume data will be obtained from the intersection traffic counts listed in Table 2a and supplemented, as necessary. 


			Table 2b – Freeway Ramp Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling/Bryant


			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant


			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison


			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa











Transit: Transit data will be obtained from SFMTA and regional transit operators, as appropriate, for weekday p.m., late evening, late evening, and Saturday evening conditions.  The transportation consultants will compile data on all Muni bus routes and rail lines (including motor coach, trolley coach, and light rail service) and stop locations within a study area generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street.


This work will include a description of Muni’s transit route service hours, peak periods, stops and headways on weekdays and Saturdays for the bus routes and rail lines within the study area.  The latest available weekday p.m., weekday late evening, late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load points (MLP) for the Muni routes and lines serving the transportation study area will be requested from Muni for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3). 


Existing ridership and capacity utilization information for the Muni bus routes and rail lines will be provided individually, as well as combined, based on access between the transportation study area and the four San Francisco superdistricts.  


Preliminary corridor grouping of Muni routes and lines for the project site (subject to discussion with the SFMTA):


North/South: K Ingleside, T Third, N Judah, 30 Stockton, 45 Union Stockton.


East/West: 10 Townsend, 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness.


The transportation consultants will also compile data on regional transit operators (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit bus and ferry service, SamTrans and Caltrain) including the nearest transit stop location within the study area boundary and the latest scheduled operations on weekdays and Saturdays. Weekday and Saturday ridership and capacity utilization for the regional service providers for the analysis periods identified in Table 1 (p. 3) will be obtained from the regional operators.


Existing Muni and regional service provider weekday p.m. peak hour screenlines will be obtained from the Planning Department.  


Pedestrians: The transportation consultants will collect pedestrian counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 43, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few pedestrians are present at the study locations during the late evening period. Effective sidewalk widths will be measured at each sidewalk analysis location, and in the vicinity of the project site.





			Table 4 3 - Crosswalk and Sidewalk Analysis Locations [a]





			Location


			Location





			Crosswalk Analysis [a]


			Sidewalk Analysis





			1


			Third St/South St


			1


			Both sides of Third St between South and 16th streets 





			2


			Third St/16th St


			2 


			North side of 16th St





			3


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St [b]


			3


			South side of South St





			Notes:


[a] All crosswalks at the listed intersections.


[b] Future analysis location.











Bicycles: The transportation consultants will conduct bicycle counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 54, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) counts without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few bicyclists are present at the study locations during the late evening period..


			Table 54- Bicycle Analysis Locations 	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add Terry Francois Blvd to locations.





			Location





			1


			Both sides of Third Street between South and 16th streets





			2


			Both sides of 16th Street between Third and Fourth streets











Parking: The parking study area is generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street. The transportation consultants will collect off-street public parking supply and occupancy for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) from available sources such as the SFpark, SFMTA, data previously collected for the Piers 30-32 site, and other project technical studies, and conduct additional surveys for facilities and time periods for which parking supply and occupancy data is not available.  Current hours of operation and characteristics such as whether they are publicly accessible, of the off-street facilities will be identified.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add reference to MB shuttle program.


The transportation consultants will also document current on-street parking regulations and illegal parking on the blocks adjacent to the proposed project, and generally describe the on-street parking regulations and parking occupancy within the parking study area.  Any loading observations will also be noted.  


Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


Using the data collected in Task 3, the transportation consultants will document existing traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, bicycle, loading,  and emergency vehicle access conditions within the transportation study areas and at the study intersections shown in Table 2a, including:


A base map and text for the study area, describing the street designations, street names, number of lanes and traffic flow directions;


A description of existing uses and vehicular access to the project site;


An assessment of existing parking operations at the project site, including hours of operation, supply and hourly utilization;


Intersection level of service (LOS) conditions during the peak hours at the study intersections identified in Table 2a using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual operations methodology (HCM 2000) and the Synchro traffic analysis software;


Freeway on-ramp and off-ramp LOS conditions during the peak hours at the study locations identified in Table 2b using the 2000 HCM methodology and the HCS analysis software. Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology. Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results.


Graphics indicating the existing peak hour traffic volumes and lane configuration at the study intersections identified in Table 2a;


A map and discussion of Muni and regional transit services within the transportation study area, including bus routes and bus stop locations, as well as conditions at each route’s maximum load point. A quantitative description of weekday p.m. commute period, weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour transit conditions will be provided for Muni and the regional transit service as available. Planned changes to Muni service in the Transit Effectiveness Program (TEP) will also be described.  Identification of any operational conflicts between buses or streetcars and other vehicles will be described. 


Pedestrian LOS analyses at the study locations identified in Table 4 3 using the HCM 2000 methodology. A qualitative assessment of pedestrian conditions (conflicts, safety and operational issues) will also be conducted;


Bicycle flows at the study locations identified in Table 54, and a qualitative discussion of general bicycle circulation conditions and the identification of any safety and right-of-way issues in the vicinity of the project site, including the description and mapping of bicycle routes. A description of changes to the bicycle network within the transportation study area being considered by the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other City proposals;


A qualitative assessment of existing weekday and Saturday on-street commercial loading conditions within the transportation study area;


A description of the existing emergency vehicle access routes to the project site; 


Passenger loading, including disabled loading and parking; and


Quantitative assessment of off-street parking supply and utilization within the parking study area, and qualitative discussion of on-street parking regulations and utilization. 


Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


The future travel demand estimates will be developed by the transportation consultant, and reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff prior to use in the transportation impact assessment.  Travel demand estimates will be provided for vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes, and will include internal and external trips for each project component listed in Table 1, as appropriate.	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: I just want to confirm our common understanding.  There will be a No Project alternative and probably a Reduced Intensity alternative.  We will be generating travel demand estimates for both, correct?    

YES. THE NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE WILL BE THE PREVIOUSLY-APPROVED USES ON THE SITE, AND THE REDUCED INTENSITEY WILL NEED TO BE DEVELOPED.

OCII will need to define what previously approved uses and intensities are,



Sports Arena: Since sports arenas are considered “special generators,” each with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of their impact cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.  Thus, the travel demand analysis for the operation of basketball games, conventions, and other events will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, typical weekday and weekend start times of the games/events, available travel characteristics of other venues such as AT&T Park and other comparable venues (e.g., mode split, trip distribution, vehicle assignment, parking demand, transit demand), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access ingress and egress routes for the new arena. Loading demand for the arena will be based on information obtained from the project sponsor.


Other Project Land Uses: The transportation consultants will estimate the travel demand for standard proposed land uses  (i.e., retail, office, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) using the methodology and information provided in the SF Guidelines (trip generation rates, mode splits, trip distribution, loading demand, parking demand).  For the live theater use, trip generation will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday. Since the SF Guidelines only provide trip generation rates for the weekday p.m. peak hour, weekday evening and weekday late evening travel demand will be estimated based on temporal distribution patterns contained within Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department. To determine Saturday evening travel demand appropriate adjustments will be made to obtain similar factors for the Saturday daily based on the Saturday to weekday daily ratio from ITE Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department.


The transportation consultants will estimate the number of vehicle trips associated with the existing parking lots located at the project site using the methodology described in the SF Guidelines (i.e., actual traffic data collected as part of Task 3, rather than trip generation estimates). Vehicles currently utilizing the existing surface parking facilities will be redistributed to park at other nearby off-street facilities based on their existing parking availability data obtained in Task 3.


Documentation: The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology and results of the travel demand for the proposed project component listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  The technical memorandum will summarize the data sources, methodologies and recommended rates and factors to be used in the trip generation, mode choice, vehicle occupancies and parking demand analyses. The technical memorandum will summarize the travel demand estimates for the proposed project by land use type, mode of travel and place of origin.  A graphic showing vehicle-trip distributions and assignments will also be included.  This technical memorandum will be submitted to Planning Department staff in paper and electronic format for their review and approval prior to performing the transportation impact analyses (Task 6 – Transportation Impacts Analysis).  It is anticipated that this document will also be reviewed by OCII and SFMTA staff, as appropriate.  


Alternatives: Travel demand estimates for up to two alternatives to the proposed project will be developed based on the methodology presented above for the proposed project uses. The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses). The travel demand for the alternatives will be documented in a separate technical memorandum, and will be reviewed by Planning Department, OCII and SFMTA staff. See Task 8 for alternatives analysis.  


Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


The transportation consultants will identify the transportation impacts associated with the proposed project listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  This will include impacts on the study intersections, impacts on transit (capacity utilization and operation), pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, passenger and freight loading supply and demand conditions, construction related activities, and emergency vehicle access to the site.  A parking supply and demand analysis will also be presented for informational purposes.


The transportation impact analysis will reflect planned improvements to the transportation network (e.g., relocation and realignment of Terry Francois Boulevard with the eastern edge of Blocks 30 and 32), any changes/features included as part of the proposed project (e.g., wider sidewalks, plazas, adjacent bicycle lanes), as well as the draft Transportation Management Plan for events at the proposed arena. 


Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate peak hour intersection and freeway ramp LOS using the HCM 2000 methodology for the study intersections identified in Table 2a for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event


Future year 2040 Cumulative - with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


The traffic volumes at the study intersection and freeway ramps for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA).  The future cumulative traffic conditions at the study intersections and ramps will account for the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the traffic volumes at the study intersections and freeway ramps will be shown in an Existing plus Project traffic volume figure for each analysis period/scenario, which will also identify the critical movement at each location.  Based on this information and the estimated growth in traffic volumes between existing and year 2040 conditions, the transportation consultants will calculate the proposed project contribution to future cumulative conditions at those intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, as specified in Table 1 (p. 3).  A series of 2040 Cumulative volume figures will then be prepared, identifying the critical movements at each intersection for the various cumulative scenarios.


A vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the entrance(s) to the on-site parking facilities, or other nearby off-street parking locations for Existing plus project scenarios. 


Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology.  Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will also be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results at the freeway off-ramp intersections listed in Table 2b.  The analysis will discuss the potential for project to exacerbate existing queuing; project’s contributions to traffic on- and off-ramps will be summarized.  Because these on-ramps are frequently operating over-capacity during the peak hours, the transportation team will work with the Planning Department to identify a methodology for describing the project’s contribution to these conditions.


Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate transit capacity utilization for Muni and the regional transit providers for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event 


Future year 2040 Cumulative – with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


A transit impact analysis will be conducted for:


Muni and regional screenlines – weekday p.m. commute peak hour


Muni and regional routes serving the transportation study area, by individual route/line and by corridor – weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening


The transit ridership and capacity for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), as obtained from theEnvironmental Planning Department and SFMTA.  The future cumulative transit conditions will account for the transit ridership generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the transit capacity utilization will be estimated, and contributions where 2040 Cumulative conditions exceed the transit operator capacity utilization standard will be identified. 


A qualitative assessment of Existing plus Project conditions at the Muni Metro platform on Third Street at South Street will be conducted before and after weekday basketball and non-basketball events, subject to discussion with SFMTA.


Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


The transportation consultants will perform peak hour pedestrian LOS analyses of Existing plus Project conditions listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 4 3 using the HCM 2000 Methodology based on the number of new pedestrians that will be added to the network. Potential pedestrian safety issues will be identified, including vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, interruption of pedestrian circulation and potential safety issues.  A qualitative discussion of the project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Area Plan will also be included. Future year 2040 Cumulative pedestrian conditions will be assessed qualitatively.


Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively evaluate bicycle conditions for the Existing plus Project scenarios listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 54.  Potential bicycle circulation safety issues will be identified, including bicyclist-vehicular conflicts, interruption of bicycle flow and potential safety issues at the project site, as well as the effect on existing and proposed nearby bicycle routes.  In addition, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D)[footnoteRef:2] requirements for bicycle parking and related facilities will be identified and compared to the proposed supply. Future year 2040 Cumulative bicycle conditions will be assessed qualitatively. [2:  In combination with the Development Plan, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D) document supersedes the San Francisco Planning Code for the Mission Bay South Area Development Plan.] 



Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a loading supply/demand analysis for the proposed project.  The proposed on-site loading supply will be compared to the Mission Bay South Area D4D in terms of their location, number of spaces and minimum dimensions, as applicable.  The loading supply will also be compared to the estimated demand generated by the proposed project.  Additionally, the transportation consultant will assess the proposed loading facilities in terms of their operational characteristics, including truck movement (including truck turning pathways into the loading area), location of trash compactor, storage and removal of garbage. 


Passenger loading/unloading, including taxis, charter buses, limousines, and private autos, before and after events at the proposed arena passenger loading/unloading facilities will be assessed.  


Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


The transportation consultants will assess any potential impacts to the emergency access that could result from the proposed project. 


Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively assess any potential temporary construction-related transportation impacts that would be generated by the proposed project.  Construction impact evaluation will address displacement of existing parking, the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, street and/or sidewalk closures, impacts on Muni operations, and construction worker parking. 


Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a parking supply/code/demand analysis for the proposed project.  Handicapped-accessible, bicycle and carshare spaces supplied by the proposed project will be identified.  The proposed parking supply will be compared to the requirements of the Mission Bay South Area D4D.  Any exceptions to the Mission Bay South Area D4D will be noted. 


Any deficit or surplus of parking spaces will be quantified, and discussed in relation to the effect on the parking supply in the area surrounding the project sites. The design of the access to the proposed project’s parking facilities will be assessed in terms of operational characteristics.


As described in Task 6.1, a vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the project entrance(s) to any proposed parking facility on site other nearby off-street parking locations.


Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


Mitigation measures will be proposed to improve operations if significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures may be proposed where no significant impacts have been identified.  In accordance with City guidelines, the report will clearly distinguish between mitigation measures required under CEQA, and transportation improvement measures not related to CEQA significant impacts, such as pedestrian improvement measures, parking access operations, traffic, parking and pedestrian enforcement etc.  Responsibility for implementation of identified measures will be identified, where possible. 


Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


The No Project Alternative (approved Mission Bay Plan uses on the project site) and a Lesser Intensity Alternative will be assessed qualitatively for variousall  transportation scenarios.  Depending on definition of the alternatives and the outcome of the travel demand memo, the Planning Department may require at a later time limited quantitative analysis.  The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses).  The scenarios will be developed in conjunction with development of the alternatives in consultation with the Planning Department and OCII.  The analysis will cover all transportation topics. analysis topics... Travel demand estimates will be prepared for each alternative based on the travel demand methodology presented in Task 5.  


Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


The transportation consultants will prepare the transportation setting and impact analysis sections for inclusion in the EIR document.  The transportation discussion will follow the format specified by Planning Department staff, and will include setting, methodology, impact assessment, and mitigation and improvement measures.  A discussion of the underlying environmental review document (e.g., 1998 SEIR) will also be provided, as needed.  An Administrative Draft 1 of the transportation chapter will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff. 


All stand-alone submittals of the transportation section of the Draft EIR will be in paper copies (five copies), along with an electronic version. Transportation section versions included as part of the overall Administrative Draft EIR will follow the distribution format determined for the EIR.


As part of the transportation section submittal, the transportation consultants will prepare a comprehensive technical appendix that will include, but not be limited to, the following:


Proposed project access and internal/external circulation plans;


Lane geometries at the study intersections;


Traffic summaries showing turning movement volumes at the study intersections for all periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Intersection and freeway ramp LOS analysis for the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Transit capacity utilization calculations for Muni and regional transit providers for all the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Travel demand calculations for the proposed project and alternatives to the project;


Travel demand analysis Technical Memorandum;


Pedestrian counts and LOS, and bicycle counts at all study locations; 


Existing and Existing plus Project parking supply and utilization; and


Draft Transportation Management Plan (to be developed by project sponsor).


Two paper copies and an electronic copy of the draft technical appendix will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff for Preliminary Draft 1 and Preliminary Draft 2 submittals.  


Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


The transportation consultants will summarize and package the Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes developed in the previous tasks for submittal to the noise and air quality analysts for their studies.


Task 11: – Attendance at Meetings


The transportation consultants will meet with the Planning Department, OCII, and other city agencies, as appropriate, to work out details related to transportation scope of work, impact assumptions, methodology, and development of improvement and/or mitigation measures.


Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments


The transportation consultant will prepare responses to comments made by public agencies and members of the public at large related to the transportation section of the Draft EIR.
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Brett Bollinger; Reilly, Catherine (OCII)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya
Subject: FW: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 5:37:00 PM
Attachments: Prelim Draft GSW Mission Bay Initial Study_Cultural Only_08-08-14+ck.docx


Hi Brett and Catherine,
Please see my comments in the attached version of the sample IS topic. Overall, I think ESA did a
great job implementing our less than clear direction… Per my message earlier today, comments on
this from GSW, CAO and OCII are due to EP by COB Friday 8/15. We’ll consolidate comments before
forwarding to ESA the week of 8/18.
 
Thanks,
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 2:17 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell
Subject: Fwd: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
 
Hi Chris,
Please forward the sample section to the entire team, and be sure to request that they send you
comments by Aug 15, COB.  We assume that you will then forward us the consolidated comments.
We can include discussion of the comments on the agenda for Aug 20, if necessary.
Thanks,
Joyce
 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com


-------- Original Message --------
Subject:Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs


Date:Fri, 8 Aug 2014 20:54:28 +0000
From:Paul Mitchell <PMitchell@esassoc.com>
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mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=53ddc14b15cb409584d3f7b15453f64a-Viktoriya Wise
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Initial Study


Project Address/Title


Planning Department Case No. 20XX.XXXXE


A.	PROJECT DESCRIPTION


B.	PROJECT SETTING


C.	COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS


			


			Applicable


			Not Applicable





			Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed to the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable.


			|_|


			|X|





			Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or Region, if applicable.


			|X|


			|_|





			Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other than the Planning Department or the Department of Building Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies.


			|X|


			|_|











D.	SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS


The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor.





			[bookmark: Check8]|_|


			Land Use


			|_|


			Air Quality


			|_|


			Biological Resources





			|_|


			Aesthetics


			|_|


			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			|_|


			Geology and Soils





			|_|


			Population and Housing


			|_|


			Wind and Shadow


			|_|


			Hydrology and Water Quality





			|_|


			Cultural and Paleo. Resources


			|_|


			Recreation


			|_|


			Hazards/Hazardous Materials





			|_|


			Transportation and Circulation


			|_|


			Utilities and Service Systems


			|_|


			Mineral/Energy Resources





			|_|


			Noise


			|_|


			Public Services


			|_|


			Agricultural and Forest Resources





			


			


			


			


			|_|


			Mandatory Findings of Significance











	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Impact Identified and Analyzed in Prior EIR	Comment by Chris Kern: Consider simplifying checklist columns as follows:
Significant Effects not Identified in Prior EIR
Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR
Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives
No new or More Severe Significant Effects

For all criteria that do not require further analysis in the focused EIR, only the last box (Column 4) would be checked.


			Proposed Changes to the Project Result in New or 
More Severe Impacts


			Substantial Changes Occurred With Respect to the Circumstances Under Which the Project is Undertaken that will Result in New or More Severe Impacts; or New Information is Available Showing New or More Severe Impacts


			Newly Feasible or Different Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			Mitigation Measures in the Prior EIR and/or Newly Added Mitigation Measures Adequately Address Impacts


			Less than Significant Impact in Prior EIR or Topic Not Previously Analyzed and No Significant Project Impact 





			4.	CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES—Would the project:


			


			


			


			


			


			





			a)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|





			c)	Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			[bookmark: Check2]|X|


			|_|








Summary of Cultural Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


Summary of Historic Architectural Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic architectural resources present within or adjacent to the Mission Bay plan area. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that former Fire Station 30, located at Third Street and Mission Rock Street within the Mission Bay plan area, was potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); and the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges, located at China Basin Channel located adjacent to but outside the Mission Bay plan area, were determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.[footnoteRef:1] These historic architectural resources were are not located within, or in proximity to, the Blocks 29 to 32 site. [1:  	In 1989, the Lefty O’Doul Bridge was designated City Landmark No. 194.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design Impacts section determined that the proposed demolition of former Fire Station 30 would be a significant impact to this historic architectural resource, however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR further determined that the since the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges were located outside the Mission Bay plan area, and those structures and their setting would not be modified under the Mission Bay project, that impacts to those historic architectural resources would be less than significant. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined the Mission Bay plan would result in a significant impact to historic architectural resources, and identified mitigation measures to reduce the impact to a less than significant level; however, the impact and associated mitigation measures are not applicable to the Blocks 29 to 32 site.


Historic and Prehistoric Archaeological Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Cultural Resources section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic and prehistoric resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including information from a Cultural Resources Evaluation conducted in 1987 by David Chavez & Associates, and supplemented with an archaeological resources review conducted in 1997 by David Chavez & Associates. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study indicated the overall potential for prehistoric Native American sites within the Mission Bay plan area was low, however, there was potential for historic-period archaeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area associated with the use of the area for industrial purposes and as a City landfill in the nineteenth and early twentieth century. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study presented mapping of areas within the Mission Bay project area that had the most notable potential for subsurface historic and prehistoric cultural resources; this included the portion of the Mission Bay plan area south of and including 16th Street (i.e., immediately south of and adjacent to the project site).[footnoteRef:2] No substantial potential for archeological resources was identified in most areas composed of filled land in the former Mission Bay, including the project site, with the exception of the opposite (north) margin of Mission Bay, which was used as the City dump in the late 19th century.  [2:  	Potential historic-period resources in this area were identified as being associated with 19th century shipbuilding activities at Potrero Point (Point San Quentin), which extended northward into the southeast corner of Mission Bay nearly to 16th Street, and with a nearby glass factory. ] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study acknowledged that construction under the Mission Bay plan could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources; however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including potential impacts within the vicinity of Blocks 29 to 32, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level. 


Impact Evaluation


Historic Architectural Resources


Impact CP-1: The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. However, as discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any historic architectural resources within or in proximity of the project site, and correspondingly, did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site. Given the absence of historic architectural resources on or in proximity to the project site, the construction and operation of these proposed uses would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to historic architectural resources. 


At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, several buildings and facilities were located and operating on the project site. These buildings and structures were subsequently removed, and the project site has been subject to grading, some excavation, and construction of paved surface parking lots, fencing and associated utilities on portions of the site. This change in conditions on the project site has not altered the fact that the site contains no historic architectural resources, as those facilities that were removed from the project site did not have any historic architectural status or importance, nor would it alter the effects of the project with respect to impacts on historic architectural resources. 


Pursuant to mitigation identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the sole historic architectural resource located within the Mission Bay plan area (former Fire Station 30) was evaluated and determined to be eligible for the NRHP.[footnoteRef:3] This change in conditions for this resource, however, has no effect on conditions regarding the absence of historic architectural resources at or in the vicinity of the project site. There are no other new historic architectural resources, including City Landmarks and/or historic districts, that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, there have been no substantial changes with respect to circumstances under which the project is undertaken nor has any new information become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project.  [3:  	Former Fire Station 30 has since been rehabilitated consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, converted to provide a community meeting room and house the Arson Task Force, and integrated with the newly-constructed Public Safety Building. ] 



As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts historic architectural resources within the project site. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduced project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Consequently, no previously-identified new mitigation measures to address project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required.


On the bases of the factors discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR on historical resources as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the Planning Code.


	


Archaeological Resources


Impact CP-2: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric- or historic-era archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts, including within Blocks 29 to 32, to a less-than-significant level. 


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. Construction activities would require excavation, grading and pile driving, which could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources, should such resources be present. These types of subsurface construction activities were anticipated and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and there is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of previously-identified significant impacts to archaeological resources.


As discussed under Historic Architectural Resources, above, since preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project site has been subject to subsurface disturbance from grading, some excavation activities and new construction. This change in conditions on the project site would not create the potential for the project to result in new or more severe impacts to potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources that may be present on the site. 


There are no other new historic or prehistoric archaeological resources that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.[footnoteRef:4] Therefore, no new information has become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. [4:  	The “Prehistoric Native American Shell Middens on Mission Bay, San Francisco” archaeological district, recently determined eligible for the National Register, is located in the South of Market neighborhood (in the vicinity of the original northern shoreline of the Mission Bay), and consequently, is not located in proximity to the project site, and moreover, is completely outside the Mission Bay plan area.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including the project site, to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce archaeological resources at the project site. While there are no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives required to reduce project impacts to archaeological resources beyond those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the City has since updated its standard mitigation measures for accidental discovery of archeological resources which would augment and replace the FSEIR Mitigation D.6, as specified below. 


[Reviewers: This approach to revising mitigation measures is consistent with what is used in CPEs.]


Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Implementing FSEIR Mitigation D.6: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities being undertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet. 


Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils disturbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 


If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant from the pool of qualified archaeological consultants maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.


Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archaeological monitoring program; or an archeological testing program. If an archeological monitoring program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site security program if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions.


The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and describing the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 


Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD three copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.


It is noted that, because the Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 implements FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, it does not indicate the presence of a new more severe significant impact or an impact of greater severity than was analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR. Consistent with the conclusions of the FSEIR, FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, as implemented through Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, would reduce the proposed project’s impact to a less-than-significant level. As such, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts on archeological resources than were analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR.


	


Paleontological Resources


Impact CP-3: The project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)


Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, or traces of once-living organisms preserved in rocks and sediments. Paleontological resources are lithologically dependent; that is, deposition and preservation of paleontological resources are related to the lithologic unit in which they occur. If the rock types representing a deposition environment conducive to deposition and preservation of fossils are not favorable, fossils will not be present. Rock types that may contain fossils include sedimentary and volcanic formations. 


The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts on paleontological resources within the Mission Bay Plan area, including the project site. However, the project site is not considered a sensitive area for paleontological resources or unique geological features related to such resources. The project site is underlain by artificial fill and Bay Mud to a depth over 50 feet (i.e., below the depth of proposed excavation), and these soil layers are not sensitive for paleontological resources.


Proposed project construction activities would require pile driving activities which were assumed in the Mission Bay FSEIR to occur in the Mission Bay plan area, including within the project site. There is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would be substantially different from that analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


The proposed installation of piles at the project site would involve limited disruption of the underlying geologic units. As noted above, excavation at the project site would encounter only artificial fill and Bay Mud; both of these units have a low paleontological potential per Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) criteria.[footnoteRef:5] In addition, the project would not involve excavation of exposed rock outcrops that would destroy a unique geologic feature. Therefore, impacts related to paleontological resources and geologic features would be less than significant. [5:  	The SVP has established guidelines for the identification, assessment, and mitigation of adverse impacts on nonrenewable paleontological resources. Many federal, state, county, and city agencies have either formally or informally adopted the SVP’s standard guidelines for the mitigation of adverse construction-related impacts on paleontological resources. The SVP has helped define the value of paleontological resources and, in particular, indicates that geologic units of high paleontological potential are those from which vertebrate or significant invertebrate or significant suites of plant fossils have been recovered in the past (i.e., are represented in institutional collections). Areas that contain potentially datable organic remains older than the Recent era, including deposits associated with nests or middens, and areas that may contain new vertebrate deposits, traces, or trackways, are also classified as significant. Geologic units of low paleontological potential are those that are not known to have produced a substantial body of significant paleontological material. As such, the sensitivity of an area with respect to paleontological resources hinges on its geologic setting and whether significant fossils have been discovered in the area or in similar geologic units.] 



	


Human Remains


Impact CP-4: The proposed project would not disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)	Comment by Chris Kern: Discuss that this topic was not addressed in FSEIR and add impact significance conclusion as done for paleo resources above.


To date, no known human burial locations have been identified within the project site. The possibility cannot be entirely discounted, as human remains could exist anywhere. Project construction could result in direct impacts to previously undiscovered human remains during earthmoving activities. 


Under State law, human remains and associated burial items may be significant resources in two ways: they may be significant to descendant communities for patrimonial, cultural, lineage, and religious reasons and human remains may also be important to the scientific community, such as prehistorians, epidemiologists, and physical anthropologists. The specific stake of some descendant groups in ancestral burials is a matter of law for some groups, such as Native Americans (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98). In other cases, the concerns of the associated descendent group regarding appropriate treatment and disposition of discovered human burials may become known only through outreach. Beliefs concerning appropriate treatment, study, and disposition of human remains and associated burial items may be inconsistent and even conflict between descendent and scientific communities. CEQA and other State regulations concerning Native American human remains provide the following procedural requirements to assist in avoiding potential adverse effects to human remains within the contexts of their value to both descendants communities and the scientific community: 


· When an initial study identifies the existence or probable likelihood that a project would impact Native American human remains, the lead agency is to contact and work with the appropriate Native American representatives identified through the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to develop an agreement for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and any associated burial items (CEQA Guidelines Section15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98)


· If human remains are accidentally discovered, the county coroner must be contacted. If the county coroner determines that the human remains are Native American, the coroner must contact the NAHC within 24 hours. The NAHC must identify the most likely descendant (MLD) to provide for the opportunity to make recommendations for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and associated burial items. If the MLD fails to make recommendations within 24 hours of notification or the project applicant rejects the recommendations of the MLD, the Native American human remains and associated burial items must be reburied in a location not subject to future disturbance within the project site (Public Resources Code Section 5097.98).


· If potentially affected human remains/burial may have scientific significance, whether or not having significance to Native Americans or other descendent communities, then under CEQA, the appropriate mitigation of effect may require the recovery of the scientific information of the remains/burial through identification, evaluation, data recovery, analysis, and interpretation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(2)).


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


[bookmark: _GoBack]Impact C-CP: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, could result in significant impacts to cultural resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)	Comment by Chris Kern: Please also address cumulative impacts in paleo resources and human remains.


The geographic scope for potential cumulative cultural resources generally includes the Mission Bay area. Cumulative projects within the project vicinity would be required to undergo separate environmental review, as necessary. As the proposed project would have no impacts to historic architectural resources, it therefore would not contribute to any such cumulative impact. 


Similar to the proposed project as described under Impacts CP-2 and CP-4, the cumulative projects could have a significant impact on both recorded and unrecorded archeological resources, including human remains interred outside of formal cemeteries, given the substantial amount of construction-related ground disturbance that could occur. The impacts of the proposed project when considered together with similar impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects could contribute to a significant cumulative impact to cultural resources. However, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2, as standard City-required mitigation, would also apply to cumulative projects based on each project’s potential to affect archeological resources and would reduce cumulative impacts to cultural resources to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure: Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	1	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision


Project Name	2	ESA / Project No.


Type of document	Date


Preliminary  Subject to Revision


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	2	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision






To:Chris Kern <Chris.Kern@sfgov.org>, "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>,
"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>


CC:Gary Oates <GOates@esassoc.com>, Joyce <joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Karl Heisler
<KHeisler@esassoc.com>


Catherine, Chris and Brett:
 
As promised, attached is a preliminary draft of Initial Study Cultural Resources section for the
Warriors project.  This has not been sent out the larger team. Please let us know if you have 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: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: FW: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 5:37:14 PM
Attachments: Prelim Draft GSW Mission Bay Initial Study_Cultural Only_08-08-14+ck.docx


Hi Brett and Catherine,
Please see my comments in the attached version of the sample IS topic. Overall, I think ESA did a
great job implementing our less than clear direction… Per my message earlier today, comments on
this from GSW, CAO and OCII are due to EP by COB Friday 8/15. We’ll consolidate comments before
forwarding to ESA the week of 8/18.
 
Thanks,
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 2:17 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell
Subject: Fwd: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
 
Hi Chris,
Please forward the sample section to the entire team, and be sure to request that they send you
comments by Aug 15, COB.  We assume that you will then forward us the consolidated comments.
We can include discussion of the comments on the agenda for Aug 20, if necessary.
Thanks,
Joyce
 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com


-------- Original Message --------
Subject:Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs


Date:Fri, 8 Aug 2014 20:54:28 +0000
From:Paul Mitchell <PMitchell@esassoc.com>
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Initial Study


Project Address/Title


Planning Department Case No. 20XX.XXXXE


A.	PROJECT DESCRIPTION


B.	PROJECT SETTING


C.	COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS


			


			Applicable


			Not Applicable





			Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed to the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable.


			|_|


			|X|





			Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or Region, if applicable.


			|X|


			|_|





			Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other than the Planning Department or the Department of Building Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies.


			|X|


			|_|











D.	SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS


The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor.





			[bookmark: Check8]|_|


			Land Use


			|_|


			Air Quality


			|_|


			Biological Resources





			|_|


			Aesthetics


			|_|


			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			|_|


			Geology and Soils





			|_|


			Population and Housing


			|_|


			Wind and Shadow


			|_|


			Hydrology and Water Quality





			|_|


			Cultural and Paleo. Resources


			|_|


			Recreation


			|_|


			Hazards/Hazardous Materials





			|_|


			Transportation and Circulation


			|_|


			Utilities and Service Systems


			|_|


			Mineral/Energy Resources





			|_|


			Noise


			|_|


			Public Services


			|_|


			Agricultural and Forest Resources





			


			


			


			


			|_|


			Mandatory Findings of Significance











	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Impact Identified and Analyzed in Prior EIR	Comment by Chris Kern: Consider simplifying checklist columns as follows:
Significant Effects not Identified in Prior EIR
Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR
Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives
No new or More Severe Significant Effects

For all criteria that do not require further analysis in the focused EIR, only the last box (Column 4) would be checked.


			Proposed Changes to the Project Result in New or 
More Severe Impacts


			Substantial Changes Occurred With Respect to the Circumstances Under Which the Project is Undertaken that will Result in New or More Severe Impacts; or New Information is Available Showing New or More Severe Impacts


			Newly Feasible or Different Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			Mitigation Measures in the Prior EIR and/or Newly Added Mitigation Measures Adequately Address Impacts


			Less than Significant Impact in Prior EIR or Topic Not Previously Analyzed and No Significant Project Impact 





			4.	CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES—Would the project:


			


			


			


			


			


			





			a)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|





			c)	Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			[bookmark: Check2]|X|


			|_|








Summary of Cultural Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


Summary of Historic Architectural Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic architectural resources present within or adjacent to the Mission Bay plan area. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that former Fire Station 30, located at Third Street and Mission Rock Street within the Mission Bay plan area, was potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); and the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges, located at China Basin Channel located adjacent to but outside the Mission Bay plan area, were determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.[footnoteRef:1] These historic architectural resources were are not located within, or in proximity to, the Blocks 29 to 32 site. [1:  	In 1989, the Lefty O’Doul Bridge was designated City Landmark No. 194.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design Impacts section determined that the proposed demolition of former Fire Station 30 would be a significant impact to this historic architectural resource, however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR further determined that the since the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges were located outside the Mission Bay plan area, and those structures and their setting would not be modified under the Mission Bay project, that impacts to those historic architectural resources would be less than significant. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined the Mission Bay plan would result in a significant impact to historic architectural resources, and identified mitigation measures to reduce the impact to a less than significant level; however, the impact and associated mitigation measures are not applicable to the Blocks 29 to 32 site.


Historic and Prehistoric Archaeological Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Cultural Resources section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic and prehistoric resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including information from a Cultural Resources Evaluation conducted in 1987 by David Chavez & Associates, and supplemented with an archaeological resources review conducted in 1997 by David Chavez & Associates. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study indicated the overall potential for prehistoric Native American sites within the Mission Bay plan area was low, however, there was potential for historic-period archaeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area associated with the use of the area for industrial purposes and as a City landfill in the nineteenth and early twentieth century. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study presented mapping of areas within the Mission Bay project area that had the most notable potential for subsurface historic and prehistoric cultural resources; this included the portion of the Mission Bay plan area south of and including 16th Street (i.e., immediately south of and adjacent to the project site).[footnoteRef:2] No substantial potential for archeological resources was identified in most areas composed of filled land in the former Mission Bay, including the project site, with the exception of the opposite (north) margin of Mission Bay, which was used as the City dump in the late 19th century.  [2:  	Potential historic-period resources in this area were identified as being associated with 19th century shipbuilding activities at Potrero Point (Point San Quentin), which extended northward into the southeast corner of Mission Bay nearly to 16th Street, and with a nearby glass factory. ] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study acknowledged that construction under the Mission Bay plan could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources; however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including potential impacts within the vicinity of Blocks 29 to 32, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level. 


Impact Evaluation


Historic Architectural Resources


Impact CP-1: The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. However, as discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any historic architectural resources within or in proximity of the project site, and correspondingly, did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site. Given the absence of historic architectural resources on or in proximity to the project site, the construction and operation of these proposed uses would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to historic architectural resources. 


At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, several buildings and facilities were located and operating on the project site. These buildings and structures were subsequently removed, and the project site has been subject to grading, some excavation, and construction of paved surface parking lots, fencing and associated utilities on portions of the site. This change in conditions on the project site has not altered the fact that the site contains no historic architectural resources, as those facilities that were removed from the project site did not have any historic architectural status or importance, nor would it alter the effects of the project with respect to impacts on historic architectural resources. 


Pursuant to mitigation identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the sole historic architectural resource located within the Mission Bay plan area (former Fire Station 30) was evaluated and determined to be eligible for the NRHP.[footnoteRef:3] This change in conditions for this resource, however, has no effect on conditions regarding the absence of historic architectural resources at or in the vicinity of the project site. There are no other new historic architectural resources, including City Landmarks and/or historic districts, that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, there have been no substantial changes with respect to circumstances under which the project is undertaken nor has any new information become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project.  [3:  	Former Fire Station 30 has since been rehabilitated consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, converted to provide a community meeting room and house the Arson Task Force, and integrated with the newly-constructed Public Safety Building. ] 



As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts historic architectural resources within the project site. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduced project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Consequently, no previously-identified new mitigation measures to address project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required.


On the bases of the factors discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR on historical resources as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the Planning Code.


	


Archaeological Resources


Impact CP-2: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric- or historic-era archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts, including within Blocks 29 to 32, to a less-than-significant level. 


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. Construction activities would require excavation, grading and pile driving, which could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources, should such resources be present. These types of subsurface construction activities were anticipated and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and there is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of previously-identified significant impacts to archaeological resources.


As discussed under Historic Architectural Resources, above, since preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project site has been subject to subsurface disturbance from grading, some excavation activities and new construction. This change in conditions on the project site would not create the potential for the project to result in new or more severe impacts to potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources that may be present on the site. 


There are no other new historic or prehistoric archaeological resources that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.[footnoteRef:4] Therefore, no new information has become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. [4:  	The “Prehistoric Native American Shell Middens on Mission Bay, San Francisco” archaeological district, recently determined eligible for the National Register, is located in the South of Market neighborhood (in the vicinity of the original northern shoreline of the Mission Bay), and consequently, is not located in proximity to the project site, and moreover, is completely outside the Mission Bay plan area.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including the project site, to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce archaeological resources at the project site. While there are no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives required to reduce project impacts to archaeological resources beyond those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the City has since updated its standard mitigation measures for accidental discovery of archeological resources which would augment and replace the FSEIR Mitigation D.6, as specified below. 


[Reviewers: This approach to revising mitigation measures is consistent with what is used in CPEs.]


Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Implementing FSEIR Mitigation D.6: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities being undertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet. 


Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils disturbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 


If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant from the pool of qualified archaeological consultants maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.


Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archaeological monitoring program; or an archeological testing program. If an archeological monitoring program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site security program if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions.


The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and describing the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 


Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD three copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.


It is noted that, because the Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 implements FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, it does not indicate the presence of a new more severe significant impact or an impact of greater severity than was analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR. Consistent with the conclusions of the FSEIR, FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, as implemented through Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, would reduce the proposed project’s impact to a less-than-significant level. As such, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts on archeological resources than were analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR.


	


Paleontological Resources


Impact CP-3: The project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)


Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, or traces of once-living organisms preserved in rocks and sediments. Paleontological resources are lithologically dependent; that is, deposition and preservation of paleontological resources are related to the lithologic unit in which they occur. If the rock types representing a deposition environment conducive to deposition and preservation of fossils are not favorable, fossils will not be present. Rock types that may contain fossils include sedimentary and volcanic formations. 


The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts on paleontological resources within the Mission Bay Plan area, including the project site. However, the project site is not considered a sensitive area for paleontological resources or unique geological features related to such resources. The project site is underlain by artificial fill and Bay Mud to a depth over 50 feet (i.e., below the depth of proposed excavation), and these soil layers are not sensitive for paleontological resources.


Proposed project construction activities would require pile driving activities which were assumed in the Mission Bay FSEIR to occur in the Mission Bay plan area, including within the project site. There is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would be substantially different from that analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


The proposed installation of piles at the project site would involve limited disruption of the underlying geologic units. As noted above, excavation at the project site would encounter only artificial fill and Bay Mud; both of these units have a low paleontological potential per Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) criteria.[footnoteRef:5] In addition, the project would not involve excavation of exposed rock outcrops that would destroy a unique geologic feature. Therefore, impacts related to paleontological resources and geologic features would be less than significant. [5:  	The SVP has established guidelines for the identification, assessment, and mitigation of adverse impacts on nonrenewable paleontological resources. Many federal, state, county, and city agencies have either formally or informally adopted the SVP’s standard guidelines for the mitigation of adverse construction-related impacts on paleontological resources. The SVP has helped define the value of paleontological resources and, in particular, indicates that geologic units of high paleontological potential are those from which vertebrate or significant invertebrate or significant suites of plant fossils have been recovered in the past (i.e., are represented in institutional collections). Areas that contain potentially datable organic remains older than the Recent era, including deposits associated with nests or middens, and areas that may contain new vertebrate deposits, traces, or trackways, are also classified as significant. Geologic units of low paleontological potential are those that are not known to have produced a substantial body of significant paleontological material. As such, the sensitivity of an area with respect to paleontological resources hinges on its geologic setting and whether significant fossils have been discovered in the area or in similar geologic units.] 



	


Human Remains


Impact CP-4: The proposed project would not disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)	Comment by Chris Kern: Discuss that this topic was not addressed in FSEIR and add impact significance conclusion as done for paleo resources above.


To date, no known human burial locations have been identified within the project site. The possibility cannot be entirely discounted, as human remains could exist anywhere. Project construction could result in direct impacts to previously undiscovered human remains during earthmoving activities. 


Under State law, human remains and associated burial items may be significant resources in two ways: they may be significant to descendant communities for patrimonial, cultural, lineage, and religious reasons and human remains may also be important to the scientific community, such as prehistorians, epidemiologists, and physical anthropologists. The specific stake of some descendant groups in ancestral burials is a matter of law for some groups, such as Native Americans (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98). In other cases, the concerns of the associated descendent group regarding appropriate treatment and disposition of discovered human burials may become known only through outreach. Beliefs concerning appropriate treatment, study, and disposition of human remains and associated burial items may be inconsistent and even conflict between descendent and scientific communities. CEQA and other State regulations concerning Native American human remains provide the following procedural requirements to assist in avoiding potential adverse effects to human remains within the contexts of their value to both descendants communities and the scientific community: 


· When an initial study identifies the existence or probable likelihood that a project would impact Native American human remains, the lead agency is to contact and work with the appropriate Native American representatives identified through the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to develop an agreement for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and any associated burial items (CEQA Guidelines Section15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98)


· If human remains are accidentally discovered, the county coroner must be contacted. If the county coroner determines that the human remains are Native American, the coroner must contact the NAHC within 24 hours. The NAHC must identify the most likely descendant (MLD) to provide for the opportunity to make recommendations for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and associated burial items. If the MLD fails to make recommendations within 24 hours of notification or the project applicant rejects the recommendations of the MLD, the Native American human remains and associated burial items must be reburied in a location not subject to future disturbance within the project site (Public Resources Code Section 5097.98).


· If potentially affected human remains/burial may have scientific significance, whether or not having significance to Native Americans or other descendent communities, then under CEQA, the appropriate mitigation of effect may require the recovery of the scientific information of the remains/burial through identification, evaluation, data recovery, analysis, and interpretation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(2)).


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


[bookmark: _GoBack]Impact C-CP: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, could result in significant impacts to cultural resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)	Comment by Chris Kern: Please also address cumulative impacts in paleo resources and human remains.


The geographic scope for potential cumulative cultural resources generally includes the Mission Bay area. Cumulative projects within the project vicinity would be required to undergo separate environmental review, as necessary. As the proposed project would have no impacts to historic architectural resources, it therefore would not contribute to any such cumulative impact. 


Similar to the proposed project as described under Impacts CP-2 and CP-4, the cumulative projects could have a significant impact on both recorded and unrecorded archeological resources, including human remains interred outside of formal cemeteries, given the substantial amount of construction-related ground disturbance that could occur. The impacts of the proposed project when considered together with similar impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects could contribute to a significant cumulative impact to cultural resources. However, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2, as standard City-required mitigation, would also apply to cumulative projects based on each project’s potential to affect archeological resources and would reduce cumulative impacts to cultural resources to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure: Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	1	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision


Project Name	2	ESA / Project No.


Type of document	Date


Preliminary  Subject to Revision


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	2	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision






To:Chris Kern <Chris.Kern@sfgov.org>, "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>,
"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>


CC:Gary Oates <GOates@esassoc.com>, Joyce <joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Karl Heisler
<KHeisler@esassoc.com>


Catherine, Chris and Brett:
 
As promised, attached is a preliminary draft of Initial Study Cultural Resources section for the
Warriors project.  This has not been sent out the larger team. Please let us know if you have 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: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Luba C. Wyznyckyj (lubaw@lcwconsulting.com); José I. Farrán (jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com); Clarke Miller


(CMiller@stradasf.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Murphy, Mary G.


(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)


Subject: GSW Transportation SOW Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:21:36 AM
Attachments: MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30_Combined Comments.docx


Attached are comments on the draft SOW, including project sponsor comments.
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Scope of Work


Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR 


Second Draft: July 30, 2014





Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting are pleased to submit this scope of work to prepare the transportation section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed event center and sports arena to be located in the Mission Bay South Area of San Francisco. This scope of work follows the San Francisco Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002” (SF Guidelines), as applicable. 


Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


The San Francisco Planning Department requires that the scope of work for the transportation analysis be reviewed and approved by the designated transportation planner and environmental staff coordinator prior to commencement of any work by the transportation consultants.  The transportation consultants will meet and consult with Environmental Planning staff, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), and other city agencies, as determined by Environmental Planning to review, discuss and modify the draft scope of work and define the required level of detail for the transportation analysis.  The discussions will focus on items such as:


Project definition and components, including alternatives;


Data collection (traffic counts, locations, day of week, and time of day);


Assumptions (study area, land use types, cumulative growth, etc.);


Methodology (trip generation methodology and appropriate sources, travel forecasts, etc.);


Analysis scenarios – (future years, development and transportation network and transit service assumptions);;


Extent of analysis of the alternatives to the proposed project; and


Transportation section schedule and deliverables.


Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


The transportation consultants will review the project definition, land use, and transportation circulation assumptions prepared by the project sponsor and will provide written request for clarification and additional data needs that might be necessary to conduct the transportation analysis.


The transportation consultants will meet with Environmental Planning staff to confirm the definition of analysis scenarios and direction on the analysis methodologies proposed for the transportation impact assessment.  The travel demand analysis of the land use program of the proposed project (e.g., office, retail, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) will be conducted using the SF Guidelines, while the travel demand analysis for the arena and other ancillary sport uses will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, travel characteristics at similar facilities (e.g., mode of travel, trip distribution, vehicle occupancy, parking demand, etc.), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes to and from the site. For the live theater use, the travel demand analysis will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday.  The analysis will assume movie theater and live theater functions taking place concurrently with an event at the event center.


The transportation consultants will define the analysis scenarios in detail.  Table 1 on the next page presents the list of transportation analysis scenarios for the proposed project components.


The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum documenting the travel demand methodology, and assumptions for the arena and other proposed uses.  The memorandum will include a description of each of the analysis scenarios and assumptions used for the impact analysis, including land use, background, project-related transportation improvements, background traffic assumptions, and parking assumptions. The proposed project travel demand will be presented for each analysis scenario.  This technical memorandum will be presented to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to proceeding with the transportation impact analysis.  It is anticipated that SFMTA will also review and provide feedback on this technical memorandum.  


The transportation consultants will work with Environmental Planning and the project sponsor to develop the definition of the project alternatives.





			Table 1 - Scenarios for Transportation Analysis


Event Center at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32





			SCENARIOS





			WEEKDAY PERIODS


			SATURDAY


			Number of Analysis Scenarios 





			


			PM COMMUTE 


(4 To 6 PM)


			EVENING 


(6 to 8 PM)


			LATE PM 


(9 - 11 PM)


			EVENING PERIOD


(7 to 9 PM)


			





			


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Per discussion with the City Attorney, staff recommends that the late PM scenario also include conditions with the SF Giants Game.  


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			





			Existing Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing 


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Project Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing + Project w/out events on site


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Existing + Project w/ Convention Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			Future Year 2040 Cumulative


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Project - No Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Project – with Event 


- with Basketball Game


- with Convention Event


			


1


1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			


2


1





			TOTAL


			7


			2


			2


			2


			2


			5


			2


			22











Task 3 – Data Collection


Traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and off-street parking data collection will be conducted for the following time periods:


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Traffic: The transportation consultants will obtain intersection turning movement volume counts at the 23 21 study intersections listed in Table 2a for the proposed project site from previously collected traffic count efforts, supplemented with new counts to be performed in May (May 15th, 20th, 21st, 27th, 29th, and 31st) and June (June 7th and 11th) 2014, as appropriate (and previously approved by the Planning Department).


			Table 2a - Intersection Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			King St/Third St


			11


			Terry Francois Blvd/16th St [a]





			2


			King St/Fourth St


			12


			Illinois St/16th St





			3


			King St/Fifth St/I-280 on-/off-ramps


			13


			Third St/16th St





			4


			Fifth/Harrison/I-80 WB off-ramp


			14


			Fourth St/16th St





			5


			Fifth/Bryant.I-80 EB on-ramp


			15


			Owens St/16th St





			6


			Third St/Channel St


			16


			Seventh St/Mississippi St/16th St





			7


			Fourth St/Channel St


			17


			Illinois St/Mariposa St





			8


			Seventh St/Mission Bay Drive


			18


			Third St/Mariposa St





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St


			19


			Mariposa St/I-280 NB off-ramp





			10


			Third St/South St


			20


			Mariposa St/I-280 SB on-ramp





			


			


			21


			Third St/Cesar Chavez St





			Note:


[a] Future analysis location - not currently an intersection. Sixteenth Street is not continuous between Illinois Street and Terry François Boulevard and will be extended from Illinois Street to Terry François Boulevard as part of the proposed project.. 











The transportation consultants will also gather on-ramp and off-ramp traffic data from Caltrans and from peak period turning movement volume counts at ramp touchdown intersections for the I-80 and I-280 ramp locations shown in Table 2b.  Freeway on-ramps and off-ramps will be analyzed based on peak hour volumes. Freeway ramp volume data will be obtained from the intersection traffic counts listed in Table 2a and supplemented, as necessary. 


			Table 2b – Freeway Ramp Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling/Bryant


			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant


			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison


			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa











Transit: Transit data will be obtained from SFMTA and regional transit operators, as appropriate, for weekday p.m., late evening, late evening, and Saturday evening conditions.  The transportation consultants will compile data on all Muni bus routes and rail lines (including motor coach, trolley coach, and light rail service) and stop locations within a study area generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street.


This work will include a description of Muni’s transit route service hours, peak periods, stops and headways on weekdays and Saturdays for the bus routes and rail lines within the study area.  The latest available weekday p.m., weekday late evening, late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load points (MLP) for the Muni routes and lines serving the transportation study area will be requested from Muni for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3). 


Existing ridership and capacity utilization information for the Muni bus routes and rail lines will be provided individually, as well as combined, based on access between the transportation study area and the four San Francisco superdistricts.  


Preliminary corridor grouping of Muni routes and lines for the project site (subject to discussion with the SFMTA):


North/South: K Ingleside, T Third, N Judah, 30 Stockton, 45 Union Stockton.


East/West: 10 Townsend, 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness.


The transportation consultants will also compile data on regional transit operators (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit bus and ferry service, SamTrans and Caltrain) including the nearest transit stop location within the study area boundary and the latest scheduled operations on weekdays and Saturdays. Weekday and Saturday ridership and capacity utilization for the regional service providers for the analysis periods identified in Table 1 (p. 3) will be obtained from the regional operators.


Existing Muni and regional service provider weekday p.m. peak hour screenlines will be obtained from the Planning Department.  


Pedestrians: The transportation consultants will collect pedestrian counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 43, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few pedestrians are present at the study locations during the late evening period. Effective sidewalk widths will be measured at each sidewalk analysis location, and in the vicinity of the project site.





			Table 4 3 - Crosswalk and Sidewalk Analysis Locations [a]





			Location


			Location





			Crosswalk Analysis [a]


			Sidewalk Analysis





			1


			Third St/South St


			1


			Both sides of Third St between South and 16th streets 





			2


			Third St/16th St


			2 


			North side of 16th St





			3


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St [b]


			3


			South side of South St





			Notes:


[a] All crosswalks at the listed intersections.


[b] Future analysis location.











Bicycles: The transportation consultants will conduct bicycle counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 54, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) counts without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few bicyclists are present at the study locations during the late evening period..


			Table 54- Bicycle Analysis Locations 	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add Terry Francois Blvd to locations.





			Location





			1


			Both sides of Third Street between South and 16th streets





			2


			Both sides of 16th Street between Third and Fourth streets











Parking: The parking study area is generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street. The transportation consultants will collect off-street public parking supply and occupancy for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) from available sources such as the SFpark, SFMTA, data previously collected for the Piers 30-32 site, and other project technical studies, and conduct additional surveys for facilities and time periods for which parking supply and occupancy data is not available.  Current hours of operation and characteristics such as whether they are publicly accessible, of the off-street facilities will be identified.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add reference to MB shuttle program.


The transportation consultants will also document current on-street parking regulations and illegal parking on the blocks adjacent to the proposed project, and generally describe the on-street parking regulations and parking occupancy within the parking study area.  Any loading observations will also be noted.  


Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


Using the data collected in Task 3, the transportation consultants will document existing traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, bicycle, loading,  and emergency vehicle access conditions within the transportation study areas and at the study intersections shown in Table 2a, including:


A base map and text for the study area, describing the street designations, street names, number of lanes and traffic flow directions;


A description of existing uses and vehicular access to the project site;


An assessment of existing parking operations at the project site, including hours of operation, supply and hourly utilization;


Intersection level of service (LOS) conditions during the peak hours at the study intersections identified in Table 2a using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual operations methodology (HCM 2000) and the Synchro traffic analysis software;


Freeway on-ramp and off-ramp LOS conditions during the peak hours at the study locations identified in Table 2b using the 2000 HCM methodology and the HCS analysis software. Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology. Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results.


Graphics indicating the existing peak hour traffic volumes and lane configuration at the study intersections identified in Table 2a;


A map and discussion of Muni and regional transit services within the transportation study area, including bus routes and bus stop locations, as well as conditions at each route’s maximum load point. A quantitative description of weekday p.m. commute period, weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour transit conditions will be provided for Muni and the regional transit service as available. Planned changes to Muni service in the Transit Effectiveness Program (TEP) will also be described.  Identification of any operational conflicts between buses or streetcars and other vehicles will be described. 


Pedestrian LOS analyses at the study locations identified in Table 4 3 using the HCM 2000 methodology. A qualitative assessment of pedestrian conditions (conflicts, safety and operational issues) will also be conducted;


Bicycle flows at the study locations identified in Table 54, and a qualitative discussion of general bicycle circulation conditions and the identification of any safety and right-of-way issues in the vicinity of the project site, including the description and mapping of bicycle routes. A description of changes to the bicycle network within the transportation study area being considered by the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other City proposals;


A qualitative assessment of existing weekday and Saturday on-street commercial loading conditions within the transportation study area;


A description of the existing emergency vehicle access routes to the project site; 


Passenger loading, including disabled loading and parking; and


Quantitative assessment of off-street parking supply and utilization within the parking study area, and qualitative discussion of on-street parking regulations and utilization. 


Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


The future travel demand estimates will be developed by the transportation consultant, and reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff prior to use in the transportation impact assessment.  Travel demand estimates will be provided for vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes, and will include internal and external trips for each project component listed in Table 1, as appropriate.	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: I just want to confirm our common understanding.  There will be a No Project alternative and probably a Reduced Intensity alternative.  We will be generating travel demand estimates for both, correct?    

YES. THE NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE WILL BE THE PREVIOUSLY-APPROVED USES ON THE SITE, AND THE REDUCED INTENSITEY WILL NEED TO BE DEVELOPED.

OCII will need to define what previously approved uses and intensities are,



Sports Arena: Since sports arenas are considered “special generators,” each with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of their impact cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.  Thus, the travel demand analysis for the operation of basketball games, conventions, and other events will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, typical weekday and weekend start times of the games/events, available travel characteristics of other venues such as AT&T Park and other comparable venues (e.g., mode split, trip distribution, vehicle assignment, parking demand, transit demand), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access ingress and egress routes for the new arena. Loading demand for the arena will be based on information obtained from the project sponsor.


Other Project Land Uses: The transportation consultants will estimate the travel demand for standard proposed land uses  (i.e., retail, office, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) using the methodology and information provided in the SF Guidelines (trip generation rates, mode splits, trip distribution, loading demand, parking demand).  For the live theater use, trip generation will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday. Since the SF Guidelines only provide trip generation rates for the weekday p.m. peak hour, weekday evening and weekday late evening travel demand will be estimated based on temporal distribution patterns contained within Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department. To determine Saturday evening travel demand appropriate adjustments will be made to obtain similar factors for the Saturday daily based on the Saturday to weekday daily ratio from ITE Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department.


The transportation consultants will estimate the number of vehicle trips associated with the existing parking lots located at the project site using the methodology described in the SF Guidelines (i.e., actual traffic data collected as part of Task 3, rather than trip generation estimates). Vehicles currently utilizing the existing surface parking facilities will be redistributed to park at other nearby off-street facilities based on their existing parking availability data obtained in Task 3.


Documentation: The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology and results of the travel demand for the proposed project component listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  The technical memorandum will summarize the data sources, methodologies and recommended rates and factors to be used in the trip generation, mode choice, vehicle occupancies and parking demand analyses. The technical memorandum will summarize the travel demand estimates for the proposed project by land use type, mode of travel and place of origin.  A graphic showing vehicle-trip distributions and assignments will also be included.  This technical memorandum will be submitted to Planning Department staff in paper and electronic format for their review and approval prior to performing the transportation impact analyses (Task 6 – Transportation Impacts Analysis).  It is anticipated that this document will also be reviewed by OCII and SFMTA staff, as appropriate.  


Alternatives: Travel demand estimates for up to two alternatives to the proposed project will be developed based on the methodology presented above for the proposed project uses. The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses). The travel demand for the alternatives will be documented in a separate technical memorandum, and will be reviewed by Planning Department, OCII and SFMTA staff. See Task 8 for alternatives analysis.  


Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


The transportation consultants will identify the transportation impacts associated with the proposed project listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  This will include impacts on the study intersections, impacts on transit (capacity utilization and operation), pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, passenger and freight loading supply and demand conditions, construction related activities, and emergency vehicle access to the site.  A parking supply and demand analysis will also be presented for informational purposes.


The transportation impact analysis will reflect planned improvements to the transportation network (e.g., relocation and realignment of Terry Francois Boulevard with the eastern edge of Blocks 30 and 32), any changes/features included as part of the proposed project (e.g., wider sidewalks, plazas, adjacent bicycle lanes), as well as the draft Transportation Management Plan for events at the proposed arena. 


Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate peak hour intersection and freeway ramp LOS using the HCM 2000 methodology for the study intersections identified in Table 2a for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event


Future year 2040 Cumulative - with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


The traffic volumes at the study intersection and freeway ramps for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA).  The future cumulative traffic conditions at the study intersections and ramps will account for the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the traffic volumes at the study intersections and freeway ramps will be shown in an Existing plus Project traffic volume figure for each analysis period/scenario, which will also identify the critical movement at each location.  Based on this information and the estimated growth in traffic volumes between existing and year 2040 conditions, the transportation consultants will calculate the proposed project contribution to future cumulative conditions at those intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, as specified in Table 1 (p. 3).  A series of 2040 Cumulative volume figures will then be prepared, identifying the critical movements at each intersection for the various cumulative scenarios.


A vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the entrance(s) to the on-site parking facilities, or other nearby off-street parking locations for Existing plus project scenarios. 


Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology.  Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will also be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results at the freeway off-ramp intersections listed in Table 2b.  The analysis will discuss the potential for project to exacerbate existing queuing; project’s contributions to traffic on- and off-ramps will be summarized.  Because these on-ramps are frequently operating over-capacity during the peak hours, the transportation team will work with the Planning Department to identify a methodology for describing the project’s contribution to these conditions.


Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate transit capacity utilization for Muni and the regional transit providers for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event 


Future year 2040 Cumulative – with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


A transit impact analysis will be conducted for:


Muni and regional screenlines – weekday p.m. commute peak hour


Muni and regional routes serving the transportation study area, by individual route/line and by corridor – weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening


The transit ridership and capacity for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), as obtained from theEnvironmental Planning Department and SFMTA.  The future cumulative transit conditions will account for the transit ridership generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the transit capacity utilization will be estimated, and contributions where 2040 Cumulative conditions exceed the transit operator capacity utilization standard will be identified. 


A qualitative assessment of Existing plus Project conditions at the Muni Metro platform on Third Street at South Street will be conducted before and after weekday basketball and non-basketball events, subject to discussion with SFMTA.


Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


The transportation consultants will perform peak hour pedestrian LOS analyses of Existing plus Project conditions listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 4 3 using the HCM 2000 Methodology based on the number of new pedestrians that will be added to the network. Potential pedestrian safety issues will be identified, including vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, interruption of pedestrian circulation and potential safety issues.  A qualitative discussion of the project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Area Plan will also be included. Future year 2040 Cumulative pedestrian conditions will be assessed qualitatively.


Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively evaluate bicycle conditions for the Existing plus Project scenarios listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 54.  Potential bicycle circulation safety issues will be identified, including bicyclist-vehicular conflicts, interruption of bicycle flow and potential safety issues at the project site, as well as the effect on existing and proposed nearby bicycle routes.  In addition, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D)[footnoteRef:2] requirements for bicycle parking and related facilities will be identified and compared to the proposed supply. Future year 2040 Cumulative bicycle conditions will be assessed qualitatively. [2:  In combination with the Development Plan, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D) document supersedes the San Francisco Planning Code for the Mission Bay South Area Development Plan.] 



Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a loading supply/demand analysis for the proposed project.  The proposed on-site loading supply will be compared to the Mission Bay South Area D4D in terms of their location, number of spaces and minimum dimensions, as applicable.  The loading supply will also be compared to the estimated demand generated by the proposed project.  Additionally, the transportation consultant will assess the proposed loading facilities in terms of their operational characteristics, including truck movement (including truck turning pathways into the loading area), location of trash compactor, storage and removal of garbage. 


Passenger loading/unloading, including taxis, charter buses, limousines, and private autos, before and after events at the proposed arena passenger loading/unloading facilities will be assessed.  


Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


The transportation consultants will assess any potential impacts to the emergency access that could result from the proposed project. 


Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively assess any potential temporary construction-related transportation impacts that would be generated by the proposed project.  Construction impact evaluation will address displacement of existing parking, the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, street and/or sidewalk closures, impacts on Muni operations, and construction worker parking. 


Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a parking supply/code/demand analysis for the proposed project.  Handicapped-accessible, bicycle and carshare spaces supplied by the proposed project will be identified.  The proposed parking supply will be compared to the requirements of the Mission Bay South Area D4D.  Any exceptions to the Mission Bay South Area D4D will be noted. 


Any deficit or surplus of parking spaces will be quantified, and discussed in relation to the effect on the parking supply in the area surrounding the project sites. The design of the access to the proposed project’s parking facilities will be assessed in terms of operational characteristics.


As described in Task 6.1, a vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the project entrance(s) to any proposed parking facility on site other nearby off-street parking locations.


Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


Mitigation measures will be proposed to improve operations if significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures may be proposed where no significant impacts have been identified.  In accordance with City guidelines, the report will clearly distinguish between mitigation measures required under CEQA, and transportation improvement measures not related to CEQA significant impacts, such as pedestrian improvement measures, parking access operations, traffic, parking and pedestrian enforcement etc.  Responsibility for implementation of identified measures will be identified, where possible. 


Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


The No Project Alternative (approved Mission Bay Plan uses on the project site) and a Lesser Intensity Alternative will be assessed qualitatively for variousall  transportation scenarios.  Depending on definition of the alternatives and the outcome of the travel demand memo, the Planning Department may require at a later time limited quantitative analysis.  The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses).  The scenarios will be developed in conjunction with development of the alternatives in consultation with the Planning Department and OCII.  The analysis will cover all transportation topics. analysis topics... Travel demand estimates will be prepared for each alternative based on the travel demand methodology presented in Task 5.  


Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


The transportation consultants will prepare the transportation setting and impact analysis sections for inclusion in the EIR document.  The transportation discussion will follow the format specified by Planning Department staff, and will include setting, methodology, impact assessment, and mitigation and improvement measures.  A discussion of the underlying environmental review document (e.g., 1998 SEIR) will also be provided, as needed.  An Administrative Draft 1 of the transportation chapter will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff. 


All stand-alone submittals of the transportation section of the Draft EIR will be in paper copies (five copies), along with an electronic version. Transportation section versions included as part of the overall Administrative Draft EIR will follow the distribution format determined for the EIR.


As part of the transportation section submittal, the transportation consultants will prepare a comprehensive technical appendix that will include, but not be limited to, the following:


Proposed project access and internal/external circulation plans;


Lane geometries at the study intersections;


Traffic summaries showing turning movement volumes at the study intersections for all periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Intersection and freeway ramp LOS analysis for the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Transit capacity utilization calculations for Muni and regional transit providers for all the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Travel demand calculations for the proposed project and alternatives to the project;


Travel demand analysis Technical Memorandum;


Pedestrian counts and LOS, and bicycle counts at all study locations; 


Existing and Existing plus Project parking supply and utilization; and


Draft Transportation Management Plan (to be developed by project sponsor).


Two paper copies and an electronic copy of the draft technical appendix will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff for Preliminary Draft 1 and Preliminary Draft 2 submittals.  


Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


The transportation consultants will summarize and package the Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes developed in the previous tasks for submittal to the noise and air quality analysts for their studies.


Task 11: – Attendance at Meetings


The transportation consultants will meet with the Planning Department, OCII, and other city agencies, as appropriate, to work out details related to transportation scope of work, impact assumptions, methodology, and development of improvement and/or mitigation measures.


Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments


The transportation consultant will prepare responses to comments made by public agencies and members of the public at large related to the transportation section of the Draft EIR.
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: FW: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 5:37:11 PM
Attachments: Prelim Draft GSW Mission Bay Initial Study_Cultural Only_08-08-14+ck.docx


Hi Brett and Catherine,
Please see my comments in the attached version of the sample IS topic. Overall, I think ESA did a
great job implementing our less than clear direction… Per my message earlier today, comments on
this from GSW, CAO and OCII are due to EP by COB Friday 8/15. We’ll consolidate comments before
forwarding to ESA the week of 8/18.
 
Thanks,
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 2:17 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell
Subject: Fwd: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
 
Hi Chris,
Please forward the sample section to the entire team, and be sure to request that they send you
comments by Aug 15, COB.  We assume that you will then forward us the consolidated comments.
We can include discussion of the comments on the agenda for Aug 20, if necessary.
Thanks,
Joyce
 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com


-------- Original Message --------
Subject:Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs


Date:Fri, 8 Aug 2014 20:54:28 +0000
From:Paul Mitchell <PMitchell@esassoc.com>



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=DE60665E3EBB43CF95F7AEC0F6E03AA8-CHRIS KERN

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=53ddc14b15cb409584d3f7b15453f64a-Viktoriya Wise

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/
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mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com



Initial Study


Project Address/Title


Planning Department Case No. 20XX.XXXXE


A.	PROJECT DESCRIPTION


B.	PROJECT SETTING


C.	COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS


			


			Applicable


			Not Applicable





			Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed to the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable.


			|_|


			|X|





			Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or Region, if applicable.


			|X|


			|_|





			Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other than the Planning Department or the Department of Building Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies.


			|X|


			|_|











D.	SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS


The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor.





			[bookmark: Check8]|_|


			Land Use


			|_|


			Air Quality


			|_|


			Biological Resources





			|_|


			Aesthetics


			|_|


			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			|_|


			Geology and Soils





			|_|


			Population and Housing


			|_|


			Wind and Shadow


			|_|


			Hydrology and Water Quality





			|_|


			Cultural and Paleo. Resources


			|_|


			Recreation


			|_|


			Hazards/Hazardous Materials





			|_|


			Transportation and Circulation


			|_|


			Utilities and Service Systems


			|_|


			Mineral/Energy Resources





			|_|


			Noise


			|_|


			Public Services


			|_|


			Agricultural and Forest Resources





			


			


			


			


			|_|


			Mandatory Findings of Significance











	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Impact Identified and Analyzed in Prior EIR	Comment by Chris Kern: Consider simplifying checklist columns as follows:
Significant Effects not Identified in Prior EIR
Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR
Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives
No new or More Severe Significant Effects

For all criteria that do not require further analysis in the focused EIR, only the last box (Column 4) would be checked.


			Proposed Changes to the Project Result in New or 
More Severe Impacts


			Substantial Changes Occurred With Respect to the Circumstances Under Which the Project is Undertaken that will Result in New or More Severe Impacts; or New Information is Available Showing New or More Severe Impacts


			Newly Feasible or Different Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			Mitigation Measures in the Prior EIR and/or Newly Added Mitigation Measures Adequately Address Impacts


			Less than Significant Impact in Prior EIR or Topic Not Previously Analyzed and No Significant Project Impact 





			4.	CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES—Would the project:


			


			


			


			


			


			





			a)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|





			c)	Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			[bookmark: Check2]|X|


			|_|








Summary of Cultural Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


Summary of Historic Architectural Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic architectural resources present within or adjacent to the Mission Bay plan area. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that former Fire Station 30, located at Third Street and Mission Rock Street within the Mission Bay plan area, was potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); and the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges, located at China Basin Channel located adjacent to but outside the Mission Bay plan area, were determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.[footnoteRef:1] These historic architectural resources were are not located within, or in proximity to, the Blocks 29 to 32 site. [1:  	In 1989, the Lefty O’Doul Bridge was designated City Landmark No. 194.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design Impacts section determined that the proposed demolition of former Fire Station 30 would be a significant impact to this historic architectural resource, however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR further determined that the since the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges were located outside the Mission Bay plan area, and those structures and their setting would not be modified under the Mission Bay project, that impacts to those historic architectural resources would be less than significant. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined the Mission Bay plan would result in a significant impact to historic architectural resources, and identified mitigation measures to reduce the impact to a less than significant level; however, the impact and associated mitigation measures are not applicable to the Blocks 29 to 32 site.


Historic and Prehistoric Archaeological Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Cultural Resources section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic and prehistoric resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including information from a Cultural Resources Evaluation conducted in 1987 by David Chavez & Associates, and supplemented with an archaeological resources review conducted in 1997 by David Chavez & Associates. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study indicated the overall potential for prehistoric Native American sites within the Mission Bay plan area was low, however, there was potential for historic-period archaeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area associated with the use of the area for industrial purposes and as a City landfill in the nineteenth and early twentieth century. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study presented mapping of areas within the Mission Bay project area that had the most notable potential for subsurface historic and prehistoric cultural resources; this included the portion of the Mission Bay plan area south of and including 16th Street (i.e., immediately south of and adjacent to the project site).[footnoteRef:2] No substantial potential for archeological resources was identified in most areas composed of filled land in the former Mission Bay, including the project site, with the exception of the opposite (north) margin of Mission Bay, which was used as the City dump in the late 19th century.  [2:  	Potential historic-period resources in this area were identified as being associated with 19th century shipbuilding activities at Potrero Point (Point San Quentin), which extended northward into the southeast corner of Mission Bay nearly to 16th Street, and with a nearby glass factory. ] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study acknowledged that construction under the Mission Bay plan could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources; however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including potential impacts within the vicinity of Blocks 29 to 32, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level. 


Impact Evaluation


Historic Architectural Resources


Impact CP-1: The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. However, as discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any historic architectural resources within or in proximity of the project site, and correspondingly, did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site. Given the absence of historic architectural resources on or in proximity to the project site, the construction and operation of these proposed uses would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to historic architectural resources. 


At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, several buildings and facilities were located and operating on the project site. These buildings and structures were subsequently removed, and the project site has been subject to grading, some excavation, and construction of paved surface parking lots, fencing and associated utilities on portions of the site. This change in conditions on the project site has not altered the fact that the site contains no historic architectural resources, as those facilities that were removed from the project site did not have any historic architectural status or importance, nor would it alter the effects of the project with respect to impacts on historic architectural resources. 


Pursuant to mitigation identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the sole historic architectural resource located within the Mission Bay plan area (former Fire Station 30) was evaluated and determined to be eligible for the NRHP.[footnoteRef:3] This change in conditions for this resource, however, has no effect on conditions regarding the absence of historic architectural resources at or in the vicinity of the project site. There are no other new historic architectural resources, including City Landmarks and/or historic districts, that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, there have been no substantial changes with respect to circumstances under which the project is undertaken nor has any new information become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project.  [3:  	Former Fire Station 30 has since been rehabilitated consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, converted to provide a community meeting room and house the Arson Task Force, and integrated with the newly-constructed Public Safety Building. ] 



As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts historic architectural resources within the project site. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduced project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Consequently, no previously-identified new mitigation measures to address project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required.


On the bases of the factors discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR on historical resources as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the Planning Code.


	


Archaeological Resources


Impact CP-2: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric- or historic-era archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts, including within Blocks 29 to 32, to a less-than-significant level. 


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. Construction activities would require excavation, grading and pile driving, which could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources, should such resources be present. These types of subsurface construction activities were anticipated and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and there is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of previously-identified significant impacts to archaeological resources.


As discussed under Historic Architectural Resources, above, since preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project site has been subject to subsurface disturbance from grading, some excavation activities and new construction. This change in conditions on the project site would not create the potential for the project to result in new or more severe impacts to potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources that may be present on the site. 


There are no other new historic or prehistoric archaeological resources that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.[footnoteRef:4] Therefore, no new information has become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. [4:  	The “Prehistoric Native American Shell Middens on Mission Bay, San Francisco” archaeological district, recently determined eligible for the National Register, is located in the South of Market neighborhood (in the vicinity of the original northern shoreline of the Mission Bay), and consequently, is not located in proximity to the project site, and moreover, is completely outside the Mission Bay plan area.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including the project site, to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce archaeological resources at the project site. While there are no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives required to reduce project impacts to archaeological resources beyond those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the City has since updated its standard mitigation measures for accidental discovery of archeological resources which would augment and replace the FSEIR Mitigation D.6, as specified below. 


[Reviewers: This approach to revising mitigation measures is consistent with what is used in CPEs.]


Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Implementing FSEIR Mitigation D.6: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities being undertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet. 


Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils disturbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 


If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant from the pool of qualified archaeological consultants maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.


Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archaeological monitoring program; or an archeological testing program. If an archeological monitoring program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site security program if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions.


The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and describing the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 


Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD three copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.


It is noted that, because the Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 implements FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, it does not indicate the presence of a new more severe significant impact or an impact of greater severity than was analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR. Consistent with the conclusions of the FSEIR, FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, as implemented through Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, would reduce the proposed project’s impact to a less-than-significant level. As such, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts on archeological resources than were analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR.


	


Paleontological Resources


Impact CP-3: The project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)


Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, or traces of once-living organisms preserved in rocks and sediments. Paleontological resources are lithologically dependent; that is, deposition and preservation of paleontological resources are related to the lithologic unit in which they occur. If the rock types representing a deposition environment conducive to deposition and preservation of fossils are not favorable, fossils will not be present. Rock types that may contain fossils include sedimentary and volcanic formations. 


The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts on paleontological resources within the Mission Bay Plan area, including the project site. However, the project site is not considered a sensitive area for paleontological resources or unique geological features related to such resources. The project site is underlain by artificial fill and Bay Mud to a depth over 50 feet (i.e., below the depth of proposed excavation), and these soil layers are not sensitive for paleontological resources.


Proposed project construction activities would require pile driving activities which were assumed in the Mission Bay FSEIR to occur in the Mission Bay plan area, including within the project site. There is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would be substantially different from that analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


The proposed installation of piles at the project site would involve limited disruption of the underlying geologic units. As noted above, excavation at the project site would encounter only artificial fill and Bay Mud; both of these units have a low paleontological potential per Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) criteria.[footnoteRef:5] In addition, the project would not involve excavation of exposed rock outcrops that would destroy a unique geologic feature. Therefore, impacts related to paleontological resources and geologic features would be less than significant. [5:  	The SVP has established guidelines for the identification, assessment, and mitigation of adverse impacts on nonrenewable paleontological resources. Many federal, state, county, and city agencies have either formally or informally adopted the SVP’s standard guidelines for the mitigation of adverse construction-related impacts on paleontological resources. The SVP has helped define the value of paleontological resources and, in particular, indicates that geologic units of high paleontological potential are those from which vertebrate or significant invertebrate or significant suites of plant fossils have been recovered in the past (i.e., are represented in institutional collections). Areas that contain potentially datable organic remains older than the Recent era, including deposits associated with nests or middens, and areas that may contain new vertebrate deposits, traces, or trackways, are also classified as significant. Geologic units of low paleontological potential are those that are not known to have produced a substantial body of significant paleontological material. As such, the sensitivity of an area with respect to paleontological resources hinges on its geologic setting and whether significant fossils have been discovered in the area or in similar geologic units.] 



	


Human Remains


Impact CP-4: The proposed project would not disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)	Comment by Chris Kern: Discuss that this topic was not addressed in FSEIR and add impact significance conclusion as done for paleo resources above.


To date, no known human burial locations have been identified within the project site. The possibility cannot be entirely discounted, as human remains could exist anywhere. Project construction could result in direct impacts to previously undiscovered human remains during earthmoving activities. 


Under State law, human remains and associated burial items may be significant resources in two ways: they may be significant to descendant communities for patrimonial, cultural, lineage, and religious reasons and human remains may also be important to the scientific community, such as prehistorians, epidemiologists, and physical anthropologists. The specific stake of some descendant groups in ancestral burials is a matter of law for some groups, such as Native Americans (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98). In other cases, the concerns of the associated descendent group regarding appropriate treatment and disposition of discovered human burials may become known only through outreach. Beliefs concerning appropriate treatment, study, and disposition of human remains and associated burial items may be inconsistent and even conflict between descendent and scientific communities. CEQA and other State regulations concerning Native American human remains provide the following procedural requirements to assist in avoiding potential adverse effects to human remains within the contexts of their value to both descendants communities and the scientific community: 


· When an initial study identifies the existence or probable likelihood that a project would impact Native American human remains, the lead agency is to contact and work with the appropriate Native American representatives identified through the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to develop an agreement for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and any associated burial items (CEQA Guidelines Section15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98)


· If human remains are accidentally discovered, the county coroner must be contacted. If the county coroner determines that the human remains are Native American, the coroner must contact the NAHC within 24 hours. The NAHC must identify the most likely descendant (MLD) to provide for the opportunity to make recommendations for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and associated burial items. If the MLD fails to make recommendations within 24 hours of notification or the project applicant rejects the recommendations of the MLD, the Native American human remains and associated burial items must be reburied in a location not subject to future disturbance within the project site (Public Resources Code Section 5097.98).


· If potentially affected human remains/burial may have scientific significance, whether or not having significance to Native Americans or other descendent communities, then under CEQA, the appropriate mitigation of effect may require the recovery of the scientific information of the remains/burial through identification, evaluation, data recovery, analysis, and interpretation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(2)).


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


[bookmark: _GoBack]Impact C-CP: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, could result in significant impacts to cultural resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)	Comment by Chris Kern: Please also address cumulative impacts in paleo resources and human remains.


The geographic scope for potential cumulative cultural resources generally includes the Mission Bay area. Cumulative projects within the project vicinity would be required to undergo separate environmental review, as necessary. As the proposed project would have no impacts to historic architectural resources, it therefore would not contribute to any such cumulative impact. 


Similar to the proposed project as described under Impacts CP-2 and CP-4, the cumulative projects could have a significant impact on both recorded and unrecorded archeological resources, including human remains interred outside of formal cemeteries, given the substantial amount of construction-related ground disturbance that could occur. The impacts of the proposed project when considered together with similar impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects could contribute to a significant cumulative impact to cultural resources. However, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2, as standard City-required mitigation, would also apply to cumulative projects based on each project’s potential to affect archeological resources and would reduce cumulative impacts to cultural resources to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure: Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	1	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision


Project Name	2	ESA / Project No.


Type of document	Date


Preliminary  Subject to Revision


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	2	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision






To:Chris Kern <Chris.Kern@sfgov.org>, "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>,
"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>


CC:Gary Oates <GOates@esassoc.com>, Joyce <joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Karl Heisler
<KHeisler@esassoc.com>


Catherine, Chris and Brett:
 
As promised, attached is a preliminary draft of Initial Study Cultural Resources section for the
Warriors project.  This has not been sent out the larger team. Please let us know if you have 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: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Luba C. Wyznyckyj (lubaw@lcwconsulting.com); José I. Farrán (jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com); Clarke Miller


(CMiller@stradasf.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Murphy, Mary G.


(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)


Subject: GSW Transportation SOW Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:21:37 AM
Attachments: MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30_Combined Comments.docx


Attached are comments on the draft SOW, including project sponsor comments.
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Scope of Work


Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR 


Second Draft: July 30, 2014





Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting are pleased to submit this scope of work to prepare the transportation section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed event center and sports arena to be located in the Mission Bay South Area of San Francisco. This scope of work follows the San Francisco Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002” (SF Guidelines), as applicable. 


Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


The San Francisco Planning Department requires that the scope of work for the transportation analysis be reviewed and approved by the designated transportation planner and environmental staff coordinator prior to commencement of any work by the transportation consultants.  The transportation consultants will meet and consult with Environmental Planning staff, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), and other city agencies, as determined by Environmental Planning to review, discuss and modify the draft scope of work and define the required level of detail for the transportation analysis.  The discussions will focus on items such as:


Project definition and components, including alternatives;


Data collection (traffic counts, locations, day of week, and time of day);


Assumptions (study area, land use types, cumulative growth, etc.);


Methodology (trip generation methodology and appropriate sources, travel forecasts, etc.);


Analysis scenarios – (future years, development and transportation network and transit service assumptions);;


Extent of analysis of the alternatives to the proposed project; and


Transportation section schedule and deliverables.


Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


The transportation consultants will review the project definition, land use, and transportation circulation assumptions prepared by the project sponsor and will provide written request for clarification and additional data needs that might be necessary to conduct the transportation analysis.


The transportation consultants will meet with Environmental Planning staff to confirm the definition of analysis scenarios and direction on the analysis methodologies proposed for the transportation impact assessment.  The travel demand analysis of the land use program of the proposed project (e.g., office, retail, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) will be conducted using the SF Guidelines, while the travel demand analysis for the arena and other ancillary sport uses will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, travel characteristics at similar facilities (e.g., mode of travel, trip distribution, vehicle occupancy, parking demand, etc.), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes to and from the site. For the live theater use, the travel demand analysis will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday.  The analysis will assume movie theater and live theater functions taking place concurrently with an event at the event center.


The transportation consultants will define the analysis scenarios in detail.  Table 1 on the next page presents the list of transportation analysis scenarios for the proposed project components.


The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum documenting the travel demand methodology, and assumptions for the arena and other proposed uses.  The memorandum will include a description of each of the analysis scenarios and assumptions used for the impact analysis, including land use, background, project-related transportation improvements, background traffic assumptions, and parking assumptions. The proposed project travel demand will be presented for each analysis scenario.  This technical memorandum will be presented to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to proceeding with the transportation impact analysis.  It is anticipated that SFMTA will also review and provide feedback on this technical memorandum.  


The transportation consultants will work with Environmental Planning and the project sponsor to develop the definition of the project alternatives.





			Table 1 - Scenarios for Transportation Analysis


Event Center at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32





			SCENARIOS





			WEEKDAY PERIODS


			SATURDAY


			Number of Analysis Scenarios 





			


			PM COMMUTE 


(4 To 6 PM)


			EVENING 


(6 to 8 PM)


			LATE PM 


(9 - 11 PM)


			EVENING PERIOD


(7 to 9 PM)


			





			


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Per discussion with the City Attorney, staff recommends that the late PM scenario also include conditions with the SF Giants Game.  


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			





			Existing Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing 


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Project Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing + Project w/out events on site


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Existing + Project w/ Convention Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			Future Year 2040 Cumulative


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Project - No Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Project – with Event 


- with Basketball Game


- with Convention Event


			


1


1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			


2


1





			TOTAL


			7


			2


			2


			2


			2


			5


			2


			22











Task 3 – Data Collection


Traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and off-street parking data collection will be conducted for the following time periods:


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Traffic: The transportation consultants will obtain intersection turning movement volume counts at the 23 21 study intersections listed in Table 2a for the proposed project site from previously collected traffic count efforts, supplemented with new counts to be performed in May (May 15th, 20th, 21st, 27th, 29th, and 31st) and June (June 7th and 11th) 2014, as appropriate (and previously approved by the Planning Department).


			Table 2a - Intersection Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			King St/Third St


			11


			Terry Francois Blvd/16th St [a]





			2


			King St/Fourth St


			12


			Illinois St/16th St





			3


			King St/Fifth St/I-280 on-/off-ramps


			13


			Third St/16th St





			4


			Fifth/Harrison/I-80 WB off-ramp


			14


			Fourth St/16th St





			5


			Fifth/Bryant.I-80 EB on-ramp


			15


			Owens St/16th St





			6


			Third St/Channel St


			16


			Seventh St/Mississippi St/16th St





			7


			Fourth St/Channel St


			17


			Illinois St/Mariposa St





			8


			Seventh St/Mission Bay Drive


			18


			Third St/Mariposa St





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St


			19


			Mariposa St/I-280 NB off-ramp





			10


			Third St/South St


			20


			Mariposa St/I-280 SB on-ramp





			


			


			21


			Third St/Cesar Chavez St





			Note:


[a] Future analysis location - not currently an intersection. Sixteenth Street is not continuous between Illinois Street and Terry François Boulevard and will be extended from Illinois Street to Terry François Boulevard as part of the proposed project.. 











The transportation consultants will also gather on-ramp and off-ramp traffic data from Caltrans and from peak period turning movement volume counts at ramp touchdown intersections for the I-80 and I-280 ramp locations shown in Table 2b.  Freeway on-ramps and off-ramps will be analyzed based on peak hour volumes. Freeway ramp volume data will be obtained from the intersection traffic counts listed in Table 2a and supplemented, as necessary. 


			Table 2b – Freeway Ramp Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling/Bryant


			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant


			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison


			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa











Transit: Transit data will be obtained from SFMTA and regional transit operators, as appropriate, for weekday p.m., late evening, late evening, and Saturday evening conditions.  The transportation consultants will compile data on all Muni bus routes and rail lines (including motor coach, trolley coach, and light rail service) and stop locations within a study area generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street.


This work will include a description of Muni’s transit route service hours, peak periods, stops and headways on weekdays and Saturdays for the bus routes and rail lines within the study area.  The latest available weekday p.m., weekday late evening, late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load points (MLP) for the Muni routes and lines serving the transportation study area will be requested from Muni for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3). 


Existing ridership and capacity utilization information for the Muni bus routes and rail lines will be provided individually, as well as combined, based on access between the transportation study area and the four San Francisco superdistricts.  


Preliminary corridor grouping of Muni routes and lines for the project site (subject to discussion with the SFMTA):


North/South: K Ingleside, T Third, N Judah, 30 Stockton, 45 Union Stockton.


East/West: 10 Townsend, 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness.


The transportation consultants will also compile data on regional transit operators (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit bus and ferry service, SamTrans and Caltrain) including the nearest transit stop location within the study area boundary and the latest scheduled operations on weekdays and Saturdays. Weekday and Saturday ridership and capacity utilization for the regional service providers for the analysis periods identified in Table 1 (p. 3) will be obtained from the regional operators.


Existing Muni and regional service provider weekday p.m. peak hour screenlines will be obtained from the Planning Department.  


Pedestrians: The transportation consultants will collect pedestrian counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 43, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few pedestrians are present at the study locations during the late evening period. Effective sidewalk widths will be measured at each sidewalk analysis location, and in the vicinity of the project site.





			Table 4 3 - Crosswalk and Sidewalk Analysis Locations [a]





			Location


			Location





			Crosswalk Analysis [a]


			Sidewalk Analysis





			1


			Third St/South St


			1


			Both sides of Third St between South and 16th streets 





			2


			Third St/16th St


			2 


			North side of 16th St





			3


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St [b]


			3


			South side of South St





			Notes:


[a] All crosswalks at the listed intersections.


[b] Future analysis location.











Bicycles: The transportation consultants will conduct bicycle counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 54, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) counts without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few bicyclists are present at the study locations during the late evening period..


			Table 54- Bicycle Analysis Locations 	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add Terry Francois Blvd to locations.





			Location





			1


			Both sides of Third Street between South and 16th streets





			2


			Both sides of 16th Street between Third and Fourth streets











Parking: The parking study area is generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street. The transportation consultants will collect off-street public parking supply and occupancy for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) from available sources such as the SFpark, SFMTA, data previously collected for the Piers 30-32 site, and other project technical studies, and conduct additional surveys for facilities and time periods for which parking supply and occupancy data is not available.  Current hours of operation and characteristics such as whether they are publicly accessible, of the off-street facilities will be identified.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add reference to MB shuttle program.


The transportation consultants will also document current on-street parking regulations and illegal parking on the blocks adjacent to the proposed project, and generally describe the on-street parking regulations and parking occupancy within the parking study area.  Any loading observations will also be noted.  


Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


Using the data collected in Task 3, the transportation consultants will document existing traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, bicycle, loading,  and emergency vehicle access conditions within the transportation study areas and at the study intersections shown in Table 2a, including:


A base map and text for the study area, describing the street designations, street names, number of lanes and traffic flow directions;


A description of existing uses and vehicular access to the project site;


An assessment of existing parking operations at the project site, including hours of operation, supply and hourly utilization;


Intersection level of service (LOS) conditions during the peak hours at the study intersections identified in Table 2a using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual operations methodology (HCM 2000) and the Synchro traffic analysis software;


Freeway on-ramp and off-ramp LOS conditions during the peak hours at the study locations identified in Table 2b using the 2000 HCM methodology and the HCS analysis software. Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology. Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results.


Graphics indicating the existing peak hour traffic volumes and lane configuration at the study intersections identified in Table 2a;


A map and discussion of Muni and regional transit services within the transportation study area, including bus routes and bus stop locations, as well as conditions at each route’s maximum load point. A quantitative description of weekday p.m. commute period, weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour transit conditions will be provided for Muni and the regional transit service as available. Planned changes to Muni service in the Transit Effectiveness Program (TEP) will also be described.  Identification of any operational conflicts between buses or streetcars and other vehicles will be described. 


Pedestrian LOS analyses at the study locations identified in Table 4 3 using the HCM 2000 methodology. A qualitative assessment of pedestrian conditions (conflicts, safety and operational issues) will also be conducted;


Bicycle flows at the study locations identified in Table 54, and a qualitative discussion of general bicycle circulation conditions and the identification of any safety and right-of-way issues in the vicinity of the project site, including the description and mapping of bicycle routes. A description of changes to the bicycle network within the transportation study area being considered by the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other City proposals;


A qualitative assessment of existing weekday and Saturday on-street commercial loading conditions within the transportation study area;


A description of the existing emergency vehicle access routes to the project site; 


Passenger loading, including disabled loading and parking; and


Quantitative assessment of off-street parking supply and utilization within the parking study area, and qualitative discussion of on-street parking regulations and utilization. 


Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


The future travel demand estimates will be developed by the transportation consultant, and reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff prior to use in the transportation impact assessment.  Travel demand estimates will be provided for vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes, and will include internal and external trips for each project component listed in Table 1, as appropriate.	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: I just want to confirm our common understanding.  There will be a No Project alternative and probably a Reduced Intensity alternative.  We will be generating travel demand estimates for both, correct?    

YES. THE NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE WILL BE THE PREVIOUSLY-APPROVED USES ON THE SITE, AND THE REDUCED INTENSITEY WILL NEED TO BE DEVELOPED.

OCII will need to define what previously approved uses and intensities are,



Sports Arena: Since sports arenas are considered “special generators,” each with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of their impact cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.  Thus, the travel demand analysis for the operation of basketball games, conventions, and other events will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, typical weekday and weekend start times of the games/events, available travel characteristics of other venues such as AT&T Park and other comparable venues (e.g., mode split, trip distribution, vehicle assignment, parking demand, transit demand), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access ingress and egress routes for the new arena. Loading demand for the arena will be based on information obtained from the project sponsor.


Other Project Land Uses: The transportation consultants will estimate the travel demand for standard proposed land uses  (i.e., retail, office, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) using the methodology and information provided in the SF Guidelines (trip generation rates, mode splits, trip distribution, loading demand, parking demand).  For the live theater use, trip generation will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday. Since the SF Guidelines only provide trip generation rates for the weekday p.m. peak hour, weekday evening and weekday late evening travel demand will be estimated based on temporal distribution patterns contained within Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department. To determine Saturday evening travel demand appropriate adjustments will be made to obtain similar factors for the Saturday daily based on the Saturday to weekday daily ratio from ITE Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department.


The transportation consultants will estimate the number of vehicle trips associated with the existing parking lots located at the project site using the methodology described in the SF Guidelines (i.e., actual traffic data collected as part of Task 3, rather than trip generation estimates). Vehicles currently utilizing the existing surface parking facilities will be redistributed to park at other nearby off-street facilities based on their existing parking availability data obtained in Task 3.


Documentation: The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology and results of the travel demand for the proposed project component listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  The technical memorandum will summarize the data sources, methodologies and recommended rates and factors to be used in the trip generation, mode choice, vehicle occupancies and parking demand analyses. The technical memorandum will summarize the travel demand estimates for the proposed project by land use type, mode of travel and place of origin.  A graphic showing vehicle-trip distributions and assignments will also be included.  This technical memorandum will be submitted to Planning Department staff in paper and electronic format for their review and approval prior to performing the transportation impact analyses (Task 6 – Transportation Impacts Analysis).  It is anticipated that this document will also be reviewed by OCII and SFMTA staff, as appropriate.  


Alternatives: Travel demand estimates for up to two alternatives to the proposed project will be developed based on the methodology presented above for the proposed project uses. The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses). The travel demand for the alternatives will be documented in a separate technical memorandum, and will be reviewed by Planning Department, OCII and SFMTA staff. See Task 8 for alternatives analysis.  


Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


The transportation consultants will identify the transportation impacts associated with the proposed project listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  This will include impacts on the study intersections, impacts on transit (capacity utilization and operation), pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, passenger and freight loading supply and demand conditions, construction related activities, and emergency vehicle access to the site.  A parking supply and demand analysis will also be presented for informational purposes.


The transportation impact analysis will reflect planned improvements to the transportation network (e.g., relocation and realignment of Terry Francois Boulevard with the eastern edge of Blocks 30 and 32), any changes/features included as part of the proposed project (e.g., wider sidewalks, plazas, adjacent bicycle lanes), as well as the draft Transportation Management Plan for events at the proposed arena. 


Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate peak hour intersection and freeway ramp LOS using the HCM 2000 methodology for the study intersections identified in Table 2a for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event


Future year 2040 Cumulative - with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


The traffic volumes at the study intersection and freeway ramps for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA).  The future cumulative traffic conditions at the study intersections and ramps will account for the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the traffic volumes at the study intersections and freeway ramps will be shown in an Existing plus Project traffic volume figure for each analysis period/scenario, which will also identify the critical movement at each location.  Based on this information and the estimated growth in traffic volumes between existing and year 2040 conditions, the transportation consultants will calculate the proposed project contribution to future cumulative conditions at those intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, as specified in Table 1 (p. 3).  A series of 2040 Cumulative volume figures will then be prepared, identifying the critical movements at each intersection for the various cumulative scenarios.


A vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the entrance(s) to the on-site parking facilities, or other nearby off-street parking locations for Existing plus project scenarios. 


Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology.  Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will also be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results at the freeway off-ramp intersections listed in Table 2b.  The analysis will discuss the potential for project to exacerbate existing queuing; project’s contributions to traffic on- and off-ramps will be summarized.  Because these on-ramps are frequently operating over-capacity during the peak hours, the transportation team will work with the Planning Department to identify a methodology for describing the project’s contribution to these conditions.


Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate transit capacity utilization for Muni and the regional transit providers for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event 


Future year 2040 Cumulative – with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


A transit impact analysis will be conducted for:


Muni and regional screenlines – weekday p.m. commute peak hour


Muni and regional routes serving the transportation study area, by individual route/line and by corridor – weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening


The transit ridership and capacity for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), as obtained from theEnvironmental Planning Department and SFMTA.  The future cumulative transit conditions will account for the transit ridership generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the transit capacity utilization will be estimated, and contributions where 2040 Cumulative conditions exceed the transit operator capacity utilization standard will be identified. 


A qualitative assessment of Existing plus Project conditions at the Muni Metro platform on Third Street at South Street will be conducted before and after weekday basketball and non-basketball events, subject to discussion with SFMTA.


Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


The transportation consultants will perform peak hour pedestrian LOS analyses of Existing plus Project conditions listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 4 3 using the HCM 2000 Methodology based on the number of new pedestrians that will be added to the network. Potential pedestrian safety issues will be identified, including vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, interruption of pedestrian circulation and potential safety issues.  A qualitative discussion of the project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Area Plan will also be included. Future year 2040 Cumulative pedestrian conditions will be assessed qualitatively.


Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively evaluate bicycle conditions for the Existing plus Project scenarios listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 54.  Potential bicycle circulation safety issues will be identified, including bicyclist-vehicular conflicts, interruption of bicycle flow and potential safety issues at the project site, as well as the effect on existing and proposed nearby bicycle routes.  In addition, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D)[footnoteRef:2] requirements for bicycle parking and related facilities will be identified and compared to the proposed supply. Future year 2040 Cumulative bicycle conditions will be assessed qualitatively. [2:  In combination with the Development Plan, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D) document supersedes the San Francisco Planning Code for the Mission Bay South Area Development Plan.] 



Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a loading supply/demand analysis for the proposed project.  The proposed on-site loading supply will be compared to the Mission Bay South Area D4D in terms of their location, number of spaces and minimum dimensions, as applicable.  The loading supply will also be compared to the estimated demand generated by the proposed project.  Additionally, the transportation consultant will assess the proposed loading facilities in terms of their operational characteristics, including truck movement (including truck turning pathways into the loading area), location of trash compactor, storage and removal of garbage. 


Passenger loading/unloading, including taxis, charter buses, limousines, and private autos, before and after events at the proposed arena passenger loading/unloading facilities will be assessed.  


Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


The transportation consultants will assess any potential impacts to the emergency access that could result from the proposed project. 


Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively assess any potential temporary construction-related transportation impacts that would be generated by the proposed project.  Construction impact evaluation will address displacement of existing parking, the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, street and/or sidewalk closures, impacts on Muni operations, and construction worker parking. 


Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a parking supply/code/demand analysis for the proposed project.  Handicapped-accessible, bicycle and carshare spaces supplied by the proposed project will be identified.  The proposed parking supply will be compared to the requirements of the Mission Bay South Area D4D.  Any exceptions to the Mission Bay South Area D4D will be noted. 


Any deficit or surplus of parking spaces will be quantified, and discussed in relation to the effect on the parking supply in the area surrounding the project sites. The design of the access to the proposed project’s parking facilities will be assessed in terms of operational characteristics.


As described in Task 6.1, a vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the project entrance(s) to any proposed parking facility on site other nearby off-street parking locations.


Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


Mitigation measures will be proposed to improve operations if significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures may be proposed where no significant impacts have been identified.  In accordance with City guidelines, the report will clearly distinguish between mitigation measures required under CEQA, and transportation improvement measures not related to CEQA significant impacts, such as pedestrian improvement measures, parking access operations, traffic, parking and pedestrian enforcement etc.  Responsibility for implementation of identified measures will be identified, where possible. 


Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


The No Project Alternative (approved Mission Bay Plan uses on the project site) and a Lesser Intensity Alternative will be assessed qualitatively for variousall  transportation scenarios.  Depending on definition of the alternatives and the outcome of the travel demand memo, the Planning Department may require at a later time limited quantitative analysis.  The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses).  The scenarios will be developed in conjunction with development of the alternatives in consultation with the Planning Department and OCII.  The analysis will cover all transportation topics. analysis topics... Travel demand estimates will be prepared for each alternative based on the travel demand methodology presented in Task 5.  


Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


The transportation consultants will prepare the transportation setting and impact analysis sections for inclusion in the EIR document.  The transportation discussion will follow the format specified by Planning Department staff, and will include setting, methodology, impact assessment, and mitigation and improvement measures.  A discussion of the underlying environmental review document (e.g., 1998 SEIR) will also be provided, as needed.  An Administrative Draft 1 of the transportation chapter will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff. 


All stand-alone submittals of the transportation section of the Draft EIR will be in paper copies (five copies), along with an electronic version. Transportation section versions included as part of the overall Administrative Draft EIR will follow the distribution format determined for the EIR.


As part of the transportation section submittal, the transportation consultants will prepare a comprehensive technical appendix that will include, but not be limited to, the following:


Proposed project access and internal/external circulation plans;


Lane geometries at the study intersections;


Traffic summaries showing turning movement volumes at the study intersections for all periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Intersection and freeway ramp LOS analysis for the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Transit capacity utilization calculations for Muni and regional transit providers for all the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Travel demand calculations for the proposed project and alternatives to the project;


Travel demand analysis Technical Memorandum;


Pedestrian counts and LOS, and bicycle counts at all study locations; 


Existing and Existing plus Project parking supply and utilization; and


Draft Transportation Management Plan (to be developed by project sponsor).


Two paper copies and an electronic copy of the draft technical appendix will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff for Preliminary Draft 1 and Preliminary Draft 2 submittals.  


Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


The transportation consultants will summarize and package the Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes developed in the previous tasks for submittal to the noise and air quality analysts for their studies.


Task 11: – Attendance at Meetings


The transportation consultants will meet with the Planning Department, OCII, and other city agencies, as appropriate, to work out details related to transportation scope of work, impact assumptions, methodology, and development of improvement and/or mitigation measures.


Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments


The transportation consultant will prepare responses to comments made by public agencies and members of the public at large related to the transportation section of the Draft EIR.
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Oerth, Sally (CII)
Subject: RE: Do you think I need to be at Commission today for Block 7W?
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 2:02:00 PM


We have a draft, but it needs some work.  That is tonight’s effort after the CFD#5 budget and ROPS,
both for your review.  I am also reviewing Manny’s memo for the Planning MOU to get that to you
and Jim to look at before sending to Planning for their review.
 
I will send the schedule to you as soon as it is done tonight so you can look at it this evening.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Oerth, Sally (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 1:34 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Do you think I need to be at Commission today for Block 7W?
 
Speaking of stuff, do you have a draft yet for the GSW schedule? I could take a look at it in advance
of our weekly mtg tomorrow 


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 5, 2014, at 12:39 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


I would rather keep working on some other stuff, but can head that way if you think
non-housing issues will come up.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 



mailto:sally.oerth@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/










From: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
To: Luba C. Wyznyckyj (lubaw@lcwconsulting.com); José I. Farrán (jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com); Clarke Miller


(CMiller@stradasf.com)
Cc: Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com); Paul Mitchell (pmitchell@esassoc.com); Murphy, Mary G.


(MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com); Kate Aufhauser (kaufhauser@warriors.com); Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya
(CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)


Subject: GSW Transportation SOW Comments
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:21:38 AM
Attachments: MB Blocks 29-32 Draft Transportation SOW 2014_7_30_Combined Comments.docx


Attached are comments on the draft SOW, including project sponsor comments.
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Scope of Work


Transportation Analysis for the proposed Event Center and Mixed Use Development at Mission Bay South Area Blocks 29-32 EIR 


Second Draft: July 30, 2014





Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting are pleased to submit this scope of work to prepare the transportation section of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the proposed event center and sports arena to be located in the Mission Bay South Area of San Francisco. This scope of work follows the San Francisco Planning Department’s “Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, October 2002” (SF Guidelines), as applicable. 


Task 1 – Conduct Project Scoping


The San Francisco Planning Department requires that the scope of work for the transportation analysis be reviewed and approved by the designated transportation planner and environmental staff coordinator prior to commencement of any work by the transportation consultants.  The transportation consultants will meet and consult with Environmental Planning staff, the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), and other city agencies, as determined by Environmental Planning to review, discuss and modify the draft scope of work and define the required level of detail for the transportation analysis.  The discussions will focus on items such as:


Project definition and components, including alternatives;


Data collection (traffic counts, locations, day of week, and time of day);


Assumptions (study area, land use types, cumulative growth, etc.);


Methodology (trip generation methodology and appropriate sources, travel forecasts, etc.);


Analysis scenarios – (future years, development and transportation network and transit service assumptions);;


Extent of analysis of the alternatives to the proposed project; and


Transportation section schedule and deliverables.


Task 2 – Develop Project Description and Analysis Methodology


The transportation consultants will review the project definition, land use, and transportation circulation assumptions prepared by the project sponsor and will provide written request for clarification and additional data needs that might be necessary to conduct the transportation analysis.


The transportation consultants will meet with Environmental Planning staff to confirm the definition of analysis scenarios and direction on the analysis methodologies proposed for the transportation impact assessment.  The travel demand analysis of the land use program of the proposed project (e.g., office, retail, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) will be conducted using the SF Guidelines, while the travel demand analysis for the arena and other ancillary sport uses will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, travel characteristics at similar facilities (e.g., mode of travel, trip distribution, vehicle occupancy, parking demand, etc.), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access and egress routes to and from the site. For the live theater use, the travel demand analysis will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday.  The analysis will assume movie theater and live theater functions taking place concurrently with an event at the event center.


The transportation consultants will define the analysis scenarios in detail.  Table 1 on the next page presents the list of transportation analysis scenarios for the proposed project components.


The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum documenting the travel demand methodology, and assumptions for the arena and other proposed uses.  The memorandum will include a description of each of the analysis scenarios and assumptions used for the impact analysis, including land use, background, project-related transportation improvements, background traffic assumptions, and parking assumptions. The proposed project travel demand will be presented for each analysis scenario.  This technical memorandum will be presented to the Planning Department for review and approval prior to proceeding with the transportation impact analysis.  It is anticipated that SFMTA will also review and provide feedback on this technical memorandum.  


The transportation consultants will work with Environmental Planning and the project sponsor to develop the definition of the project alternatives.





			Table 1 - Scenarios for Transportation Analysis


Event Center at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32





			SCENARIOS





			WEEKDAY PERIODS


			SATURDAY


			Number of Analysis Scenarios 





			


			PM COMMUTE 


(4 To 6 PM)


			EVENING 


(6 to 8 PM)


			LATE PM 


(9 - 11 PM)


			EVENING PERIOD


(7 to 9 PM)


			





			


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			w/out SF Giants Game	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: Per discussion with the City Attorney, staff recommends that the late PM scenario also include conditions with the SF Giants Game.  


			w/out SF Giants Game


			with SF Giants Game 


			





			Existing Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing 


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Project Scenarios


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Existing + Project w/out events on site


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Existing + Project w/ Basketball Game


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			1


			7





			Existing + Project w/ Convention Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			


			


			1





			Future Year 2040 Cumulative


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Project - No Event


			1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			2





			Project – with Event 


- with Basketball Game


- with Convention Event


			


1


1


			


			


			


			


			1


			


			


2


1





			TOTAL


			7


			2


			2


			2


			2


			5


			2


			22











Task 3 – Data Collection


Traffic, pedestrian, bicycle and off-street parking data collection will be conducted for the following time periods:


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with no event at AT&T Park


Weekday p.m. peak commute period (4 to 6 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Weekday evening period (6 to 8 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Saturday evening (7 to 9 p.m.) with game at AT&T Park


Traffic: The transportation consultants will obtain intersection turning movement volume counts at the 23 21 study intersections listed in Table 2a for the proposed project site from previously collected traffic count efforts, supplemented with new counts to be performed in May (May 15th, 20th, 21st, 27th, 29th, and 31st) and June (June 7th and 11th) 2014, as appropriate (and previously approved by the Planning Department).


			Table 2a - Intersection Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			King St/Third St


			11


			Terry Francois Blvd/16th St [a]





			2


			King St/Fourth St


			12


			Illinois St/16th St





			3


			King St/Fifth St/I-280 on-/off-ramps


			13


			Third St/16th St





			4


			Fifth/Harrison/I-80 WB off-ramp


			14


			Fourth St/16th St





			5


			Fifth/Bryant.I-80 EB on-ramp


			15


			Owens St/16th St





			6


			Third St/Channel St


			16


			Seventh St/Mississippi St/16th St





			7


			Fourth St/Channel St


			17


			Illinois St/Mariposa St





			8


			Seventh St/Mission Bay Drive


			18


			Third St/Mariposa St





			9


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St


			19


			Mariposa St/I-280 NB off-ramp





			10


			Third St/South St


			20


			Mariposa St/I-280 SB on-ramp





			


			


			21


			Third St/Cesar Chavez St





			Note:


[a] Future analysis location - not currently an intersection. Sixteenth Street is not continuous between Illinois Street and Terry François Boulevard and will be extended from Illinois Street to Terry François Boulevard as part of the proposed project.. 











The transportation consultants will also gather on-ramp and off-ramp traffic data from Caltrans and from peak period turning movement volume counts at ramp touchdown intersections for the I-80 and I-280 ramp locations shown in Table 2b.  Freeway on-ramps and off-ramps will be analyzed based on peak hour volumes. Freeway ramp volume data will be obtained from the intersection traffic counts listed in Table 2a and supplemented, as necessary. 


			Table 2b – Freeway Ramp Analysis Locations





			Location


			Location





			1


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Sterling/Bryant


			4


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Pennsylvania





			2


			I-80 EB on-ramp at Fifth/Bryant


			5


			I-280 NB off-ramp at Mariposa





			3


			I-80 WB off-ramp at Fifth/Harrison


			6


			I-280 SB on-ramp at Mariposa











Transit: Transit data will be obtained from SFMTA and regional transit operators, as appropriate, for weekday p.m., late evening, late evening, and Saturday evening conditions.  The transportation consultants will compile data on all Muni bus routes and rail lines (including motor coach, trolley coach, and light rail service) and stop locations within a study area generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street.


This work will include a description of Muni’s transit route service hours, peak periods, stops and headways on weekdays and Saturdays for the bus routes and rail lines within the study area.  The latest available weekday p.m., weekday late evening, late evening, and Saturday evening peak hour ridership and capacity utilization at the maximum load points (MLP) for the Muni routes and lines serving the transportation study area will be requested from Muni for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3). 


Existing ridership and capacity utilization information for the Muni bus routes and rail lines will be provided individually, as well as combined, based on access between the transportation study area and the four San Francisco superdistricts.  


Preliminary corridor grouping of Muni routes and lines for the project site (subject to discussion with the SFMTA):


North/South: K Ingleside, T Third, N Judah, 30 Stockton, 45 Union Stockton.


East/West: 10 Townsend, 22 Fillmore, 47 Van Ness.


The transportation consultants will also compile data on regional transit operators (BART, AC Transit, Golden Gate Transit bus and ferry service, SamTrans and Caltrain) including the nearest transit stop location within the study area boundary and the latest scheduled operations on weekdays and Saturdays. Weekday and Saturday ridership and capacity utilization for the regional service providers for the analysis periods identified in Table 1 (p. 3) will be obtained from the regional operators.


Existing Muni and regional service provider weekday p.m. peak hour screenlines will be obtained from the Planning Department.  


Pedestrians: The transportation consultants will collect pedestrian counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 43, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few pedestrians are present at the study locations during the late evening period. Effective sidewalk widths will be measured at each sidewalk analysis location, and in the vicinity of the project site.





			Table 4 3 - Crosswalk and Sidewalk Analysis Locations [a]





			Location


			Location





			Crosswalk Analysis [a]


			Sidewalk Analysis





			1


			Third St/South St


			1


			Both sides of Third St between South and 16th streets 





			2


			Third St/16th St


			2 


			North side of 16th St





			3


			Terry Francois Blvd/South St [b]


			3


			South side of South St





			Notes:


[a] All crosswalks at the listed intersections.


[b] Future analysis location.











Bicycles: The transportation consultants will conduct bicycle counts at 15-minute intervals for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the locations shown in Table 54, with the exception that weekday late evening period (9 to 11 p.m.) counts without a game at AT&T Park will not be conducted because very few bicyclists are present at the study locations during the late evening period..


			Table 54- Bicycle Analysis Locations 	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add Terry Francois Blvd to locations.





			Location





			1


			Both sides of Third Street between South and 16th streets





			2


			Both sides of 16th Street between Third and Fourth streets











Parking: The parking study area is generally bounded by Townsend Street, Seventh Street, Mississippi Street, and 18th Street. The transportation consultants will collect off-street public parking supply and occupancy for the days and time periods listed in Table 1 (p. 3) from available sources such as the SFpark, SFMTA, data previously collected for the Piers 30-32 site, and other project technical studies, and conduct additional surveys for facilities and time periods for which parking supply and occupancy data is not available.  Current hours of operation and characteristics such as whether they are publicly accessible, of the off-street facilities will be identified.	Comment by Brett Bollinger: PS Comment: Add reference to MB shuttle program.


The transportation consultants will also document current on-street parking regulations and illegal parking on the blocks adjacent to the proposed project, and generally describe the on-street parking regulations and parking occupancy within the parking study area.  Any loading observations will also be noted.  


Task 4 – Document Existing Conditions


Using the data collected in Task 3, the transportation consultants will document existing traffic, transit, parking, pedestrian, bicycle, loading,  and emergency vehicle access conditions within the transportation study areas and at the study intersections shown in Table 2a, including:


A base map and text for the study area, describing the street designations, street names, number of lanes and traffic flow directions;


A description of existing uses and vehicular access to the project site;


An assessment of existing parking operations at the project site, including hours of operation, supply and hourly utilization;


Intersection level of service (LOS) conditions during the peak hours at the study intersections identified in Table 2a using the 2000 Highway Capacity Manual operations methodology (HCM 2000) and the Synchro traffic analysis software;


Freeway on-ramp and off-ramp LOS conditions during the peak hours at the study locations identified in Table 2b using the 2000 HCM methodology and the HCS analysis software. Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology. Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results.


Graphics indicating the existing peak hour traffic volumes and lane configuration at the study intersections identified in Table 2a;


A map and discussion of Muni and regional transit services within the transportation study area, including bus routes and bus stop locations, as well as conditions at each route’s maximum load point. A quantitative description of weekday p.m. commute period, weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hour transit conditions will be provided for Muni and the regional transit service as available. Planned changes to Muni service in the Transit Effectiveness Program (TEP) will also be described.  Identification of any operational conflicts between buses or streetcars and other vehicles will be described. 


Pedestrian LOS analyses at the study locations identified in Table 4 3 using the HCM 2000 methodology. A qualitative assessment of pedestrian conditions (conflicts, safety and operational issues) will also be conducted;


Bicycle flows at the study locations identified in Table 54, and a qualitative discussion of general bicycle circulation conditions and the identification of any safety and right-of-way issues in the vicinity of the project site, including the description and mapping of bicycle routes. A description of changes to the bicycle network within the transportation study area being considered by the San Francisco Bicycle Plan and other City proposals;


A qualitative assessment of existing weekday and Saturday on-street commercial loading conditions within the transportation study area;


A description of the existing emergency vehicle access routes to the project site; 


Passenger loading, including disabled loading and parking; and


Quantitative assessment of off-street parking supply and utilization within the parking study area, and qualitative discussion of on-street parking regulations and utilization. 


Task 5 – Determine Project and Project Alternatives Travel Demand


The future travel demand estimates will be developed by the transportation consultant, and reviewed and approved by Planning Department staff prior to use in the transportation impact assessment.  Travel demand estimates will be provided for vehicular, transit, pedestrian, and bicycle modes, and will include internal and external trips for each project component listed in Table 1, as appropriate.	Comment by Viktoriya Wise: I just want to confirm our common understanding.  There will be a No Project alternative and probably a Reduced Intensity alternative.  We will be generating travel demand estimates for both, correct?    

YES. THE NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE WILL BE THE PREVIOUSLY-APPROVED USES ON THE SITE, AND THE REDUCED INTENSITEY WILL NEED TO BE DEVELOPED.

OCII will need to define what previously approved uses and intensities are,



Sports Arena: Since sports arenas are considered “special generators,” each with unique trip generation and travel behavior patterns, the analysis of their impact cannot follow some of the methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines.  Thus, the travel demand analysis for the operation of basketball games, conventions, and other events will be conducted based on proposed arena seated capacity, typical weekday and weekend start times of the games/events, available travel characteristics of other venues such as AT&T Park and other comparable venues (e.g., mode split, trip distribution, vehicle assignment, parking demand, transit demand), anticipated transportation infrastructure improvements, and proposed access ingress and egress routes for the new arena. Loading demand for the arena will be based on information obtained from the project sponsor.


Other Project Land Uses: The transportation consultants will estimate the travel demand for standard proposed land uses  (i.e., retail, office, restaurant, movie theater, live theater) using the methodology and information provided in the SF Guidelines (trip generation rates, mode splits, trip distribution, loading demand, parking demand).  For the live theater use, trip generation will be based on the number of seats, sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday. Since the SF Guidelines only provide trip generation rates for the weekday p.m. peak hour, weekday evening and weekday late evening travel demand will be estimated based on temporal distribution patterns contained within Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department. To determine Saturday evening travel demand appropriate adjustments will be made to obtain similar factors for the Saturday daily based on the Saturday to weekday daily ratio from ITE Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, Pushkarev and Zupan’s Urban Space for Pedestrians, as well as other sources, as determined appropriate by the Planning Department.


The transportation consultants will estimate the number of vehicle trips associated with the existing parking lots located at the project site using the methodology described in the SF Guidelines (i.e., actual traffic data collected as part of Task 3, rather than trip generation estimates). Vehicles currently utilizing the existing surface parking facilities will be redistributed to park at other nearby off-street facilities based on their existing parking availability data obtained in Task 3.


Documentation: The transportation consultants will prepare a technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology and results of the travel demand for the proposed project component listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  The technical memorandum will summarize the data sources, methodologies and recommended rates and factors to be used in the trip generation, mode choice, vehicle occupancies and parking demand analyses. The technical memorandum will summarize the travel demand estimates for the proposed project by land use type, mode of travel and place of origin.  A graphic showing vehicle-trip distributions and assignments will also be included.  This technical memorandum will be submitted to Planning Department staff in paper and electronic format for their review and approval prior to performing the transportation impact analyses (Task 6 – Transportation Impacts Analysis).  It is anticipated that this document will also be reviewed by OCII and SFMTA staff, as appropriate.  


Alternatives: Travel demand estimates for up to two alternatives to the proposed project will be developed based on the methodology presented above for the proposed project uses. The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses). The travel demand for the alternatives will be documented in a separate technical memorandum, and will be reviewed by Planning Department, OCII and SFMTA staff. See Task 8 for alternatives analysis.  


Task 6 – Transportation Impact Analysis


The transportation consultants will identify the transportation impacts associated with the proposed project listed in Table 1 (p. 3).  This will include impacts on the study intersections, impacts on transit (capacity utilization and operation), pedestrian circulation, bicycle circulation, passenger and freight loading supply and demand conditions, construction related activities, and emergency vehicle access to the site.  A parking supply and demand analysis will also be presented for informational purposes.


The transportation impact analysis will reflect planned improvements to the transportation network (e.g., relocation and realignment of Terry Francois Boulevard with the eastern edge of Blocks 30 and 32), any changes/features included as part of the proposed project (e.g., wider sidewalks, plazas, adjacent bicycle lanes), as well as the draft Transportation Management Plan for events at the proposed arena. 


Task 6.1 – Traffic Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate peak hour intersection and freeway ramp LOS using the HCM 2000 methodology for the study intersections identified in Table 2a for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event


Future year 2040 Cumulative - with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


The traffic volumes at the study intersection and freeway ramps for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA).  The future cumulative traffic conditions at the study intersections and ramps will account for the vehicle trips generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the traffic volumes at the study intersections and freeway ramps will be shown in an Existing plus Project traffic volume figure for each analysis period/scenario, which will also identify the critical movement at each location.  Based on this information and the estimated growth in traffic volumes between existing and year 2040 conditions, the transportation consultants will calculate the proposed project contribution to future cumulative conditions at those intersections operating at LOS E or LOS F under 2040 Cumulative conditions, as specified in Table 1 (p. 3).  A series of 2040 Cumulative volume figures will then be prepared, identifying the critical movements at each intersection for the various cumulative scenarios.


A vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the entrance(s) to the on-site parking facilities, or other nearby off-street parking locations for Existing plus project scenarios. 


Freeway on-ramp junctions will be quantitatively evaluated based on the HCM 2000 merge/diverge methodology.  Vehicle queuing at freeway off-ramps will also be quantitatively assessed based on field observations and intersection HCM 2000 LOS results at the freeway off-ramp intersections listed in Table 2b.  The analysis will discuss the potential for project to exacerbate existing queuing; project’s contributions to traffic on- and off-ramps will be summarized.  Because these on-ramps are frequently operating over-capacity during the peak hours, the transportation team will work with the Planning Department to identify a methodology for describing the project’s contribution to these conditions.


Task 6.2 – Transit Impacts


The transportation consultants will calculate transit capacity utilization for Muni and the regional transit providers for the following overall scenarios: 


Existing plus Project


Future year 2040 Cumulative - no Event 


Future year 2040 Cumulative – with Event


Table 1 on page 3 details the number of Existing plus Project and cumulative scenarios and the time periods of analysis.


A transit impact analysis will be conducted for:


Muni and regional screenlines – weekday p.m. commute peak hour


Muni and regional routes serving the transportation study area, by individual route/line and by corridor – weekday p.m., weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening


The transit ridership and capacity for the 2040 Cumulative conditions will be based on the estimates from the latest travel demand forecasting data available from the San Francisco County Transportation Authority (SFCTA), as obtained from theEnvironmental Planning Department and SFMTA.  The future cumulative transit conditions will account for the transit ridership generated by the proposed project, as well as the general increase in activity in the area.


The proposed project’s contribution to the transit capacity utilization will be estimated, and contributions where 2040 Cumulative conditions exceed the transit operator capacity utilization standard will be identified. 


A qualitative assessment of Existing plus Project conditions at the Muni Metro platform on Third Street at South Street will be conducted before and after weekday basketball and non-basketball events, subject to discussion with SFMTA.


Task 6.3 – Pedestrian Impacts


The transportation consultants will perform peak hour pedestrian LOS analyses of Existing plus Project conditions listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 4 3 using the HCM 2000 Methodology based on the number of new pedestrians that will be added to the network. Potential pedestrian safety issues will be identified, including vehicular-pedestrian conflicts, interruption of pedestrian circulation and potential safety issues.  A qualitative discussion of the project’s compliance with the Mission Bay South Area Plan will also be included. Future year 2040 Cumulative pedestrian conditions will be assessed qualitatively.


Task 6.4 – Bicycle Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively evaluate bicycle conditions for the Existing plus Project scenarios listed in Table 1 (p. 3) at the study locations identified in Table 54.  Potential bicycle circulation safety issues will be identified, including bicyclist-vehicular conflicts, interruption of bicycle flow and potential safety issues at the project site, as well as the effect on existing and proposed nearby bicycle routes.  In addition, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D)[footnoteRef:2] requirements for bicycle parking and related facilities will be identified and compared to the proposed supply. Future year 2040 Cumulative bicycle conditions will be assessed qualitatively. [2:  In combination with the Development Plan, the Mission Bay South Area Design for Development (D4D) document supersedes the San Francisco Planning Code for the Mission Bay South Area Development Plan.] 



Task 6.5 – Loading Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a loading supply/demand analysis for the proposed project.  The proposed on-site loading supply will be compared to the Mission Bay South Area D4D in terms of their location, number of spaces and minimum dimensions, as applicable.  The loading supply will also be compared to the estimated demand generated by the proposed project.  Additionally, the transportation consultant will assess the proposed loading facilities in terms of their operational characteristics, including truck movement (including truck turning pathways into the loading area), location of trash compactor, storage and removal of garbage. 


Passenger loading/unloading, including taxis, charter buses, limousines, and private autos, before and after events at the proposed arena passenger loading/unloading facilities will be assessed.  


Task 6.6 – Emergency Access Impacts


The transportation consultants will assess any potential impacts to the emergency access that could result from the proposed project. 


Task 6.7 – Construction Impacts


The transportation consultants will qualitatively assess any potential temporary construction-related transportation impacts that would be generated by the proposed project.  Construction impact evaluation will address displacement of existing parking, the staging and duration of construction activity, truck routings, estimated daily truck volumes, street and/or sidewalk closures, impacts on Muni operations, and construction worker parking. 


Task 6.8 – Parking Impacts


The transportation consultants will prepare a parking supply/code/demand analysis for the proposed project.  Handicapped-accessible, bicycle and carshare spaces supplied by the proposed project will be identified.  The proposed parking supply will be compared to the requirements of the Mission Bay South Area D4D.  Any exceptions to the Mission Bay South Area D4D will be noted. 


Any deficit or surplus of parking spaces will be quantified, and discussed in relation to the effect on the parking supply in the area surrounding the project sites. The design of the access to the proposed project’s parking facilities will be assessed in terms of operational characteristics.


As described in Task 6.1, a vehicle queuing analysis will be conducted at the project entrance(s) to any proposed parking facility on site other nearby off-street parking locations.


Task 7 – Develop Mitigation/Improvement Measures


Mitigation measures will be proposed to improve operations if significant project-related impacts have been identified, and improvement measures may be proposed where no significant impacts have been identified.  In accordance with City guidelines, the report will clearly distinguish between mitigation measures required under CEQA, and transportation improvement measures not related to CEQA significant impacts, such as pedestrian improvement measures, parking access operations, traffic, parking and pedestrian enforcement etc.  Responsibility for implementation of identified measures will be identified, where possible. 


Task 8 – Alternative Analysis


The No Project Alternative (approved Mission Bay Plan uses on the project site) and a Lesser Intensity Alternative will be assessed qualitatively for variousall  transportation scenarios.  Depending on definition of the alternatives and the outcome of the travel demand memo, the Planning Department may require at a later time limited quantitative analysis.  The scenarios and time periods of analysis will be based on the types and quantities of the land uses included in the alternative (e.g., trip generation for Saturday daily and evening peak hour conditions will not be prepared for an alternative including primarily office uses).  The scenarios will be developed in conjunction with development of the alternatives in consultation with the Planning Department and OCII.  The analysis will cover all transportation topics. analysis topics... Travel demand estimates will be prepared for each alternative based on the travel demand methodology presented in Task 5.  


Task 9 – Transportation Section of the EIR


The transportation consultants will prepare the transportation setting and impact analysis sections for inclusion in the EIR document.  The transportation discussion will follow the format specified by Planning Department staff, and will include setting, methodology, impact assessment, and mitigation and improvement measures.  A discussion of the underlying environmental review document (e.g., 1998 SEIR) will also be provided, as needed.  An Administrative Draft 1 of the transportation chapter will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff. 


All stand-alone submittals of the transportation section of the Draft EIR will be in paper copies (five copies), along with an electronic version. Transportation section versions included as part of the overall Administrative Draft EIR will follow the distribution format determined for the EIR.


As part of the transportation section submittal, the transportation consultants will prepare a comprehensive technical appendix that will include, but not be limited to, the following:


Proposed project access and internal/external circulation plans;


Lane geometries at the study intersections;


Traffic summaries showing turning movement volumes at the study intersections for all periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Intersection and freeway ramp LOS analysis for the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Transit capacity utilization calculations for Muni and regional transit providers for all the periods and scenarios listed in Table 1;


Travel demand calculations for the proposed project and alternatives to the project;


Travel demand analysis Technical Memorandum;


Pedestrian counts and LOS, and bicycle counts at all study locations; 


Existing and Existing plus Project parking supply and utilization; and


Draft Transportation Management Plan (to be developed by project sponsor).


Two paper copies and an electronic copy of the draft technical appendix will be submitted to the Planning Department for review by Planning, SFMTA and OCII staff for Preliminary Draft 1 and Preliminary Draft 2 submittals.  


Task 10 – Prepare Data for Air Quality and Noise Analysis


The transportation consultants will summarize and package the Existing, Existing plus Project, and 2040 Cumulative traffic volumes developed in the previous tasks for submittal to the noise and air quality analysts for their studies.


Task 11: – Attendance at Meetings


The transportation consultants will meet with the Planning Department, OCII, and other city agencies, as appropriate, to work out details related to transportation scope of work, impact assumptions, methodology, and development of improvement and/or mitigation measures.


Task 12 – Draft EIR Response to Comments


The transportation consultant will prepare responses to comments made by public agencies and members of the public at large related to the transportation section of the Draft EIR.
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warriors arena san francisco
Daily update ·  August 13, 2014


NEWS


Golden State Warriors will give 'conceptual introduction' to Mission Bay
arena project
San Francisco Business Times
The Golden State Warriors will begin discussions with Mission Bay ... The first drawings of the San
Francisco arena are not expected until  September ...


Flag as irrelevant


Warriors' start preseason schedule in Los Angeles
SFGate
The Warriors aren't going to China as they did a year ago, but they're still ... first six preseason
games before hosting their final two at Oracle Arena.
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: corinnewoods@cs.com; Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: MBCAC Agenda?
Date: Thursday, August 07, 2014 9:53:38 PM


Yes. Will be warriors first. Park phasong second. And results from 6e selection
process last (thou I could have the last two out of order). Sorry for the delay. Last
minute fire drill today.


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: corinnewoods@cs.com
Date:08/07/2014 9:29 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" ,"Hussain, Lila (CII)"
Subject: MBCAC Agenda?


Tomorrow?????


Corinne
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Green, Andrea (CPC)
Subject: Today"s Meeting
Date: Monday, August 11, 2014 9:23:00 AM


Andrea – we ended up cancelling today’s meeting since Josh had to go out of town unexpectedly. 
Let me know if John has any time this week to do w a video conference with the Warriors’ team, or if
he would rather just wait until Josh/David are back next week.
 
I’m around if you want to chat.  Thanks (and hope you had a great weekend).
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Google Alerts
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Google Alert - warriors arena san francisco
Date: Saturday, August 02, 2014 9:00:12 AM


warriors arena san francisco
Daily update ·  August 2, 2014


NEWS


Warriors planned Mission Bay offices not pressured by Prop. M
San Francisco Business Times
The Golden State Warriors scored twice when executives moved their planned arena and office
development to San Francisco's Mission Bay ...
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: Adding Erin to CEQA Meeting
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 11:06:00 AM


Brett – Could you please add Erin to the invite for the weekly GSW CEQA meetings?  She will monitor
the agendas and attend when we hit transportation.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Google Alerts
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Google Alert - warriors arena san francisco
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 9:11:40 AM


warriors arena san francisco
Daily update ·  August 15, 2014


NEWS


Golden State Warriors unveil initial design for $1 billion Mission Bay arena
project
San Francisco Business Times
The Golden State Warriors' initial design for the team's $1 billion arena and ... The Golden State
Warriors for the first time Thursday sketched out the team's ... the arena would be comparable in
size to San Francisco's Union Square.


Warriors arena conceptual plan includes 2 office towers, plazas, retail space - San Francisco
Examiner
Full  Coverage
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW CEQA SOW
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 5:03:53 PM


No worries, Catherine; just send the comments along when you have them.  Thanks for your
response.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 5:03 PM
To: Paul Mitchell
Subject: RE: GSW CEQA SOW
 
I have a couple VERY minor clean ups (all about description of project, etc. vs scope of work).  I am
waiting for one last input that I will get tomorrow by 1PM and then will send out what I have. Sorry
for the delay, but wanted to check one thing before giving direction.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 4:05 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW CEQA SOW
 
Catherine:
 
Just a quick check-in to see if OCII has had a chance to review the draft GSW EIR scope of work yet. 
Please let us know if you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
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: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 5:17 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy
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Subject: GSW CEQA SOW
 
Hi Paul and Joyce,
Please see EP and GSW comments on the SOW in the attached version. Catherine will send any
additional comments from OCII to you directly.
Thanks,
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Jesse Blout
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Additional Ideas for the PPT
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 8:04:00 AM


Jesse – Tiffany had some good suggestions for the presentation tonight (no changes to the PPT
needed, more about how to incorporate info into the verbal discussion while setting the stage).
 


(1)    The presentation should include a basic walk through of Mission Bay i.e orienting the
audience to the surrounding land uses, bike network, transit, adjacent parking garages,
future development  etc


(2)    Strada and the Warriors should demonstrate their knowledge of their neighborhood and
share some of their analysis of how this site works well for their proposed uses


 
I will start with a basic MB 101 if it looks like there are a lot of new faces – ie, that it is in a
Redevelopment Project Area, the DRDAP process, that tonight’s item is the first in many meetings to
get to the final design, etc.  I will keep it to a few minutes.
 
Thanks and see you all tonight.  We’ll be getting there early to make sure the room is set up well, so
you can show up anytime from 4.15 onwards.  If the door is locked downstairs, please call my cell at
510-282-9907 and we’ll send someone down.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "corinnewoods@cs.com"; Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: September MBCAC meeting date conflict
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 6:30:00 PM


Corinne – We checked with the Warriors and they are good with changing the date.  We’ll announce
tomorrow.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
From: corinnewoods@cs.com [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 12:02 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: September MBCAC meeting date conflict
 
Hi, Catherine and Lila,


Just noticed that there will be a Giants day game on our September 11th CAC meeting date.  The
game starts at 12:45, and would normally get out around 4.  Traffic is horrible for at least an hour after
day games - sometimes much longer.  Would like you consider postponing the September meeting to
the following Thursday, September 18th - no baseball game.  Also, if we have a workshop the
Saturday following the meeting, we don't want to conflict with the 9/13 Dodgers game, and the Giants
are away on 9/20.


If you agree, can we announce the date change at tomorrow's meeting?


Thanks,


Corinne
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Paul Mitchell"
Subject: RE: GSW CEQA SOW
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 5:02:00 PM


I have a couple VERY minor clean ups (all about description of project, etc. vs scope of work).  I am
waiting for one last input that I will get tomorrow by 1PM and then will send out what I have. Sorry
for the delay, but wanted to check one thing before giving direction.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Paul Mitchell [mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 4:05 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW CEQA SOW
 
Catherine:
 
Just a quick check-in to see if OCII has had a chance to review the draft GSW EIR scope of work yet. 
Please let us know if you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
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: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 5:17 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy
Subject: GSW CEQA SOW
 
Hi Paul and Joyce,
Please see EP and GSW comments on the SOW in the attached version. Catherine will send any
additional comments from OCII to you directly.
Thanks,
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com
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Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Greg Gehlen
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Hamalian, Seth; Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: Permits
Date: Friday, August 01, 2014 6:39:52 PM
Attachments: FAR Summary for SFRA 08 03 11.pdf


Lt to SFRA Re MB Entitlements 09 01 11.pdf


Catherine and all, attached is the information that I was able to find from previous discussion
between ARE and SFRA back when the land was sold to SalesForce in 2011.  There may have also
been some discussions between OCII and ARE at the time of the sale to Kaiser last year, but I need
to do a little more research on that.
 
Greg
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, August 01, 2014 11:40 AM
To: Greg Gehlen
Cc: Hamalian, Seth; Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: Permits
 
Great. Thanks!
 
 
Sent  from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: Greg Gehlen
Date:08/01/2014 11:39 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Hamalian, Seth" ,"Bereket, Immanuel (CII)"
Subject: RE: Permits
 
All, I checked back with Terezia and she told me that we had collected this data a few years ago and
told me where to find it.  I should be able to get this to you later today or Monday morning at the
latest.
 
Greg
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 9:17 AM
To: Greg Gehlen
Cc: Hamalian, Seth; Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: Permits
 
Hi, Greg – I am heading out tomorrow, but wanted to check in and see if there was anything we
could do to help collect the full plan sets and if you have any insight on how you generate leasable sf
calculations.  Both Manny and Seth (cc-ed to this email) are helping with this exercise for the MB
area as a whole, so feel free to contact either tomorrow while I am around.
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Alexandria Mission Bay FAR Summary



GROSS SF GROSS SF
per BOMA TO FOCIL



MB 41-43 558,000
1700 Owens 156,000 167,053 164,924
1500 Owens 157,929 167,921 167,921
1600 Owens 246,148 243,944 244,015
1450 Owens 64,372 61,581 61,581 no notice
MBW total 624,449 640,499 638,441



MB 26-27 705,000
455 MBBS 210,000 217,542 222,339
1455 3rd Street 200,000 205,952
1515 3rd Street 220,000 217,028 no notice



630,000 640,522 222,339



MB 29-32 935,000



MB 33-34 500,000



Total FAR 
purchased from 
Catellus/FOCIL 2,698,000



Total ARE Build 1,254,449 1,281,021 860,780



Remaining 1,443,551 1,837,220
Sale to Sforce 1,500,000 1,922,980
Deficit 56,449 85,760
Deficit without 1450 Owens 24,179
Deficit above and take out top floor of 1600 Owens 4,179
Bottom line deficit 4,179



Confidential and Proprietary Do Not Copy
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Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Greg Gehlen [mailto:ggehlen@are.com] 
Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 6:32 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Permits
 
Catherine, attached are some permit cards.  They really do not give the square footage of the
building.  What does give the square footage is the cover sheet from the architectural plans under
project data or project summary.  I have attached a few examples of each.  Let me know what would
work better for your needs.
 
Thanks
 
Greg
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, July 24, 2014 5:46 PM
To: Greg Gehlen
Subject: RE: Permits
 
Thanks so much, Greg.  And I didn’t realize we needed this until this week either, so apologies for
the quick turn around.  Let me know if there is anything I can do to help.  We can also come down
and look at the 1700 Owens plans to see which pages we need (probably do not need the whole
thing, but until we see it we aren’t actually sure what pages will be the most helpful).
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Greg Gehlen [mailto:ggehlen@are.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 24, 2014 1:27 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Permits
 
Catherine, I got your voicemail today.  I did not know about the urgency on this.  I am out of the
office at meetings most of the day today, but have asked Julie in our office to start gathering up the
permits.  So hopefully we will have them for you tomorrow.  Most of them are scanned so we should
be able to get them quickly (I am not sure about 1700 Owens, I don’t think we were scanning
everything back in those days).
 
GREG GEHLEN
Vice President
Construction & Development


Alexandria Real Estate Equities, Inc.
1700 Owens St., Suite 590
San Francisco, CA 94158
O 415.321.3808
M 650.222.1269
ggehlen@are.com
www.are.com



mailto:ggehlen@are.com

mailto:ggehlen@are.com

http://www.are.com/






From: Miller, Erin
To: Beaupre, David (PRT); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Blue Greenway and Mission Bay
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 10:05:31 AM
Attachments: Blue Greenway Master Plan 6.30.14.pdf


David,
 
Hello!  How’s it going?  Catherine and I wanted to touch base with you for an update re the Blue
Greenway.  As you know, we’re working with the Warriors in Mission Bay, we recently talked with


WETA about a possible landing at 16th Street, the Waterfront Transportation Assessment is gearing
up to get re-started, and there is a lot of interest from the Bicycle Coalition in Mission Bay as well. 
 
In particular, we want to better understand the BG, how it coordinates with the MTAs bike network,
how it overlaps with the Bay Trail, is the Bicycle Coalition involved, who is doing it, how will it be
funded, etc.?  Incidentally, I received this (attached) master plan scoping document that appears to
be led by the Parks Alliance and SPUR.  What is their relationship with the Port?
 
As you can see, we have questions.  It would be useful to understand this project better, so that we
can think about how to incorporate it into the WTA, and how to inform the Warriors and other
waterfront developers about how it might fit into their planning. 
 
Can we set a time next week for a phone call or even a meeting (I’m always up for a trip to the Port)
to talk about it?
 
Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Development & Transportation Integration
Urban Planning Initiatives
 
Waterfront Transportation Assessment


Bay Bridge Approach Enforcement Pilot


Rincon Hill Transit Study


The Embarcadero Enhancment Study
 
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
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The Blue Greenway Master Plan – From Vision to Completion 
San Francisco Parks Alliance and SPUR 



June 2014 
 
Project Summary  
Heralded as the “Crissy Field of the Southeast,” The Blue Greenway is a visionary project that is 
creating a 13-mile open space network along San Francisco’s underserved southeastern waterfront, 
and is the single most significant re-design of San Francisco’s waterfront in the City’s history. Once 
complete, it will transform this neglected resource into a premier series of public open spaces: 13 miles 
of waterfront parks and trails running from AT&T Park south to Candlestick Point. The Blue Greenway 
project will complete San Francisco’s portions of the Bay Trail and Bay Water Trail, and provide an 
alternative transit route connecting San Francisco’s growing eastern neighborhoods with the 
employment centers of Mission Bay and downtown.  
 
The Blue Greenway is also the key to unlocking the hidden potential of the city’s lowest income and 
most underserved neighborhoods – and the neighborhoods slated to grow by more than 30,000 new 
residents over the next 20 years. The new open space network will connect these neighborhoods to 
their waterfront and serve as a catalyst for responsive and responsible development, employment 
opportunities and economic vitality. The southeastern neighborhoods have been plagued by the loss 
of the city’s maritime industries and the environmental contamination that these industries left behind. 
The Blue Greenway brings together numerous government, private sector, and nonprofit efforts to 
clean up toxic contaminants along the waterfront and turn these formerly unusable parcels of land into 
areas for public enjoyment, active recreation, and economic activity.  
 
The San Francisco Parks Alliance (SFPA) and SPUR will collaborate in leading the Blue Greenway 
Master Planning Process. 
 
Project Context 
The need to revitalize San Francisco’s 
southeastern waterfront is three-fold—to 
improve the quality of life for traditionally 
underserved communities in the City’s 
southeastern region; to foster economic 
opportunity connected to the waterfront; and to 
address longtime environmental challenges that 
have negatively impacted local residents and 
impeded growth in the region. The Blue 
Greenway Master Planning Process will address 
each of these areas of need and opportunity.  
 
Community Need:  The Blue Greenway will 
connect some of the City’s most distressed 
neighborhoods, such as Bayview Hunters Point, 
to their waterfront. For decades, the eastern 
neighborhoods--home to more than 55,000 
residents-- have suffered from the loss of the 
maritime industries and resulting environmental 
contamination.  They also face consistently high 
rates of poverty and unemployment.  
 
Bayview Hunters Point and surrounding 
neighborhoods are slated to grow by more than 
30,000 new residents over the next 20 years. 
The Blue Greenway will connect these low-
income neighborhoods and residents with the 
growing job centers of Mission Bay and Third 
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Street, not only offering much-needed employment but cultivating a shared sense of community 
investment and pride. Particular effort will be dedicated to engaging these communities, which have 
historically been under-represented in planning for the redevelopment of their neighborhoods, in the 
Blue Greenway design process.  
 
Economic Need: The Blue Greenway will provide a catalyst for responsive and responsible 
development, employment opportunities, and economic vitality. The Master Planning Process will 
analyze the economic potential of redeveloping the city’s waterfront and identify employment 
opportunities in a variety of sectors, such as recreation, retail, science education, and water recreation.  
 
The Port of San Francisco has already started the process of reimagining the economic growth of the 
waterfront through its redesign of Crane Cove Park at Pier 70, a public open space along the Blue 
Greenway. As part of this design, the Port has included designated areas for cafes, boat rentals, 
multiuse gravel fields for farmer’s markets and food truck vendors, a fitness center, and a number of 
other small businesses that will create jobs along the waterfront.  
 
Environmental Need: The Blue Greenway will bring together numerous government, private sector, 
and nonprofit efforts to clean up toxic contaminants from the Bayshore Freeway to the eastern 
waterfront and turn these formerly unusable parcels of land into areas for public enjoyment, active 
recreation, and economic activity. The Parks Alliance has already begun this work: with funding from 
the EPA from 2010-2012, we developed an Area Wide Plan of the city’s southeastern waterfront that 
identified brownfield sites for remediation and transformation into parks, trails, and recreation 
facilities. The results led to additional funding from the EPA, enabling the City’s Department of the 
Environment to conduct site assessment testing and to identify and remediate contamination along the 
city’s eastern waterfront.  
 
In addition, the Blue Greenway will complete an alternative transit route connecting eastern 
neighborhoods with Mission Bay and downtown, a component of the project that addresses the 
community, economic, and environmental priorities. 



The Blue Greenway Master Plan Concept 
The Blue Greenway Master Plan is the largest effort to revitalize any section of San Francisco’s 
waterfront in recent history.  It is also one of the most comprehensive open space planning initiatives 
for the city’s eastern neighborhoods. This Plan will address how to connect potential new parks, open 
spaces, and underutilized rights of way located east of the Bayshore freeway to the city’s revitalized 
eastern waterfront. The lack of connectivity has contributed to the underutilization of the existing 
eastern shoreline.  
 
The Blue Greenway vision began in 2003, when SFPA and SPUR convened 16 public agencies and 
more than 30 organizations to develop a shared vision of a working, urban waterfront that invites 
public use, enjoyment and access to the region’s defining asset –San Francisco Bay.  This process 
resulted in a 30-page “Blue Greenway Vision and Roadmap to Implementation” that was widely 
supported by the community and by the agencies involved.  
 
The plan is modeled after SPUR’s acclaimed Ocean Beach Master Plan. It is not a plan that will be 
subject to EIR or other formal approval by a government agency. Rather, it is a flexible vehicle to allow 
the many government agencies, the community, and other interested stakeholders to coordinate their 
efforts. 
 
Progress to Date 
Since 2003, the City has secured over $38 million in funding for Blue Greenway projects via the 2008 
and 2012 Parks Bonds.  The Mayor’s Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (successor to 
the Redevelopment Agency), in partnership with Lennar, is implementing the massive redevelopment 
at Hunters Point, including that entire waterfront as part of the Blue Greenway. SFPA is currently 
working with various government agencies, including RPD, to secure the acquisition two of the last 
remaining parcels of privately owned waterfront in San Francisco: 900 and 700 Innes, at India Basin.  
These acquisitions would complete the Blue Greenway network in Bayview Hunters Point, one of the 
city’s most economically distressed neighborhoods. The 900 Innes parcel is the location of the 
brownfield site assessment testing led by SFPA and the EPA described earlier. The 700 Innes parcel 
has been acquired by Build Inc., which has indicated that it wants to contribute the shoreline portion 
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of the property to a larger India Basin park. Because of this interest, Build Inc. will be an important 
partner to engage as the Blue Greenway Master Planning Process continues to take shape.  
 
Additionally, there are several key planning initiatives that have been developed along the eastern 
waterfront to date. The Port of San Francisco has developed their Blue Greenway Planning and Design 
Guidelines that present open space program uses and concept designs for Port Blue Greenway sites. 
This document also sets standards for site furnishings and signage along the Blue Greenway. During 
the summer of 2014, the Port of San Francisco will implement its Blue Greenway signage program 
along several key waterfront sites.  Other notable plans include the Eastern Neighborhoods Program, 
Mission Bay, Pier 70 Master Plan, and Hunters Point Shipyard and Candlestick Point Redevelopment, 
plans to expand India Basin Shoreline Park (led by both Build Inc. and the Recreation and Parks 
Department). Also at India Basin, PG&E is completing a plan to move a major power transmission 
facility and redevelop the site for other purposes, including allocating the site’s shoreline to the Blue 
Greenway. 
 
The Blue Greenway Master Plan will coordinate the plans already developed by the Port, Lennar, and 
others. It will also address phasing, jurisdictional and ownership questions, regulatory processes, and 
design needs on a segment-by-segment basis. The planning process will place a heavy emphasis on 
implementation, leading to the project’s completion. It will include an analysis of the economic 
potential of redevelopment of the city’s waterfront, and identify employment opportunities in various 
sectors.  Ultimately, the Master Plan will also position the India Basin waterfront for a potential capital 
campaign that could leverage millions of dollars in public and private investment.  
 
Project Goals and Objectives 
Our goals for the Blue Greenway Master Planning Process are to: 
 
1) Update the 10-year-old Blue Greenway Vision with extensive input from neighboring communities, 



the property owners, and other stakeholders.  
2) Align the existing and developing site-specific plans of the property owners of the four key 



sections of the Blue Greenway: Port of San Francisco (China Basin to Heron’s Head Park); Build 
Inc, PG&E, and RPD (India Basin); Mayor’s Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure and 
Lennar (Hunters Point); and California State Parks (Yosemite Slough and Candlestick Point). 



3) Develop preliminary landscape and architectural concepts that embody the updated Vision for 
incomplete sections of the Blue Greenway. 



4) Identify potential funding sources to finance toxic remediation, acquisition, final design, and 
construction of the incomplete sections of the Blue Greenway. 



5) Identify governance and financing structures to support ongoing maintenance for the segments of 
the Blue Greenway not yet already covered. 



6) Develop an implementation plan and timetable for completion of the Blue Greenway. 
 
We have also identified the following set of initial objectives. We will develop a more detailed and 
comprehensive set of objectives once the Master Planning Process commences.  
 
1) Convene at least 6 community meetings to craft, refine, and finalize the updated Blue Greenway 



Vision. 
2) Create an Advisory Civic Committee for the implementation of the Master Plan that would include 



members of the SFPA and SPUR Boards, senior officials from developers such as Lennar and Build 
Inc., senior officials from all government agencies involved, and senior staff from companies 
located along the Blue Greenway (such as PG&E). 



3) Create a steering committee with representatives from government agencies, neighborhood 
associations, community-based non-profit organizations, property owners, and key neighborhood 
leaders that will periodically discuss and review the Master Plan.  



4) Inventory the existing development plans and supporting research for the four segments of the 
Blue Greenway. Identify gaps and potential conflicts. Adapt the Master Planning Process to close 
those gaps and resolve any conflicts. 



5) Include designs that connect the Blue Greenway to adjacent neighborhoods: Mission Bay, 
Dogpatch, Potrero Hill, India Basin, Bayview Hill, Hunter’s Point, the Bayview, Visitacion Valley, and 
Candlestick. 



6) Analyze existing transportation plans for the neighborhoods along the Blue Greenway route. 
Identify gaps in those plans and engage stakeholders in closing those gaps. 
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7) Publish an updated Vision for the Blue Greenway that describes the completed project. 
8) Identify funding for and develop a strategy to implement the plan when complete. This will also 



include identifying how each section of the Blue Greenway will be managed and financed on an 
ongoing basis after completion. 



 
 
Work Plan  
The Blue Greenway Master Planning Process will include: 
 
Convening Agency and Community Stakeholders. At the outset of the planning process, SFPA will 
engage partner agencies and other stakeholders to gather input for the Blue Greenway Master Plan. 
We will conduct interviews; convene an Interagency Task Force composed of key agency directors, 
the district supervisor, major landowners and developers and community leaders; and assemble a 
Community Advisory Committee composed of local residents, businesses and advocates.  
 
Hiring Design Team. SPUR will seek a design team that is able to bring life to the Blue Greenway vision, 
a project with broad scope, many partners, and long-term impact.  SPUR will solicit consultant 
proposals; conduct interviews; select team; and develop scope, work plan and contracts. 
 
Conducting Research and Data Collection. SPUR will gather and integrate existing Blue Greenway 
materials; review current implementation status; and identify data gaps and needs. As part of this work, 
SPUR will conduct a transportation analysis, which will include assessing the possibility of a bicycle 
path and improving transportation between the freeway and the waterfront, as well as a Health Study 
to examine contaminated parcels.  
 
Engaging the Community. Fostering community interest and involvement is critical to the development 
of the Master Plan, its implementation, and the long-term stewardship and success of the Blue 
Greenway. SFPA will solicit community input through 3-6 community meetings; and outreach to public 
housing residents, community stewards, organizations, and elected officials.  
 
Updating the Vision Statement. Because this project concept has been in development for over a 
decade, SFPA and SPUR committed to ensuring that the guiding vision for the plan is still relevant and 
meets the needs of the many communities and stakeholders involved. To do so, SFPA and SPUR will 
seek to reframe and rearticulate the Blue Greenway vision, as well as develop compelling visual and 
written distillation, including images, renderings, and maps. The new Blue Greenway vision will address 
the projected growth of the eastern neighborhoods as well as the need to connect parks, open spaces, 
and underutilized rights of way to the city’s eastern waterfront.  
 
Updating Design and Programming Studies. SPUR will develop a palette of materials, amenities, 
interpretive and way-finding signage; define site parameters for each segment, including ownership, 
program, environmental conditions, regulatory needs, cost and funding sources; prioritize Blue 
Greenway segments for implementation based on site parameters; create schematic designs for key 
early-phase segments; and develop cost estimates, both program-wide and for key early-phase 
segments. 
 
Develop and Fund Implementation Strategy. Two crucial elements of the Planning Process will be 
resolving governance issues and creating a realistic funding strategy for the Blue Greenway 
implementation once the plan is complete. To do so, SPUR and SFPA will develop a regulatory and 
environmental review strategy; identify funding strategies per segment; coordinate city capital plans, 
public and philanthropic grant opportunities, and private stewardship potential; and organize 
philanthropic and corporate outreach to assist with securing implementation funds. 
 
The Blue Greenway Master Planning Process is anticipated to take two years (August 2014-July 2016).  
 
Project Leadership and Key Partners 
The project will be led by SFPA and SPUR, two well-established local organizations with 
complementary expertise to collectively guide the planning process. Both organizations also have 
extensive experience working productively with public agencies, a critical component of the planning 
process, given the many city, state, and federal partners involved in planning for the Blue Greenway.  
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SPUR is a leader in research on neighborhood planning, sustainable urbanism, and climate change 
adaptation, issues central to the eastern waterfront’s future. For the past four years, SPUR has led an 
extensive interagency and public process to develop the Ocean Beach Master Plan, a comprehensive 
vision to address sea level rise, protect infrastructure, restore coastal ecosystems, and improve public 
access. SPUR is currently leading three separate implementation projects to carry Ocean Beach 
Master Plan recommendations forward.  
 
SFPA's mission is to inspire and promote civic engagement and philanthropy to protect, sustain, and 
enrich San Francisco parks, recreation, and green open spaces.  We have decades of experience 
engaging communities throughout San Francisco to lead and support park improvement efforts, as well 
as successfully raising private and public funds to bring major projects to completion. To date, SFPA 
has secured over $38 million for Blue Greenway projects via the 2008 and 2012 Parks Bonds.   
 
Bringing the Blue Greenway Master Planning Process to completion will involve at least 11 public 
agencies (including City, regional, State, and federal), as well as PG&E and other private corporations 
(see below), all of which are property holders and/or have regulatory authority. Each partner is 
currently planning for the future of its own section of the Blue Greenway but also recognizes the 
importance of an independently run master planning process to ensure ongoing communication and 
coordination.  
 
Our partners and their involvement to date in the Blue Greenway include: 
 
• Association of Bay Area Government – Provides guidelines and standards for the Bay Trail. 
• Build Inc. – owner of 700 Innes, including part of the India Basin shoreline. 
• California Costal Conservancy and the Bay Conservation & Development Commission – Manages 



the approval and permitting of construction that affects the shoreline. 
• California Public Utilities Commission—Parcel owner. 
• California State Parks – Provides guidelines and standards for Candlestick Point State Recreation 



Area (southern terminus of the Blue Greenway). 
• Caltrain/Caltrans (Joint Powers Board) – Parcel owners. 
• City of San Francisco (Mayor, Supervisors, Agencies) – Major property owner, major investor, and 



adopter of “Blue Greenway Vision and Roadmap to Implementation.” 
• Lennar – Developer of the Hunters Point and Candlestick Park (stadium) sites. 
• Neighborhood associations – These groups will advocate the interests of Blue Greenway-adjacent 



neighborhood residents. They include Parks 94124, India Basin Neighborhood Association, Bayview 
Residents Improving Their Environment (BRITE), and others. 



• Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (Managed approval and permitting process for 
Hunters Point Shipyard) 



• Port of San Francisco – Leading the planning/approval of redevelopment activities on Port 
property. 



• Private corporations (Pacific Gas & Electric, Recology, Lennar, Build Inc.) – Parcel owners. 
• SF Department of Public Works – Parcel owner. 
• SF Department of the Environment—Implementing additional EPA-funded brownfield remediation 



work. 
• SF Municipal Transport Authority – Responsible for approval of designs for street and 



bike/pedestrian pathway intersections and for provision of public transport to/from the Blue 
Greenway. 



• SF Planning Department/Commission – Manages the approval of parcel redevelopment 
plans/proposals. 



• SF Recreation & Park Department/Commission – Manages the City’s recreational facilities, 
services, and concessions. Parcel owner. 



• University of California/San Francisco – Primary tenant of Mission Bay. 
• US Environmental Protection Agency/California EPA – Manages the approval and permitting 



process to remediate toxic substances. 
• US Navy – Parcel owner at the Hunters Point Naval Shipyard. 
 
We are also working with local neighborhood associations as well as The William and Flora Hewlett 
Foundation, which previously provided funding for the Blue Greenway. 
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Project Budget 
The project budget is: 
 
2.5 FTE from SPUR for 2 years $290,000 
2.5 FTE from SFPA for 2 years $295,000 
Materials and Supplies      $50,000 
External Consultants/Designers $265,000 
Management & Overhead Costs       $90,000  
Total Budget  $990,000 
 
SFPA has been invited to submit a new request to the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation for 
$300,000 to support the Blue Greenway Master Planning Process. Half of this grant would be in the 
form of a challenge, to be matched by other foundation support. We currently have a proposal 
pending with the Walter & Elise Haas Fund requesting $100,000. Decisions on both requests are 
expected in July. We have identified an array additional potential corporate, foundation and 
government funders, sufficient to complete the funding required.   
 
Conclusion  
SFPA has worked for more than a decade to develop the idea of a Blue Greenway. Significant progress 
has been made, and the public is excited about the prospect of the finished project, but what is 
demanded now is the long-term institutional capacity to see the plan through to implementation. 
Completing the Blue Greenway requires the coordination of the community, key organizations, and 
dozens of city, state, regional, and federal agencies, as well as the ability to work efficiently with the 
many community-based partners and constituents invested in this initiative.  
 
SFPA and SPUR are prepared to lead this effort and bring this extraordinary project to completion. 
Building on the lessons learned through the Ocean Beach Master Plan process, which faced numerous 
technical and jurisdictional challenges, SPUR and SFPA will convene the necessary supporters—
government, corporate, community, and funding—to create a Blue Greenway Master Plan. The result 
will be a powerful institutional advocacy group and a plan that resolves the major design, technical, 
ownership, governance and funding issues and propels the Blue Greenway into implementation.   
 













From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: MOU
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 8:54:00 AM


Hi, Chris/Viktoriya – if you are ok with it, we are thinking that we will do an amendment to our
existing MOU and attach the expanded scope for the GSW’s work (ie, include it as an exhibit).  We
are also confirming if there is a need to increase the budget of the existing MOU so we can do it at
the same time, but it is looking like we are ok.
 
Do you have any concerns about using the existing MOU vs. doing a standalone one?  We figured it
is one less contract to have to track.
 


We are looking at going to our Commission for approval at our August 19th meeting and will have a
draft of the amendment for you to review in the next few days.  What do you need to do on your
side for approvals?


I’ve cc-ed Immanuel and Lila since they are both helping with this topic.  Please give me a call if you
have any concerns/questions/etc.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 11:15 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: MOU
 
Hi Catherine,
Viktoriya asked me to check in with you re the status of the MOU for the Warriors project. Is it
ready to finalize?
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103



mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=53ddc14b15cb409584d3f7b15453f64a-Viktoriya Wise

mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/





Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 



mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/






From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW CEQA SOW
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 4:01:52 PM


Catherine:
 
Just a quick check-in to see if OCII has had a chance to review the draft GSW EIR scope of work yet. 
Please let us know if you have any questions.  Thanks much.
 
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: Kern, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 5:17 PM
To: Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy
Subject: GSW CEQA SOW
 
Hi Paul and Joyce,
Please see EP and GSW comments on the SOW in the attached version. Catherine will send any
additional comments from OCII to you directly.
Thanks,
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 



mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org
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From: Miller, Erin
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Telephone - Blue Greenway - David, Erin, Catherine
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 10:36:39 AM


Oops.. .should that be in my calendar?  I’ll look for another time again!
 
 
Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Development & Transportation Integration
Urban Planning Initiatives
 
Waterfront Transportation Assessment


Bay Bridge Approach Enforcement Pilot


Rincon Hill Transit Study


The Embarcadero Enhancment Study


 
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
 
 
-----Original Appointment-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 10:23 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Subject: Declined: Telephone - Blue Greenway - David, Erin, Catherine 
When: Wednesday, August 20, 2014 1:30 PM-2:30 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: Erin will conference all in
 
 
Sorry – that is my standing GSW CEQA meeting.
 
 



mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/waterfront-transportation-assessment-0

http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/bay-bridge-approach-enforcement-pilot
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http://www.sfmta.com/projects-planning/projects/embarcadero-enhancement-project
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Clarke Miller"; "Jesse Blout"
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); Jones, Natasha (CII)
Subject: CAC Details
Date: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 4:19:00 PM


Jesse/Clarke – we are finalizing the room details for next week’s CAC meeting (and the September
one, and Saturday workshop).  We are going to use the large room upstairs (better one that we had
the last meeting).  We need to provide two monitors (bodies to keep folks from walking around the
building) and AV equipment. 
 
Since the need for the larger room is due to the Warrior’s project, we will be passing the cost to the
project through a future bill, but first wanted to see if you would prefer providing bodies to serve as
the monitor or have us hire someone and pass on the cost.  Similarly, we are planning on hiring an
AV person that we work with, but similarly, if you have someone that you like using, we could have
you hire them directly.  Once we get this first meeting set up then we would plan on repeating it
going forward.
 
Please let Lila or me know if you need more details and thank you very much for helping on this.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 



mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:jblout@stradasf.com

mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org

mailto:natasha.jones@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "shamalian@mbaydevelopment.com"
Subject: SPUR Tour - Please read Monday night if possible
Date: Monday, August 11, 2014 2:58:00 PM


Seth – SPUR wants to send out some info to the tour folks for this Thursday’s tour.  It sounds like
there will be about 20-30 folks, mainly older, but able to walk.  The tours are generally 1 hour in


length.  I was thinking we could meet at the library (4th/King Station muni) and then walk down 4th


to 16th, and then cut over to 3rd for folks to catch the UCSF station at South.  Does that sound like it
would work?  I don’t know if it is long enough, but walking down the esplanade and around seems
like it would be longer than an hour.


We could stop on 4th at the residential section, do a side trip to look at the PSB, come back to 4th


with 7W/Family House, spin through UCSF, with the hospital, then stop at South looking at the new
Warriors site.
 
Give me your thoughts, if you are checking email, otherwise I will send them basically this outline
and we can modify as we see fit on Thursday.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 



mailto:shamalian@mbaydevelopment.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: MOU
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 8:54:00 AM


Hi, Chris/Viktoriya – if you are ok with it, we are thinking that we will do an amendment to our
existing MOU and attach the expanded scope for the GSW’s work (ie, include it as an exhibit).  We
are also confirming if there is a need to increase the budget of the existing MOU so we can do it at
the same time, but it is looking like we are ok.
 
Do you have any concerns about using the existing MOU vs. doing a standalone one?  We figured it
is one less contract to have to track.
 


We are looking at going to our Commission for approval at our August 19th meeting and will have a
draft of the amendment for you to review in the next few days.  What do you need to do on your
side for approvals?


I’ve cc-ed Immanuel and Lila since they are both helping with this topic.  Please give me a call if you
have any concerns/questions/etc.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 11:15 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: MOU
 
Hi Catherine,
Viktoriya asked me to check in with you re the status of the MOU for the Warriors project. Is it
ready to finalize?
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103



mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=53ddc14b15cb409584d3f7b15453f64a-Viktoriya Wise

mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/





Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 



mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy
Subject: RE: GSW CEQA SOW
Date: Monday, August 11, 2014 5:00:12 PM
Attachments: Preliminary SOW for GSW_Mission Bay_07-15-14+GSW+ck+CR.docx


Hey all – sorry for the delay.  You will see nothing major.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 5:33 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao
(joyce@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy
Subject: RE: GSW CEQA SOW
 
Sorry- was hoping to finish my review today (only seeing minor corrects on things, such as that there
will not be an OPA amendment as part of this).  Can I get my minor changes to folks on Monday? 
Otherwise, will work on it over the weekend (out tomorrow).


Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 5:17 PM
To: Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy
Subject: GSW CEQA SOW
 
Hi Paul and Joyce,
Please see EP and GSW comments on the SOW in the attached version. Catherine will send any



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=619AB48309934C6CBD9C6E781E4D71D9-CATHERINE REILLY

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:MGMurphy@gibsondunn.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com
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July 24, 2014





To:	Catherine Reilly	Chris Kern
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure	San Francisco Planning Department
One South Van Ness Avenue	Environmental Planning Division
5th Floor	1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103	San Francisco, CA 94103





Cc:	Clarke Miller
Strada Investment Group
100 Spear Street, Suite 2080
San Francisco, CA 94105





Subject:	Preliminary Scope of Work for CEQA Services for the proposed Golden State Warriors Event Center Development in Mission Bay





Environmental Science Associates (ESA) submits herein a preliminary scope of work for environmental review services for the proposed Golden State Warriors (GSW) event center development within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area (proposed project or project). We understand that the City’s Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), as the CEQA lead agency, in cooperation with the San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning (EP) Division, has determined that a SupplementalSubsequent Environmental Impact Report (SupplementalSubsequent EIR) is required, and that the SupplementalSubsequent EIR will be tiered from the Final Mission Bay Subsequent EIR (1998). Further, we understand the OCII and EP will be responsible for day-to-day project management of the environmental review process in accordance with a Memorandum of Agreement to be executed between those two City agencies. Thus, ESA is submitting this preliminary scope of work for review and approval by OCII and EP, with input from the Project Sponsor, represented by Strada Investment Group.	Comment by Chris Kern: Since it appears we are in agreement that the project will be reviewed under 15168 as a later activity under a Program EIR, we should use the terms and processes provided under 15168 and 15162. 


In general, we understand the project, proposed on Blocks 29 to 32 of the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Area, will consist of an event center with a seating capacity the same as that proposed previously on Piers 30-32, two small live-performance theaters, office development, retail development, open space and parking facilities on the 12-acre project site in Mission Bay. A number of project details are still under development.


We also understand that the EIR would provide the environmental information necessary to support several discretionary actions to be considered by the OCII Commission, including, but not limited to, approval of a Major Phase application, Schematic Design applications, and an amendment to the Mission Bay South Design for Development and the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement, as well as one discretionary action by the San Francisco Planning Commission, namely the approval of allocation of office space under the City’s Office Development Annual Limit.


ESA Team and Staffing


The ESA team will be led by Paul Mitchell and Karl Heisler, as Project Manager and Project Director, respectively; Gary Oates will serve as Principal-in-Charge. Joyce Hsiao, with Orion Environmental Associates will serve as senior technical coordinator and advisor. Brian Boxer, ESA’s Community Development Practice Leader and the Project Manager for the recently completed Sacramento Kings Arena EIR, will also be available to provide senior technical review as necessary. Karl and Gary will serve as spokespeople for ESA at public hearings related to the project. This management team will be supported by a host of technical specialists, who are largely in-house ESA staff, with experience in numerous San Francisco development projects, and all of whom worked on the previous event center development proposed at Piers 30-32. ESA proposes to include the services of several specialty subconsultants, all of whom ESA has worked with on the previous event center development proposed at Piers 30-32. These subconsultants include: Orion Environmental Associates (hydrology and water quality); Fehr and Peers Transportation Consultants, Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting (transportation). In addition Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. is included as an optional subconsultant, if requested (for assistance with developing combined sewer/stormwater calculations). All of these subconsultants will be used in a focused manner with their particular specialty and experience, appropriate to the level of detail needed for this SupplementalSubsequent EIR. It should be noted that Orion Environmental Associates, Adavant Consulting, LCW Consulting and Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc. are all Local Business Enterprise (LBE)-certified by City.


Background


Regulation in Mission Bay South


The San Francisco Board of Supervisors established the Mission Bay North and South Redevelopment project areas in November 1998, covering 303 acres of land south of downtown between the San Francisco Bay and Interstate 280. The Mission Bay development program, of which some phases have been completed or are currently under construction, includes housing, office/life science/biotechnology commercial space, a UCSF research campus and hospital complex, city and neighborhood-serving retail space, a hotel, and a range of community facilities.


OCII, as the Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency since 2012, is authorized to implement the Mission Bay development program. OCII is governed by two bodies, the Oversight Board of the Successor Agency (which oversees certain fiscal management of former Redevelopment Agency assets) and the Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII Commission, which exercises land use, development and design approval authority for the Major Approved Development Projects). Although OCII, as the Successor Agency, is a separate legal entity from the City and County of San Francisco, pursuant to state law, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors is the legislative body of the Successor Agency. The Board of Supervisors has delegated to the OCII Commission, among other powers, the authority to act in place of the Redevelopment Agency to implement surviving redevelopment projects, including Mission Bay.


The proposed development would be primarily regulated by the Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project (South Plan), the Mission Bay South Design for Development (South Design for Development), and the Mission Bay South Owner Participation Agreement (South OPA). The South Plan, adopted in 1998 and last amended in 2013, provides objectives and basic land use controls within the project area. The South Design for Development is a companion document to the South Plan, and provides specific land use controls standards and regulates height, bulk, setbacks, coverage, streetwalls, view corridors, open space, parking and other design issues. The standards of the South Design for Development supersede the San Francisco Planning Code in its entirety, except as otherwise provided in the South Plan. The South OPA establishes binding contractual rights and obligations for reviewing and approving private and public development for Mission Bay South, including specifying maximum development rights, timing of infrastructure and parks, provision of affordable housing, and programs to diversify the workforce. Other regulatory documents that apply to private developments in Mission Bay South include the Mission Bay South Streetscape Master Plan and the Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan.


Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR (Mission Bay FSEIR)


In October 1998, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors affirmed certification of the Mission Bay Final Subsequent EIR (Mission Bay FSEIR) by the Redevelopment Agency and Planning Commission, and adopted environmental findings (and a statement of overriding considerations). The Mission Bay FSEIR is a program EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15168 and a redevelopment plan EIR under CEQA Guidelines 15180. The Mission Bay FSEIR includes a series of mitigation measures that apply to various development stages for projects in Mission Bay, and a comprehensive system for mitigation monitoring was established. Since 1998, there have been nine addenda to the Mission Bay FSEIR (completed between 2000 and 2013) for specific developments within Mission Bay that required additional environmental review of specific issues beyond those that were covered in the Mission Bay FSEIR; in all of these cases, none of the conditions triggering a Subsequent or Supplemental EIR were met. 


Prior Proposals at the Project Site


The GSW project site at Blocks 29 to 32 has been the subject of prior development proposals, including a development proposed by Alexandria Real Estate Equities, Inc. (Alexandria), and most recently a development proposal by Salesforce.com (Salesforce). The Salesforce proposal envisioned a variety of uses on the project site (and certain adjacent and nearby parcels), including office development (as allocated by the Planning Commission under Proposition M), retail (including restaurant) space, childcare facilities and parking on Blocks 29 to 32.


Under both previous proposals, the OCII Commission determined that the projects were within the scope of the project analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR and addenda and that no additional environmental review was required; hence, OCII adopted findings and approved Major Phase applications for both projects. The Planning Commission also completed office development allocations subject to Proposition M for the Alexandria proposal, but not for Salesforce, though Salesforce purchased the rights to a certain amount of Prop M allocation from Alexandria, which may be used on project site with Planning Commission approval of the final building design for any project utilizing Prop M allocation. However, neither of these development proposals ultimately occurred on the project site. 


Proposed GSW Project


Understanding of the Project


In April 2014, the GSW entered into a contract with Salesforce to purchase an approximately 12-acre site located within the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area of San Francisco. This partially developed site consists of Blocks 29 to 32, and is bounded by Third Street on the west, 16th Street on the south, South Street on the north, and roughly by the future planned realigned Terry Francois Boulevard on the east. Paved surface metered parking facilities containing 675 parking spaces operate in the west and north portions of the site (Lots B and E, respectively). Just east of, and adjacent to, Parking Lot B is a depressed basin where stormwater runoff from the central–south portion of the project site is directed to and retained in.


The GSW propose to develop approximately 1.7 million gross square feet of development, including a 720747,000 square-foot event center (including GSW practice facilities and entertainment venues); two small theaters encompassing 27,000 square feet; approximately 550,000 square feet of office uses; 65,000 square feet of retail space; and 336,000 square feet of parking and loading (the final square footages are being determined). The GSW have preliminarily indicated that operation of the proposed event center would be similar in function to that previously proposed at the Piers 30-32 site, hosting the GSW basketball team during the NBA season, and providing a year-round venue for other events, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conference and conventions. The proposed office development could include research and development, and biotechnical uses. The retail uses are anticipated to be restaurant uses (both sit-down and quick-serve) and in-line retail. The Project Sponsor desires to have the development constructed and in operation no later than the National Basketball Association (NBA) 2017-18 season.


Proposed GSW Project Approvals


The GSW project would require approval by the OCII Commission of a new Major Phase for Blocks 29 to 32 to identify the specific uses, intensities of development, height, bulk and massing. Prior to approval, a Major Phase is referred to the Planning Department for review and comment. Following Major Phase approval, the GSW project would also require approval by the OCII Commission of individual Combined Basic Concept and Schematic Designs (Schematic Designs) for each building and private open spaces. Schematic Designs are also referred to the Planning Department for review and comment. Schematic Designs including office development will also require Planning Commission action. to release office space from the citywide Proposition M office allocation pool.


OCII has indicated that the proposed event center can be permitted as an allowed secondary use (Assembly and Entertainment: Nighttime Entertainment and/or Recreation Building) in the South Plan, and consequently, would not require an amendment to the South Plan. OCII indicates modifications to other design- and infrastructure-related documents, such as the South Design for Development, Mission Bay South Signage Master Plan, and Mission Bay South Infrastructure Plan, would be required, as applicable.


Environmental Review for GSW Project


OCII has determined that the proposed GSW project in Mission Bay will require preparation of a focused SupplementalSubsequent EIR to the Mission Bay FSEIR. Section 15168(c) of the CEQA Guidelines sets out the approach to the analysis of subsequent actions where a program EIR has been prepared and certified, clarifying that if (pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15162) no new effects could occur or new mitigation measures be required, then no further environmental review will be necessary.  Section 15168(c)(1) also states that if a later activity could have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, then an initial study should be prepared that could lead to an EIR or a negative declaration. Section 15168(d)3 of the CEQA Guidelines indicates that Supplemental Program EIRs can:(1) provide the basis in an initial study for determining whether a later activity may have any significant effects; (2) be incorporated by reference to deal with regional influences, secondary effects, cumulative impacts, broad alternatives, and other factors that apply to the program as a whole; and (3) focus an EIR on a subsequent project to permit discussion solely of new effects which had not been considered before.may be used in cases if 1) any of the conditions described in the requirements that trigger a Subsequent EIR are met; and 2) only minor additions or changes would be necessary to make the previous EIR adequately apply to the project in the changed situation. Furthermore, Section 15163 indicates that Supplemental EIRs need contain only the information necessary to make the previous EIR adequate for the project as revised. 	Comment by Chris Kern: 15168(c)(4) doesn’t apply b/c the subsequent activity in this case involves more than “site specific operations.”


Based on our preliminary understanding of the project, it is assumed that the Supplemental Subsequent EIR for the GSW project in Mission Bay would focus on the following environmental topics for detailed environmental analysis: Transportation, Air Quality (including Health Risks), Greenhouse Gases, Noise and Vibration, Wind, Shadow, and certain issues associated with Hydrology (sea level rise and flooding), potentially Utilities (water and wastewater), and potentially Public Services (police and fire). The work scopes for these environmental topics are addressed under Task 3, below. It is assumed all other environmental topics would be addressed in lesser detail in an Initial Study pursuant to Section 15168, as described in Task 2, below. As described below, the topic of Aesthetics is not proposed to be addressed in the SEIR, consistent with recent changes to the law pursuant to the proposed processing of the project under SB 743.


Tasks for Completion of the CEQA Environmental Review Process


The ESA team will conduct all activities and documentation required under the CEQA environmental review process in conjunction with, and under the direction of, OCII and EP, and consistent with procedures and format as directed by these agencies.


Task 1. Prepare Notice of Preparation, Distribute Notice of Preparation/Initial Study, and Public Scoping 


The City has requested preparation of a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to be prepared for the GSW project. ESA, in consultation with the project sponsor team, OCII and EP, will prepare the NOP for the project. The NOP will contain all information as required by the CEQA Guidelines Section 15082, and consistent with environmental review guidelines of the City. The City has also requested preparation of an Initial Study that would accompany the NOP; see Prepare Initial Study Initial Study under Task 2, below.	Comment by Chris Kern: Per comment above 15168(c)(4) doesn’t seem to apply. We should use the process described in 15168(c)(1), which calls for preparation of an “Initial Study.”


ESA will develop a mailing distribution list for the project in consultation with, and using mailing list information provided by, OCII and EP. ESA will conduct mailing of the NOP/ as requested by the City EP and OCII. It is assumed ESA will print and distribute 250 copies of the NOP, and 30 copies of the NOP with Initial Study, plus 100 CDs. ESA shall provide an electronic file of the NOP/Initial Study for posting on the Planning Department and/or OCII website.


The City has requested that a public scoping meeting occur for the project. ESA will attend the public scoping meeting. ESA will also arrange for a court reporter at the scoping meeting who will prepare transcripts.


Following the close of the 30-day public review period for the NOP, ESA will review and catalog responses to the comments received on the NOP, and provide this summary to the City.


Task 2. Prepare Initial Study


The City has requested preparation of nan Initial Study that will accompany the NOP. The Initial Study format, including, but not limited to, the environmental checklist items to be addressed and the comparative determinations, shall be approved by EP and OCII. The checklist will be adapted from the standard checklist to address the inquiry required under CEQA Guidelines Sections 15162 and 15163; that is, whether the project would result in new or substantially more severe significant effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR. This work scope assumes the following environmental topics (except where indicated otherwise, below) will be addressed in the Initial Study, in lesser detail than those items to be addressed in the SEIR:


			· Land Use


· Population and Housing


· Cultural Resources


· Recreation


· Utilities and Service Systems 
(excluding water and wastewater)


· Public Services (excluding police and fire)


			· Biological Resources


· Geology and Soils


· Hydrology and Water Quality 
(excluding sea level rise and flooding)


· Hazards and Hazardous Materials


· Mineral and Energy Resources


· Agricultural and Forest Resources











The proposed approach in the Initial Study for addressing each of the above topics is to first summarize how each of these topics were addressed for the Mission Bay project in the Mission Bay FSEIR, including identifying any applicable mitigation measures from the Mission Bay FSEIR, and conclusions reached regarding significance of effects. The Initial Study will then analyze the proposed project pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 151623 to determine if the proposed changes, circumstances under which the project is undertaken, or new information would lead to new or more severe significant environmental effects.


The Initial Study will not contain any detailed information or analysis for those environmental topics to be addressed in detail in the SEIR (i.e., transportation and circulation, air quality (including health risk), greenhouse gases noise and vibration, wind and shadow), unless there is a specific issue(s) from those topics that can be clearly focused out in the Initial Study. However, the Initial Study will inform the reader that the respective environmental topics will be addressed in full detail in the SEIR.	Comment by Chris Kern: May not be needed – see comment below.


While, as noted above, the topics to be addressed in the Initial Study are largely not anticipated to require a quantitative analysis, the City has preliminarily identified certain environmental issues, including sea level rise/flooding effects, utility demand/effects, and effects on police and fire protection services, that will merit a more quantitative and detailed analysis. For purposes of this work scope, it is assumed these issues will be addressed in the SEIR (unless, time permitting, these discrete issues can be included in the Initial Study). A scope for these issues is presented under Task 3, below.


ESA will prepare an administrative draft #1 Initial Study for review and comment by OCII, EP, and the project sponsor. We will then respond to and incorporate all comments into administrative draft #2 Initial Study, followed by preparation of a screencheck draft Initial Study, for a total of three rounds of review. Following receipt of comments on the screencheck draft Initial Study, ESA will prepare the final Initial Study for public distribution with the NOP. 


Task 3. Prepare Administrative Draft SupplementalSubsequent EIR #1


ESA will prepare an Administrative Draft SupplementalSubsequent EIR #1 (ADSEIR #1) that will include the topics and environmental issues listed below, with the exception of the administrative draft project description, which will be submitted in advance of the ADSEIR #1 for review. A brief discussion of the level of detail for each section is also shown below, in the order in which they will appear in the Draft SupplementalSubsequent EIR. All resource topics will include an analysis of cumulative impacts based on an assessment of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the vicinity that could contribute to effects on the same resources, including, where applicable, citywide and regional growth projections and specific major projects that could affect resources also affected by the project, as set forth in EP guidance for cumulative impact analysis. ESA will work with OCII and EP to develop the list of projects and assumptions to consider for the various cumulative analyses. For each area of cumulative analysis, ESA will describe the relevant geographic area of impact; will identify cumulative impacts to which both the project and other projects would contribute; will determine if the project’s incremental contribution to each such impact is cumulatively considerable; and, where applicable, will identify feasible mitigation measures to reduce the project’s contribution to the cumulative significant impact.


Based on discussions with Strada, and as further discussed below, it is our understanding that certain technical studies and analyses will be conducted by the sponsor’s consultant, including quantitative air quality emissions estimates and health risk assessment (to be conducted by Environ), and a wind study (assumed to be conducted by RWDI but could be done by ESA as an option) that will serve as a basis for information in developing the respective SupplementalSubsequent EIR sections. Nevertheless, working together the sponsor’s consultants, ESA’s own in-house technical experts, will prepare the actual Air Quality (including Health Risks), Greenhouse Gas, Wind, and Shadow sections of the SupplementalSubsequent EIR.	Comment by Chris Kern: This should be an optional task per comments below.


· Introduction — This section will include a description of the purpose and function of the SupplementalSubsequent EIR, CEQA environmental review process, and summary of public comments received during the scoping period.


· Project Description — The project description will be based in part on the project description prepared for the NOP, and expanded as needed for the focused environmental analysis as additional project detail is made available by the sponsor team. It is expected that the level of detail for the SupplementalSubsequent EIR project description would be commensurate with the overall level of detail that is typically used for Major Phase submittals in Mission Bay South, along with appropriate construction/operational-related information needed to conduct quantitative impact analyses, where relevant (e.g., transportation, air quality). The project description will include project objectives. Upon receipt of comments received on the first administrative draft project description, it is assumed that there would be no further substantive changes to the project description.


· Plans and Policies — Relevant OCII and City documents to be reviewed to identify apparent conflicts with the project would include, but not be limited to, the Redevelopment Plan for the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project, South Design for Development, and the San Francisco General Plan., the City’s Sustainability Plan, Climate Action Plan, Better Streets Plan, and Bicycle Plan. Applicable federal, regional and/or state plans/policies to be discussed would include, but not limited to, those of the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Bay Area Air Quality Management District, and Association of Bay Area Governments; as well as applicable legislation, such as Senate Bill 743 (SB 743).	Comment by Chris Kern: These plans are relevant to air quality, GHG, and transportation analyses. Why delete?

CR - some of these may not be applicable to Mission Bay, such as the Bike Plan, but not certain.


· Transportation and Circulation — See Attachment A, Transportation Scope of Work from Fehr and Peers, Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting.


· Noise and Vibration — Although the project site is in a primarily commercial area, there are certain existing/proposed residential land uses in the project vicinity including UCSF student housing and multi-family dwellings north/west of the site. The UCSF hospital will also be considered a sensitive receptor. During construction, these and other nearby land uses would be exposed to elevated noise levels, particularly to noise generated by piledriving activities. ESA has recently conducted ambient noise measurements in support of the environmental review being prepared for the nearby UCSF LRDP project that would be used, as applicable, for the proposed GSW project. ESA would supplement this with other limited short- and/or long-term noise monitoring, as needed. If determined to be necessary, ESA will work with OCII and EP to determine the location and number of additional noise measurements; for the purpose of this scope of work, it is assumed that ESA will conduct no more than three long-term noise measurements and six short-term measurements. Construction noise impacts will be quantitatively analyzed relative to the City’s noise ordinance and applicable significance thresholds; construction vibration impacts from pile driving will also be analyzed. Operational noise impacts to be analyzed include stationary sources, crowd noise, entertainment noise, and project-generated traffic noise at up to 10 roadway segments. Tasks are anticipated to include measurement of existing ambient noise in the project site vicinity, including at the nearest sensitive receptors, and possibly additional measurements at appropriate locations to gather information on event facility noise conditions. Where required, feasible mitigation measures beyond those in the Mission Bay FSEIR will be identified, including the Mission Bay Good Neighbor Extreme Noise Control Requirement.


· Air Quality (including Health Risk) — Both construction and operation of the project would result in air pollutant emissions. Construction activities would generate dust and diesel emissions (including diesel particulate matter, a toxic air contaminant). ESA will rely on an assessment of project construction and operational air emissions, and project-specific health risk assessment, to be prepared by the project sponsor’s consultant, Environ. (It is assumed that EP will review and approve a separate work scope for the air quality analysis, to be prepared by Environ; we further assume that if EP requires a stand-alone Air Quality Technical Report, this AQTR will be prepared by Environ.) ESA will collaborate with Environ as needed to ensure consistency in project understanding, and analysis methodology and approach, and will peer review Environ’s results for accuracy. ESA will use the assessment from Environ as a basis for writing the Air Quality (including Health Risks) section of the SEIR. The air quality analysis will also address construction dust, odor impacts, and consistency with the Clean Air Plan. Where required, feasible mitigation measures beyond those in the Mission Bay FSEIR will be identified.	Comment by Chris Kern: HRA should be optional task per comment below.	Comment by Chris Kern: Site is not in a hot spot zone. Project specific HRA should be an optional task in the case that project could result in increased emissions over that assumed for prior approved development for the site assumed in the 1998 SEIR substantial enough to create a new hot spot.	Comment by Chris Kern: See above comment.


· Greenhouse Gas Emissions — The City does not require quantification of estimated greenhouse gas emissions in CEQA analysis for construction or operation of a project. Rather, the approach to this analysis is to confirm that the project will be consistent with the City’s Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions. This determination is made on the basis of a checklist developed by EP. Much of the information in the checklist—such as how the project will comply with various aspects of the City’s Green Building Ordinance, water conservation and stormwater requirements, and recycling and composting requirements—must be supplied by the project design team, to the extent that this information is available at the time that CEQA review is under way. ESA will complete the checklist in coordination with the project sponsor. However, it is noted that SB 743 processing requires documentation of no net additional  increase in greenhouse gas emissions, and therefore ESA will also coordinate the EIR’s greenhouse gas emissions analysis with the work being performed by Environ in support of the sponsor’s proposed processing of the project under SB743.


· Wind — Two potential options are provided for the Wind analyses, as follows: 


Option A. Peer Review of Wind-Tunnel Analysis and Preparation of SEIR Wind Section. Under this option, ESA will rely on an assessment of wind impacts – both direct project impacts and cumulative impacts  to be prepared by the project sponsor’s consultant, RWDI. ESA will consult with RWDI as needed to ensure consistency in project understanding, and analysis methodology and approach, and will peer review RWDI’s results for accuracy. It is assumed RWDI will conduct wind-tunnel testing of the project site, and prepare a wind technical report that will provide wind data results sufficient to evaluate project impacts in accordance with the requirements for wind analysis in the Design for Development. The wind technical memorandum prepared by RWDI will serve as the basis for the SEIR Wind section to be prepared by ESA. 


Option B. Wind-Tunnel Testing and Preparation of SEIR Wind Section. Under this option, ESA will conduct the wind assessment and also prepare the SEIR wind section using our in-house wind experts. Using ESA’s existing 1"=50' scale model of Mission Bay, ESA would build and add in a model of the Warriors project development proposed on Blocks 29 to 32 based on development plans from the Warriors. As needed, ESA would update and add any other future non-project cumulative development anticipated in the vicinity. ESA, in consultation with the City, will identify the number and location of wind test points to study. The model would be delivered to U.C. Davis’s wind tunnel facility, where the wind modeling would be conducted. Wind conditions will be analyzed for the existing setting, existing plus project conditions and cumulative conditions for primary wind directions. ESA will then prepare a technical memorandum that will document the approach, methods, assumptions, and results of the wind test. This memorandum will serve as the basis for the SEIR section on wind that ESA will also prepare.  If needed, feasible mitigation measures will be identified to address any significant wind impacts.


· Shadow — ESA will evaluate shadow effects consistent with the Design for Development’s guidelines for “Sunlight Access to Open Space,” and prepare the SEIR Shadow section. ESA will build a digital model of the proposed project and cast shadow on the potentially affected public and publicly accessible open spaces that could be affected, in particular, the planned Bayfront Park east of the project site and the realigned Terry Francois Boulevard, as well as UCSF-owned publicly accessible open space both north and south of Gene Friend Way. ESA will include in the analysis graphical illustrations of project shadow on locations and at times of the year and day to be determined in consultation with EP and OCII. At a minimum, it is assumed that net new shadow will be depicted on Bayfront Park. The Design for Development establishes a recommended limit for total shadow on Bayfront Park: no more than 20 percent of the overall park (extending from Mission Bay Commons south to Mariposa Street) should be continuously shaded for an hour or more during the period 10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., March to September. If needed, feasible mitigation measures will be identified to address any significant shadow impacts.


· Sea Level Rise/Flooding Effects — The project site is an area subject to the potential effects of sea level rise. ESA will review the latest available policy and research on sea level rise, including but not limited to, the 2012 National Research Council publication “Sea-Level Rise for the Coasts of California, Oregon, and Washington: Past, Present, and Future.” In consultation with City staff, ESA will identify the best sea level rise inundation maps available for the project area [if available, this may include the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) sea level rise inundation maps for San Francisco’s Bay shoreline that are scheduled be published soon]. Based on this mapping, ESA will identify the design year sea level riseflood level for the project site taking into consideration for a range of potential sea level projections. ESA will consult with the sponsor to identify any design features proposed as part of the project to address future sea level riseflood risk if necessary. As needed, ESA will identify feasible mitigation measures for addressing sea level rise, which may include preparation of a risk assessment by the sponsor and identification of additional potential design solutions and adaptation measures to avoid or minimize sea level rise effectsflood impacts.	Comment by Chris Kern: This is now available.


· Utility Demands/Effects — The proposed project will generate a demand for water, generate wastewater and require wastewater and stormwater collection and treatment. In consultation with the OCII and SFPUC, ESA will update as needed the description of public utility system improvements serving the project site vicinity, and document if there are any known existing or future deficiencies in water supply/distribution using a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) prepared by the SFPUC, and wastewater/stormwater collection and treatment. Using existing information in the Mission Bay FSEIR, ESA will derive the estimated project site water demand/wastewater generation estimates originally assumed for the Block 29-32 project site in the Mission Bay FSEIR. The project sponsor’s engineers will provide ESA with a description of proposed utility system improvements to serve the project site, including proposed water utilities, water reduction measures/systems, wastewater collection utilities, stormwater collection, storage and/or treatment utilities; as well as projected utility demands for the project, including water demand, wastewater generation and stormflows. ESA will present preliminary utility information and results to, and consult with, City staff to determine what, if any, additional utilities information or analysis may be needed for the environmental document.


Optional Task: Hydrologic Modeling of Effects on the City’s Combined Sewer/Stormwater System. The above scope of work does not provide for any quantitative analysis using the Bayside Planning Model or other hydrologic model that may be recommended by OCII, EP and/or SFPUC to estimate potential changes in project/cumulative combined sewer flows and discharges. However, if based on the results of the preliminary tasks discussed above, OCII and EP determines that hydrologic modeling of the combined sewer/stormwater flows is required to quantify potential changes in effects on the combined system, ESA proposes to use Hydroconsult Engineers, Inc., to conduct this effort as an optional task. The scope of work for this task would be developed in consultation with OCII, EP, SFPUC and the project sponsor.


As discussed below, this scope of work assumes the project sponsor will process the project under SB 743. The eligibility of the proposed project under SB743 would provide that aesthetic impacts of the proposed project shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment. Accordingly, as was the approach for the Piers 30-32 site, the aesthetics impacts will not be analyzed in the SupplementalSubsequent EIR. This work scope therefore does not include the preparation or inclusion of any visual simulations for the proposed project in the SEIR.


Based on preliminary discussions to date with EP and OCII, it is assumed that tThethe SEIR will not require analysis of any new CEQA alternatives, but can instead can rely on the alternatives analysis in the Mission Bay FSEIR, as well as analyzing alternatives to the project under consideration in the Subsequent EIR.. At this time, it is also assumed that the SEIR will describe and analyze one version of the proposed project only, and that there will be no Variants to the project.


Task 4. Prepare Administrative Draft SupplementalSubsequent EIR #2 and Screencheck Draft SupplementalSubsequent EIR 


This task consists of reviewing and responding to comments on the ADSEIR #1 and preparing an Administrative Draft SupplementalSubsequent EIR #2 (ADSEIR #2). Following receipt of comments on ADSEIR #2, a Screencheck Draft SEIR will be submitted to OCII and EP, including the Environmental Review Officer (ERO), for review and final comment prior to publication. Three rounds of review are included in this task (review of ADSEIR #1, ADSEIR #2, and Screencheck Draft SEIR) as well as work sessions to resolve issues that arise with each round of review. (In this way, the work session to review/revise the Screencheck Draft will, in effect, produce a Printcheck Draft in the process of developing the Public Draft SEIR for printing and distribution.) The drafts may be prepared and reviewed in two groupings, A and B , with the later set (B) covering topics requiring longer preparation time, such as Transportation and Air Quality.  This proposal assumes review only by OCII, EP, City Attorney, other relevant City staff (e.g., MTA, SFPUC), and the project sponsor team. Additional review of any administrative draft EIR sections by any other entities – and ESA’s responding to those comments  is not provided for in the work scope, budget and schedule.


Task 5. Prepare and Distribute Draft SEIR and Conduct Public Hearings


ESA will prepare a Notice of Completion (NOC) and Notice of Availability (NOA) for distribution at the same time as issuance of the public Draft SEIR. In conjunction with OCII and EP, ESA will prepare a mailing list and distribute the NOAs and Draft SEIR to the mailing list, and send the NOC to the State Clearinghouse, along with either 15 copies of the Draft SEIR (likely in electronic form, along with printed copies of the summary). It is assumed ESA will print and distribute 125 copies of the Draft SEIR plus 200 CDs and 500 copies of the NOA. ESA will also be responsible for on-site posting of the NOA of the Draft SEIR for public review. At the time that the Draft SEIR is published, ESA will provide OCII and EP with a complete set of all references cited in the Draft SEIR in electronic format. ESA will assist OCII and EP in planning and preparing for a public hearing to receive oral comments on the Draft SEIR, including providing a court reporter at the hearing who will prepare transcripts to be used in responding to comments.


Task 6. Responses to Comments Document and MMRP


At this time, the number, nature, and extent of comments on the Draft SEIR cannot be predicted. ESA has assumed a reasonable budget sufficient to respond to a reasonable number of comments given the potentially controversial nature of the project, but for the purposes of this scope of work, we assume that responses will not require major new analysis in any resource area, any substantive changes to the Project Description, or any new quantitative analysis of a substantive nature. ESA will review, bracket/code, organize, and synthesize comments received on the Draft SEIR, including preparing a matrix of all comments received to facilitate preparation of responses. The matrix will identify the commenter, comment code, primary and secondary topic, person(s) responsible for preparing the response, additional information needs, and issues to be resolved, and the matrix can be sorted as needed for various purposes. Consistent with EP format, the Responses to Comments (RTC) document will be organized by resource topic, and ESA will work with the project sponsor, OCII, EP, and other City staff as applicable to strategize in the most efficient way to prepare responses and structure the RTC document. Similar to the process for the Draft SEIR, the RTC will require preparation of two rounds of the administrative draft RTC document for iterative review and comment before preparing and distributing the public RTC document. At the time that the RTC document is published, ESA will provide OCII and EP with an updated set of all references cited in the Draft SEIR and RTC document in electronic format. 


Following publication of the RTC document, ESA will prepare the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) as required by CEQA and consistent with OCII and EP requirements.  We assumed one round of review for the MMRP.


ESA will print 75 hard copies of the RTC document, 100 CD copies, and 10 copies of the MMRP. 


Task 7. SEIR Certification, Appeal, Final SEIR, and Notice of Determination 


ESA will assist OCII prior to and during the certification hearing on the Final SEIR before the OCII Commission, providing technical and administrative assistance as needed. It is assumed that the OCII will be responsible for preparing the CEQA Findings. Following certification of the SEIR, this scope of work assumes at least one appeal of the SEIR certification will be filed to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors (BOS), as the legislative body for the Successor Agency. ESA will provide technical and administrative support to OCII and EP during the appeal process, including preparation of draft and final appeal response materials and attendance and support at the appeal hearing; this scope of work assumed that certain issues would require discussion/clarification and response during the appeal process but no additional analysis will be required. It is assumed that the project sponsor will be responsible for all filing fees, including the California Department of Fish and Wildlife CEQA fees.	Comment by Chris Kern: This can be an optional task (and the SOW doesn’t need to specify who would hear the appeal if this is the concern), but the SOW should include support for an administrative appeal.


Following filing of the NOD, ESA, will prepare a consolidated Final SEIR that combines and integrates the contents of the Draft SEIR and the RTC document. 


Task 8. Project Management and Meetings


This task covers regular progress meetings and/or conference calls as well as day-to-day coordination and consultation with the project sponsor, design team, OCII, EP, and other CCSF staff; formal and informal meetings; and additional administrative duties, including subconsultant coordination. The ESA team will coordinate work efforts, maintain consistency in project understanding and approach, maintain action item lists and information requests, address and respond to issues as they arise, and distribute the project information needed for preparation of the CEQA documentation. For all CEQA meetings and work sessions, ESA will prepare an agenda prior to the meeting.  


This task also includes monitoring project status in terms of staffing, budget, schedule, and coordinating the work of all subconsultants. ESA will prepare updates to the project schedule on a weekly basis, or more frequently, if neededas needed. 	Comment by Chris Kern: Note: EP will not review schedules at this frequency as this is not a good use of staff resources (updates “as needed” is acceptable/appropriate).


Task 9. Administrative Record and SB 743 Compliance Support


The project sponsor is proposing to apply for certification of the project under SB 743. Among other requirements, SB 743 requires preparation of an electronic administrative record concurrently with the administrative process (including placement on the internet) and certification of the final administrative record within specific timeframes. ESA will manage the administrative record process for this project and provide SB 743 compliance support.


A detailed description of ESA’s proposed scope for preparation, management of the Administrative Record and SB 743 compliance support is presented in Attachment B. Within 10 days of the Governor certifying the environmental leadership development project, ESA will prepare and distribute the public notice that the applicant has elected to proceed under Chapter 6.5 of the Public Resources Code. For purposes of scoping/costing, it is assumed the Administrative Record for this project under SB 743 begins with submittal of an application for the new Environmental Evaluation (EE) Application review of the project to OCII, and will be maintained until the City renders a final decision on the project. If desired by the City, ESA would establish and maintain a project-specific email address for the receipt of electronic documents submitted. If requested, ESA can also include ESA’s physical address and/or facsimile address in all forthcoming project notices for the receipt of printed materials which ESA would then convert to an electronic format. All documents received will be indexed and organized by ESA as outlined in Attachment B. The Administrative Record will include an Administrative Record Index that includes live links to all indexed documents as well as the documents themselves. OCII and EP shall approve the format of Administrative Record Index, and prepare and/or approve the process for which project materials shall be included in the Administrative Record. 


ESA will support the OCII and the City in making all documents and other Administrative Record materials available to the public in a readily accessible, downloadable electronic format. As directed by OCII and EP, the City would host a link to its website that would direct users to an off-site, cloud-based server, which we assume will need to be in operation from publication of the Draft SEIR through a final decision on the project. ESA will design and build the user interface page (format and content to be approved by the OCII and EP), providing background information about the project and the CEQA process as well as access to the Administrative Record. ESA’s Website Lead will design, build, maintain, and troubleshoot the site. Commencing with the date of the release of the Draft SEIR, ESA will upload a current Administrative Record Index and electronic copy of submitted documents within the prescribed timelines outlined in Attachment B. ESA will provide the final Index and Administrative Record materials for the City’s certification so that the City can meet the statutory obligation to certify the final Administrative Record within five days of project approval.
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ATTACHMENT B
SCOPE OF WORK: ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD AND SB 743 COMPLIANCE SUPPORT


Prepare and Distribute Notice that Applicant has Elected to Proceed under Chapter 6.5 of the Public Resources Code


ESA, in consultation with the project sponsor team, OCII and EP, will prepare the public notice required by Public Resources Code section 21187 that the applicant has elected to proceed under Chapter 6.5 of the Public Resources Code. Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21187, within 10 days of the Governor certifying the environmental leadership development project, the City must issue a notice in no less than 12-point type stating the following:


“THE APPLICANT HAS ELECTED TO PROCEED UNDER CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE, WHICH PROVIDES, AMONG OTHER THINGS, THAT ANY JUDICIAL ACTION CHALLENGING THE CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR OR THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT DESCRIBED IN THE EIR IS SUBJECT TO THE PROCEDURES SET FORTH IN SECTIONS 21185 TO 21186, INCLUSIVE OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE. A COPY OF CHAPTER 6.5 (COMMENCING WITH SECTION 21178) OF THE PUBLIC RESOURCES CODE IS INCLUDED BELOW.”


ESA will also develop a mailing list for the project in consultation with, and using mailing list information provided by, OCII and EP. ESA will conduct mailing of the notice as well. The public notice shall be distributed as required for public notices pursuant to Section 21092(b)(3) – the same as that required for a Notice of Preparation of an EIR. 


Administrative Record Preparation and Maintenance


ESA will prepare the Administrative Record for the project concurrently with the City’s CEQA administrative process based on information generated by ESA as well as input and materials received from the City and project sponsor.


[bookmark: _GoBack]It is assumed the Administrative Record for this project begins with submittal of the Environmental Evaluation (EE) Application in June 2014 (OCII does not require a EE – we were planning on having the GSW submit an EE with a coverletter stating that it is the equivalent for OCII), and ESA will maintain the Administrative Record until the City renders a final decision on the project. For purposes of costing, it is assumed that ESA’s Administrative Record Lead’s duties would continue through September 2015 (the estimated amount of time to complete the environmental review and entitlements process for the project.)


The Administrative Record will include an Administrative Record Index, prepared in Excel, that would include live links to all indexed documents as well as to the documents themselves. A sample Administrative Record Index to be used for the project is included in Table 1, below. It is assumed the OCII, EP and project sponsor will review and confirm that the proposed index format is acceptable for this project prior to ESA’s formal setup and use of this index.


Based on input provided by the OCII and the City, ESA will establish and maintain the CEQA administrative record of all materials determined to be appropriate for inclusion. ESA will establish and maintain a project-specific email address for the receipt of documents prepared by or on behalf of the OCII and the City; submitted by the project sponsor; and provided by other agencies, interested organizations, and members of the public. Documents delivered to the project email box will generally be indexed and organized by ESA within two business days of receipt. The preferred format for all documents to be included in the Administrative Record is a downloadable electronic format in pdf format. However, if the OCII and the City requests, ESA can include ESA’s physical address in all forthcoming project notices for the delivery of printed materials; and can also include ESA’s facsimile address in all project notices as an additional delivery option. Documents received by either of these methods that do not duplicate previously received electronic copies would be scanned or otherwise converted to an electronic format, indexed, and organized, generally within four business days of receipt.


ESA will support the OCII and the City in making all documents and other Administrative Record materials available to the public in a readily accessible, downloadable electronic format via a website maintained by the City (Pub. Res. Code §21186(b)). ESA proposes to outsource file storage to a hosted cloud-based server farm that would provide up to 30 GB capacity, managed application infrastructure, public access 24/7, and back-up of all files. ESA will work closely with the OCII and the City to make sure the site has a look and feel that is similar to or seamless relative to other City website products.


· The City would host a link on the a City website (as directed by OCII and the City) that would direct users to an off-site server. It would appear to members of the public viewing materials on-line that they have remained on the City’s website.


· ESA will design and build the user interface page (format and content to be approved by the OCII and the City). The page will provide background information about the project and the CEQA process as well as access to the Administrative Record. ESA’s word processing staff would optimize the files for website viewing; ESA’s website lead will design, build, maintain, and troubleshoot the site over the anticipated length of time between issuance of the Draft SEIR and the City’s certification of the Administrative Record.


· Commencing with the date of the release of the Draft SEIR:


· Lead Agency and project sponsor documents: ESA will upload a current Administrative Record Index and electronic copy of documents prepared by the City or submitted by the project sponsor within five (5) business days of receiving such a document (Pub. Res. Code §21186(d)).


· Public comments received in an electronic format: ESA will upload a current Administrative Record Index and electronic copy of documents provided by other agencies and members of the public in an electronic format within five (5) business days of receiving such a document (Pub. Res. Code §21186(e)).


· Public comments not in an electronic format: ESA will upload a current Administrative Record Index and electronic copy of documents provided by other agencies and members of the public not in an electronic format within seven (7) business days of receiving such a document (Pub. Res. Code §21186(f)).


· Pursuant to Pub. Res. Code §21186(g), for those documents submitted to or relied on by the City that were not prepared specifically for the project and are copyright protected are not required to be made readily accessible in an electronic format, but will be included in the Administrative Record Index. ESA will upload a current Administrative Record Index of the copyright protected documents provided by other agencies and members of the public in an electronic format within five (5) business days of receiving such a document. The Administrative Record Index will specify the library or lead agency offices in which hardcopies of the copyrighted materials are available for public review.


· The site would be hosted by a third-party contractor and maintained by ESA for an assumed duration of 12 months (i.e., from release of the Draft SEIR through the completion of the entitlements process for the project). The site would be available to the public the same day that the Notice of Completion of the Draft SEIR is received by the State Clearinghouse and would be maintained through the end of the calendar month in which the City issues its final decision on the project.


Certification of the Administrative Record


ESA will provide the final Index and Administrative Record materials for the City’s certification within two (2) days of the City’s decision on the project so that the City may meet the statutory obligation to certify the final Administrative Record within five (5) days of project approval (Pub. Res. Code §21186(g)).



INSERT TABLE 1
(2 pages)





image1.png









additional comments from OCII to you directly.
Thanks,
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Jesse Blout"
Subject: RE: Thanks and Follow-up
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 11:06:00 AM


Thanks!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Jesse Blout [mailto:jblout@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 11:04 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; craig@snohetta.com; David Manica
Cc: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Hussain, Lila (CII); Rick Welts
(rwelts@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: Thanks and Follow-up
 
Thanks, Catherine! Likewise on the job well done.  We thought it was a very good start to the
community process.
 
Attached is a pdf of the CAC presentation and here is the media coverage we have picked up so far.
 
KPIX-TV on Mission Bay arena plan (Aired 5:00PM)
KPIX-TV on Warriors pitch Mission Bay arena plan (Aired 6:00PM)
KPIX-TV on Mission Bay arena design (Aired 4:00AM, 5:30AM, 6:00AM, 6:30AM)
KTVU-TV on Mission Bay arena design (Aired 5:00AM, 7:00AM)
http://www.sfexaminer.com/sanfrancisco/warriors-arena-conceptual-plan-includes-2-office-
towers-plazas-retail-space/Content?oid=2875026
http://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/news/2014/08/14/golden-state-warriors-arena-project-
san-francisco.html
 
Have a great weekend
 
Jesse
 
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 9:53 AM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; craig@snohetta.com; David Manica
Cc: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Thanks and Follow-up
 



mailto:jblout@stradasf.com

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

http://mediacenter.tveyes.com/downloadgateway.aspx?UserID=238477&MDID=3866246&MDSeed=8336&Type=Media
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I just wanted to say a big thanks for the great job last night and I didn’t included everyone that was
their from your team/or worked on the PPT and preparation, so please forward my thanks
(especially Rick – always a big hit with the community). 
 
It was good to see that it does seem we are on the right track with the design and that no big
questions, other than the ones we expected, came up.  I think the community is going to be very


excited to see the next stage in September, so please hold the new dates: Thursday September 18th


at 5PM and Saturday September 20th around 10 (we can talk about the format of the
workshop/open house).
 
I would appreciate if we could get a copy of the PPT today to post, as promised to the community.
Also, I am sure you are tracking any media coverage – so could you please send along a list of any
coverage you see so that we can also monitor it.  If we find anything additional we’ll also pass it on.
 
I will turn back to finding a time for a follow-up design meeting next week later today.  And I am sure
there are a few other things hiding on my desk I have promised you.


Have a great weekend!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Paul Mitchell
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy; Kern, Chris (CPC); Joyce
Subject: RE: GSW CEQA SOW
Date: Monday, August 11, 2014 5:04:30 PM


Catherine:
 
Thanks for providing these comments; we will incorporate them.
 
-Paul
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 5:00 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell; Joyce
Cc: Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy
Subject: RE: GSW CEQA SOW
 
Hey all – sorry for the delay.  You will see nothing major.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 5:33 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao
(joyce@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy
Subject: RE: GSW CEQA SOW
 
Sorry- was hoping to finish my review today (only seeing minor corrects on things, such as that there
will not be an OPA amendment as part of this).  Can I get my minor changes to folks on Monday? 
Otherwise, will work on it over the weekend (out tomorrow).


Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
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PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 5:17 PM
To: Paul Mitchell (PMitchell@esassoc.com); Joyce Hsiao (joyce@orionenvironment.com)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; Mary Murphy
Subject: GSW CEQA SOW
 
Hi Paul and Joyce,
Please see EP and GSW comments on the SOW in the attached version. Catherine will send any
additional comments from OCII to you directly.
Thanks,
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: MOU
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 8:54:13 AM


Hi, Chris/Viktoriya – if you are ok with it, we are thinking that we will do an amendment to our
existing MOU and attach the expanded scope for the GSW’s work (ie, include it as an exhibit).  We
are also confirming if there is a need to increase the budget of the existing MOU so we can do it at
the same time, but it is looking like we are ok.
 
Do you have any concerns about using the existing MOU vs. doing a standalone one?  We figured it
is one less contract to have to track.
 


We are looking at going to our Commission for approval at our August 19th meeting and will have a
draft of the amendment for you to review in the next few days.  What do you need to do on your
side for approvals?


I’ve cc-ed Immanuel and Lila since they are both helping with this topic.  Please give me a call if you
have any concerns/questions/etc.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 11:15 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: MOU
 
Hi Catherine,
Viktoriya asked me to check in with you re the status of the MOU for the Warriors project. Is it
ready to finalize?
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
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Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Miller, Erin
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Key MTA Contacts for Warriors
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 10:45:37 AM
Attachments: MTA Key Warriors Contacts.xlsx


It may change, but here’s my list as of today!
 
Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Development & Transportation Integration
Urban Planning Initiatives
 
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
 



mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org



Warriors - MTA Key Staff


			Warriors - Key MTA Contacts


			Transit						Scott Jefferis			Scott.Jefferis@sfmta.com			4801


			Transit						Jeff Flynn			Jeffrey.Flynn@sfmta.com			4646


			Transit						Julie Kirschbaum			Julie.Kirschbaum@sfmta.com			4304


			16th Street						Cathal Hennessy			Cathal.Hennessy@sfmta.com			4548


			16th Street						Chris Pangilinan			Chris.Pangilinan@sfmta.com			4578


			Traffic						Ricardo Olea			Ricardo.Olea@sfmta.com			4561


			Construction coordination / Review						Brian Dusseault			Brian.Dusseault@sfmta.com			4676


			Construction coordination / Review						Norman Wong			Norman.Wong@sfmta.com			4600


			Event Traffic Planning (Giants)						Chris Grabarkievctz			christopher.grabarkiewctz@sfmta.com			5440


			Event Traffic Planning (Giants)						Camron Samii			Camron.Samii@sfmta.com			(415) 734-3080


			Event Traffic Planning (Giants)						Jerry Robbins			Jerry.Robbins@sfmta.com			4490


			Accessibility						Annette Williams			Annette.Williams@sfmta.com			4444


			Accessibility						Matt West			matthew.west@sfmta.com			4439


			Taxis						Kate Torren			Kate.Toran@sfmta.com			4440


			Taxis						Paige Hall			Paige.Hall@sfmta.com


			Bike network planning						Mike Sallaberry			Mike.Sallaberry@sfmta.com			4563


			Ped/Bike - Design Review						David Valle-Schwenk			David.Valle-Schwenk@sfmta.com			3248


			Ped/Bike - Design Review						Will Tabajonda			Will.Tabajonda@sfmta.com			4425


			Pedestrian network planning						?			?


			Truck Routes						?			?


			MTA Accounting						Paula Florence			Paula.Florence@sfmta.com			4501





			OCII						Catherine Reilly						(415) 749-2516


									Lila Hussain						(415) 749-2437





			Mission Bay Infrastructure Plan
DPW - Infrastructure Design and Construction Division						Bill L. Lau, P.E.
Construction Manager			Bill.Lau@sfdpw.org
			O: 415-355-6622   M: 415-694-9633
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From: José I. Farrán
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); "Paul Mitchell";


"Joyce"; Clarke Miller; Luba C. Wyznyckyj
Cc: "Eric Womeldorff"; Chris Mitchell; Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock
Subject: GSW event center at Mission Bay - Draft 1 Travel Demand Analysis Memorandum
Date: Sunday, August 10, 2014 3:32:19 PM
Attachments: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Travel Demand Memo Draft 1 - Adavant LCW 2014 08 08.pdf


Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Travel Demand Memo Draft 1 - Adavant LCW 2014 08 08.docx


All,
 
Attached is the Draft 1 technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology, and results
of the travel demand analysis conducted by Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting for the proposed
GSW event center at Mission Bay.  Two versions of the document are attached; the PDF file includes
the entire document including appendices, while the MS Word file includes the main body of the
memorandum.
 
Let me know if you have any problems opening any of these two files.
 
_______________________________________________________
José I. Farrán, P.E.
  Adavant
         Consulting
200 Francisco St.,  2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94133
office: (415) 362-3552; mobile: (415) 990-6412
jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com
www.AdavantConsulting.com
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Memorandum 
To: Brett Bollinger/Chris Kern/Viktoriya Wise/Kansai Uchida – SF Planning Department 



 Catherine Reilly – SF Office of Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 



From: José I. Farrán – Adavant Consulting; Luba C. Wyznyckyj – LCW Consulting 



Date: August 8, 2014  DRAFT 1– Subject to Revisions 



Re: Travel and Parking Demand Estimates for the Proposed Multi-Purpose Event Center & 
Ancillary Development at Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32 



This technical memorandum describes the methodology and assumptions used to determine the 
travel demand for the proposed project, and presents the estimate of project-generated person and 
vehicle trips that would travel to and from the proposed multi-purpose event center and ancillary 
development at Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32. Parking demand estimates for the proposed uses 
are also presented. Detailed travel demand calculation and supporting data are included in the 
attached Appendix. 



INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
GSW Arena LLC (GSW), an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC, which owns and operates the 
Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, proposes to develop an 
approximately 12-acre project located in San Francisco on land referred to as Blocks 29-32 in the 
Mission Bay South Project Area. The proposed project consists of a new approximately 18,000-seat 
multi-purpose event center and ancillary development including multiple office buildings, retail, 
restaurants, structured parking, plaza areas, and other amenities. The event center would host the 
Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season, as well as provide a year-round 
venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural 
events, conferences and conventions. The rectangular site is bound by Third Street to the west, 
South Street to the north, Terry François Boulevard to the east, and 16th Street to the south, as 
shown in an aerial map of the project site in Figure 1. It should be noted as part of the buildout of 
Mission Bay, Terry François Boulevard will be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 30 
and 321. 
 



                                                 
 
1 Relocation of Terry François Boulevard will be implemented as part of the Mission Bay Area South 
Infrastructure Plan by FOCIL-Mission Bay, the entity serving as master developer of the remaining development 
rights within the Mission Bay South Plan project area. 
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Figure 1 
Proposed Project Site Location 
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PROPOSED PROJECT LAND USES 
The proposed project includes a multi-purpose event center, general office, general retail, and 
restaurant uses (including both quick service and more formal sit-down restaurants) on Mission Bay 
Development Blocks 29 through 32.2  In addition, both live and movie theaters would be included. 
The event center building would include a variety of supporting uses, including office space, practice 
facilities, event hall, and other event-related uses.  Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key 
characteristics of the project development.  
 
 



Table 1 
Summary of Proposed Project for Travel Demand Analysis 



 
Project Component 



Characteristics 



Gross Square Feet / Attendance 
for Travel Demand Analysis 



Event Center Employment 
Characteristics 



Event Center 
- No Event 
- GS Warriors Game 
- Convention 



700,500 GSF 
 



18,064 attendees (maximum) 
9,000 attendees (typical) 



 
100 employees 
825 employees 
675 employees 



Office (GSW Administration & 
Mgmt.) 



20,000 GSF  



General Office 494,210 GSF  



General Retail 37,000 GSF  
Quick Service Restaurant 37,000 GSF  



Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 GSF  



Live Theater 25,000 GSF – 600 seats 
Matinee: 2 to 5 PM 



Evening: 7:30 to 10:30 PM 
40% weekdays/60% weekends 



Overlap with events 



 
111 daily employees +  



64 event day employees =  
175 employees 



Movie Theater 39,000 GSF – 420 seats 
Standard movie theater days and 



hours of operation 
Overlap with events 



 



Notes: 
[a] This table presents the characteristics of the proposed project uses as they are defined for travel demand analysis 



purposes. 
[b] GSF = gross square feet. 
[c] The GSW administration and management space is part of the 700,500 GSF event center area. 



                                                 
 
2 Quick service restaurants consist of full-service eating establishments with typical duration of stay of 
approximately one hour, while more formal sit-down restaurants have a typical duration of stay of at least one 
hour and generally do not serve breakfast (Source: Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, Institute of 
Transportation Engineers, Washington DC, 2012). 
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EVENT CENTER ATTENDANCE 
An event center is a special trip generator for which travel demand characteristics (i.e., trip 
generation rates, peak hour factors, etc.) are not available from standard sources used for 
development projects in San Francisco such as the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines 
for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines)3 or the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip 
Generation Manual.4  As such, the transportation planning characteristics of the proposed event 
center were evaluated taking into account the expected attendance for various events at the 
proposed event center. 
 
Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center 
were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 2; Appendix A (pp. A-7 
through A-11) provides additional information about the survey data.5 The expected attendance 
would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, non-sports 
event), but will be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends (both weekday and 
weekend scenarios are included in this analysis). In the case of sporting events, the expected 
attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, 
on the popularity of the performing artists. 
 
Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 
attendees for a family show event to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season 
or post season basketball home game; concert average attendance is estimated at 12,500 
attendees for the typical end-stage configuration, and average convention attendance is 
estimated at 9,000 attendees.  As shown in Table 2, there would be approximately 220 event 
days in any given year. Table 2 also provides a summary of event center employment according 
to the type of event.  
 
Transportation planning analyses of special generators such as event centers typically use the 
85th percentile, and sometimes the 90th percentile, of the daily attendance throughout a period of 
one or more years, to define the attendance for the design day.  For the analysis of the 
proposed event center, the use of the maximum attendance presented in Table 2 for basketball 
games was analyzed, as it the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center 
would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees) even though during the majority of the events, 
it is not expected to be fully occupied.  
 



                                                 
 
3 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, San Francisco Planning Department, 
October 2002. 
4 Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012. 
5 Event types and characteristics provided by the project sponsor were based on the current event mix at the 
Oracle Arena in Oakland and SAP Center in San Jose, as well as information from the Barclays Center in 
Brooklyn, New York.  The project sponsor considers the Barclays Center to be a relevant comparable, as it is 
the most recently completed entertainment venue hosting an NBA team, is a single-tenant arena, and is in an 
urban setting.  Attendance estimates for conferences, corporate events, and other rentals were validated 
through discussion with San Francisco Travel. 
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Table 2 
Event Characteristics at Proposed Event Center 



Event Type 



Annual Number of 
Event Days at the 



Event Center 



Event Attendance [a] 
Event Center 



Day-of-Game/Event 
Employment 



Characteristics [a] Season Event Temporal Characteristics Average Maximum 



Golden State Warriors 
Basketball Home Games 



2 to 3 preseason 
home games 



11,000 18,064 925 [b] 
two weeks mid-
October 



Regular season game time: 7:30 to ~9:40 p.m. [d]  
Preseason/Postseason game time variable. 
Monthly Distribution: ~7 homes games per month 
Weekly Distribution: 50%/50% weekdays/weekends 



Monday-Thursday: 2 to 6 home games/month 
Friday:  1 to 3 home games/month 
Saturday:  1 to 3 home games/month 
Sunday:  0 to 1 home games/month 



41 regular season 
home games 



17,000 18,064 925 [b] late October to mid-
April 



0 to 16 post season 
home games 



18,000 18,064 925 [b] mid-April to mid-June 



Concerts Approximately 45 12,500 14,000 to 
18,500 [e] 



775 [c] major concert season 
is Fall, Winter and 
early Spring; 
Summer is the slow 
season 



Concert time: typically 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. 
 
Weekly distribution: primarily Friday and Saturday 



evenings 



Family Shows [f] Approximately 55 5,000 8,200 675 [c] distributed 
throughout the year 



Family Show characteristics: typically 10 shows over 
5 days (Wednesday to Sunday): 



Wednesday: 1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
Thursday:  1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
Friday:  2 shows, 10:30 a.m. to 12:00 



p.m.; and 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 
p.m. 



Saturday:  3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 
p.m.;  
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and  
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. 



Sunday:  3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 
p.m.;  
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and  
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. 



Other Sporting Events [g] Approximately 30 7,000 18,064 675 [c] distributed throughout the year; times variable 



Conventions/ Corporate 
Events [h] 



Approximately 31 9,000 18,500 [i] 675 [c] distributed throughout the year; times variable 











LCW Consulting  Adavant 
Consulting 



 
 



 
PRELIMINARY DRAFT 1 – SUBJECT TO REVISIONS  August 8, 2014 
P14002  Page 6 



Notes: 
[a] The event center attendance and employment estimates used for travel demand calculations and analysis are shown in bold and italics. 
[b]  This estimate includes approximately 825 event center day-of-game non-Warriors employees, and approximately 100 Warriors employees that would work at the Warriors games.  



This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors management offices in the event center during the day, non-Warriors employees of the 
retail buildings on Piers 30-32, or the visiting team and their support staff at the event center. 



[c] This estimate includes event center day-of-game/event non-Warriors employees.  This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors 
management offices in the event center during the day, non-Warriors employees of the retail buildings on Piers 30-32, or the visiting team/event performers and their support staff at the 
event center. 



[d] The large majority of Golden State Warriors regular season home games would start at 7:30 p.m. For example, over the course of the most recent full three NBA regular seasons 
(2010‐11, 2012‐13, and 2013-14; the 2011-12 NBA season was shortened due to delays in signing of a collective bargaining agreement between NBA owners and players and 
consequently is not included), 90 percent of Golden State Warriors home games started at 7:30 p.m., 6 percent of homes games started at 6:00 p.m., and the balance (accounting for 
one home game or less per season) started at either 1:00 p.m. (on Martin Luther King holiday), 5:00 p.m., or 7:00 p.m. 



[e] Nearly 90 percent of annual concerts at the event center would be with maximum end‐stage concert configuration attendance of 14,000, and 10 percent (no more than four annually) 
would be with a 360‐degree configuration which would allow for a maximum attendance of about 18,500. 



[f] Family shows provide theatrical entertainment geared towards children and families; examples include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live. 
[g] Other sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts.  These could be professional, 



collegiate, amateur, high school/youth, local, regional, or international competition. 
[h] Conventions/Corporate Events examples include conventions, conferences, cultural events, and corporate events. It is not anticipated that the event center would host entire 



conferences, but rather it would act as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center in those instances when an event or speaker requires more 
space than can be accommodated there. 



[i] The maximum attendance of 18,500 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated at the event center in a configuration similar to a center 
stage concert (see footnote e). However, the event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an 
attendance of 9,000 people. 



Source: Golden Gate Warriors, Strada Investment Group based on current event mix at the Oracle Arena in Oakland and the SAP Center in San Jose, as well as information provided for the 
recently completed Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York – 2014 
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In addition to a sell-out basketball game event, the transportation analysis also includes a 
convention/corporate event at the event center.  For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-
attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the maximum average 
attendance (i.e., the average attendance for events would be 9,000 or fewer attendees) for 
about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the 
convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).6 
 
The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated 
quantitatively because these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and 
require fewer employees than a basketball game.  In addition, arrival and departure travel 
patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball 
game. 



TRAVEL DEMAND 
Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the 
proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development 
projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and 
mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel 
behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally 
accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco 
development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of 
uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco.   
 
However, as noted above, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand estimates for the 
specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the 
proposed event center nor for the live theater. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as 
the Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, 2012, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), do not 
include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel 
demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated 
attendance described in the previous section,7 while travel demand for the proposed live theater was 
based on full occupancy of the proposed number of seats during a performance (i.e., 600 seats). 
 
In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation 
Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, 
because of its large scale, unique location and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses 
supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, appropriate adjustments have been made to 
account for these factors, as described later in this memorandum. 
 



                                                 
 
6 The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily 
at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in 
Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360‐
degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent. 
7 Survey and other relevant data supplied by the project sponsor are included in Appendix A (pp. A-7 to A-11). 
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The weekday daily PM peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, 
restaurant, and movie theater uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which 
provides PM peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution and average vehicle 
occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3) where the 
project site is located.   
 
Travel demand was also determined, as described in the following section, for weekday evening and 
late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates 
developed for the office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses using information obtained from 
ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and 
Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. Appendix A (pp. A-15 through A-20, and A-23 
through A-62) contains the travel demand calculations and assumptions. For the office, retail, 
restaurant and movie theater uses, a weekday-to-Saturday ratio was obtained from the trip 
generation rates presented in ITE’s Trip Generation Manual for the proposed project uses, which was 
then applied to the weekday daily trip generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines in order to 
obtain the weekend daily rates.  For the office, retail, and restaurant uses, data from the Pushkarev 
and Zupan and ULI studies was used to estimate the percentage of daily trips that would occur 
during the weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours.   
 
For the movie theater use, a percentage of weekday daily trips that would occur during the weekday 
late evening and Saturday evening peak hours was obtained from ITE sources.8  For the live theater 
use, the analysis assumes sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two 
performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday. 
 
PROJECT SCENARIOS AND TIME PERIODS OF ANALYSIS 
Travel demand for the proposed event center and ancillary development at Mission Bay 
Development Blocks 29-32 presented in this document evaluates three different event 
scenarios: 



 No event at the event center; 



 Basketball game at the event center; and 9 



 Convention event at the event center. 
 
The expected start and end times of these project events and other characteristics are 
presented in Table 2 (p. 5). The travel demand for the three scenarios has been estimated for 
the following six time periods: 



                                                 
 
8 Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1995 and Trip Generation for 
Entertainment Land Uses, J. Doyle, ITE 1999 Annual Meeting. 
9 The game day analysis for weekday PM (4 to 6 PM), evening (6 to 8 PM), and Saturday evening (7 to 9 PM) will 
also include the evaluation of transportation conditions when a SF Giants home game occurs concurrently with 
a basketball game. Weekday late evening (9 to 11 PM) conditions will not be analyzed for concurrent basketball 
and baseball game conditions. 
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 Weekday all day; 



 Weekday PM peak period (highest 60-minute period between 4 and 6 PM); 



 Weekday evening peak period (highest 60-minute period between 6 and 8 PM); 



 Weekday late evening period (highest 60-minute period between 9 and 11 PM); 



 Saturday all day; and 



 Saturday evening period (highest 60-minute period between 7 and 9 PM).  
 
Each event scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific 
event would occur.  For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday 
evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention 
events during these time periods was not conducted.  
 
The weekday PM peak period (from 4 to 6 PM) was selected because it represents the period 
during which weekday background traffic in the area is highest. The weekday evening peak 
period (from 6 to 8 PM) was selected because basketball games typically start at 7:30 PM and 
therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center 
during the 6 to 8 PM period than during the 4 to 6 PM commute peak period. The weekday late 
evening period (from 9 to 11 PM) was selected because it represents the period during which the 
highest outbound event trips would occur.  The Saturday evening period (from 7 to 9 PM) was 
selected because it represents the period during which the highest inbound event trips would 
occur.   
 
The “No Event” conditions reflect travel demand associated with the office uses at the event 
center, plus the travel demand associated with the general office, retail, restaurant (both quick 
service and sit-down) and movie and live theater uses for the weekday PM commute peak hour 
of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. Table 3 provides a cross-tabulation of 
proposed scenarios and time periods for which the project travel demand was estimated.   
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Table 3 
Proposed Project Scenarios and Time Periods 



for Travel Demand Estimation 



Project Scenario 



Time Period [a] 



Weekday Saturday 



Daily 
PM  



Peak Hour 
(4 to 6 PM) 



Evening  
Peak Hour 
(6 to 8 PM) 



Late Evening 
Peak Hour  
(9 to 11 PM) 



Daily 
Evening  



Peak Hour 
(7 to 9 PM) 



No Event √ √   √ √ 
Basketball Game √ √ [b] √ [b] √ √ √ [b] 
Convention Event √ √     



Notes: 
[a] The time periods presented in this table are those for which the project travel demand is being estimated because 



that is the time period during which trip volumes would be highest; they do not represent the only time periods 
during which an event could take place at the proposed event center.  



[b] The basketball game day analysis also includes the evaluation of peak hour transportation conditions when a SF 
Giants home game occurs concurrently with a basketball game. 



Source: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting – August 2014 
 
 
Overall, the travel demand was calculated for seven combinations of project scenarios and peak 
hour time periods, five peak hour scenarios on a weekday and two peak hour scenarios on a 
Saturday.  In addition, the transportation impact analysis of basketball game conditions was 
performed for three peak hour scenarios (weekday PM, weekday evening, and Saturday 
evening) that also includes the evaluation of transportation conditions with the travel demand 
generated by a concurrent SF Giants baseball game at AT&T Park, however, this does not 
affect the calculation of the proposed project travel demand estimates presented in this 
document. 
 
TRIP GENERATION 
The person-trip generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, 
employees, and other visitors to Mission Bay Development Blocks 29-32 and are based on the 
appropriate rates as described in a previous section and summarized in Table 4.  Detailed 
calculations for the development of these rates are provided in Appendix A (pp. A-5 through A-
22). The rates shown in Table 4 were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected 
event attendees, 1,000 GSF of office, retail and restaurant uses, and the number of movie 
theater and live theater seats to be built as part of the proposed project in order to obtain the 
number of person trips generated by each land use.  
 
It should be noted that the rates presented in Table 4 represent the number of person trips that 
would be generated by each project component as a standalone use. It is expected that some of 
the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by 
individuals already present in the area that are destined to either existing nearby uses or to 
other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the 
event center or the nearby residential, research and development, office or UCSF. 
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Table 4 
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation Rates by Land Use and Time Period [a] 



Land Use Type 



Weekday Saturday 



Daily 
Rate 



PM Peak Hour of 
the 4 to 6 PM 



period [b] 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 6 to 8 PM 



period [b] 



Late Evening Peak 
Hour of the 9 to 11 



PM period [c] Daily 



Evening Peak 
Hour of the 7 to 9 



PM period [b] 
% of 
Daily Rate 



% of 
Daily Rate % of Daily Rate 



% of 
Weekday Rate 



% of 
Daily Rate 



Event Center (per attendee)            
Basketball Game 2.1 2.8% 0.06 34.4% 0.72 33.0% 0.69 100% 2.1 32.5% 0.68 
Convention Event [d] 3.2 10.9% 0.35 N.A. [e] N.A. [e] N.A. [e] N.A. [e] 



General Office (per 1,000 GSF) 18.1 8.5% 1.54 1.7% 0.31 0.4% 0.08 22% 4.0 1.1% 0.04 
General Retail (per 1,000 GSF) 150.0 9.0% 13.50 6.8% 10.13 3.2% 4.73 117% 175.5 4.0% 7.02 
Restaurant (per 1,000 GSF)            



Quick Service Rest. (no event) [f] 600.0 13.5% 81.00 0.0% 0.00 0.0% 0.00 125% 747.3 0.0% 0.00 
Quick Service Rest. (event) [f] 600.0 13.5% 81.00 20.3% 121.50 20.3% 121.50 125% 747.3 24.0% 179.34 
Sit-down Restaurant 200.0 13.5% 27.00 20.3% 40.50 20.3% 40.50 125% 249.1 24.0% 59.78 



Live Theater (per seat) [g] 2.6 15.2% 0.39 23.2% 0.60 50.0% 1.29 177% 4.6 7.9% 0.36 
Movie Theater (per seat) 1.1 23.0% 0.26 24.4% 0.28 36.2% 0.41 171% 1.9 49.6% 0.96 
Notes: 



[a] See Appendix B (pp. A-23 through A-62) for detailed trip generation rate calculations. 
[b] Pre-event analysis period. 
[c] Post-event analysis period. 
[d] The average person trip rate per attendee depends in part on the number of employees working at the event; a convention event has the lowest attendee-to-employee 



ratio (13) compared to a basketball game (22); in addition, it is assumed that 25 percent of the employees and 50 percent of the attendees during a convention would 
leave the project site during the day for lunch, shopping, errands, etc., resulting in the highest average person trip rate. 



[e] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis because other scenarios would capture the potential transportation impacts during this period. 
[f] Quick service restaurant uses assumed to be closed after 6 PM during no event days, but open (with the same % of daily trip generation during the peak hours as a 



restaurant) during an event day. 
[g] Live theater demand assumes full occupancy and one evening performance on weekdays and two performances (matinee and evening) on a Saturday. 



Source: SF Guidelines, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Urban Land Institute, Pushkarev and Zupan, Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips 
conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses 
accessory to the event center,10 a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-
work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the 
visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other 
hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project 
retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 
percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at 
the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area). These 
assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips), than the 
data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center 
at Powell and Market Streets,11 which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses.  
 
Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an 
event, as shown in Table 5, when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would 
be expected to be lower. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to 
the office, movie theater, and live theater uses. 
 
 



Table 5 
Proposed Linked Visitor Trip Reduction Factors [a] 



by Type of Land Use 



Land Use [b] 



Time Period 



Daily 4 to 6 PM After 6 PM 



Event No Event Event No Event Event No Event 



General Retail 67% 33% 75% 33% 95% 33% 
Quick Service Restaurant 67% 67% 75% 67% 95% closed 
Sit-down Restaurant 67% 33% 75% 33% 95% 33% 



Notes: 
[a] As an example, a 67 percent linked trip reduction factor means that 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered 



new trips to the area unrelated to other project or nearby uses. No linked trip reduction factors were applied to 
employee work trips for any of the proposed land uses. 



[b] No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office, movie theater, and live theater 
uses. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014 
 
 



                                                 
 
10 San Francisco Boudin Bakery and Café at Fisherman's Wharf Transportation Study, prepared by Wilbur 
Smith Associates for the San Francisco Planning Department, Case Number 2003.0186, September 19, 2003. 
11 City Place Cross Shopping Survey Results, Technical memorandum prepared by AECOM for the SF 
Planning Department, October 18, 2007 (a copy of this document is included in Appendix D, p. A-71.). 
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Table 6 presents the resulting number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses 
for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods, once the trip rates 
presented in Table 4 and the linked trip factors shown in Table 5 were applied to the proposed 
project land uses and event attendances presented in Tables 1 and 2, respectively; the 
calculations and adjustments for each individual land use are shown in Appendix B (pp. A-50 
through A-62). 
 
 



Table 6 
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Period [a] 



Land Use Type 



Weekday Saturday 



Daily 



PM Peak 
Hour of 



the 4 to 6 
PM period 



Evening 
Peak Hour 
of the 6 to 



8 PM 
period 



Late 
Evening 



Peak Hour 
of the 9 to 



11 PM 
period 



Daily 



Evening 
Peak 



Hour of 
the 7 to 9 
PM period 



No Event       
Event Center [b] 250 21   250 0 
General Office 9,312 792   2,077 23 
General Retail 3,774 340   4,417 177 
Quick Service Restaurant [d] 7,992 1,079   9,954 0 
Sit-down Restaurant [d] 5,032 679   6,268 1,504 
Live Theater [e] 1,550 235   2,750 216 
Movie Theater 475 109   812 403 
Total person trips w/out event 28,385 3,255 N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 26,528 2,322 
With Event       
Basketball Game 37,778 1,042 13,006 12,449 37,778 12,284 
Convention Event 28,688 3,113 N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 
General Office 9,312 792 158 40 2,077 23 
General Retail [d] 1,998 140 33 15 2,338 23 
Quick Service Restaurant [d] 7,992 839 216 216 9,954 319 
Sit-down Restaurant [d] 2,664 280 132 132 3,318 195 
Live Theater [e] 1,550 235 360 775 2,750 216 
Movie Theater 475 109 116 172 812 403 
Total person trips w/ event       



Basketball Game 61,769 3,436 14,021 13,798 59,028 13,461 
Convention Event 52,679 5,508 N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 



Notes: 
[a] Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip. See Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62) for 



detailed trip generation calculations for each individual land use. 
[b] 100 employees would work at the event center on no-event days. 
[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis. 
[d] Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate. 
[e] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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No Event  
As shown in Table 6, the overall daily and peak hour person trip generation on a weekday are 
lower than on a Saturday for all uses except for office, due to the higher Saturday trip 
generation rates for retail, restaurant, live theater and movie theater uses. Overall, however, the 
proposed project would generate more trips on a weekday than on a Saturday. 
 



 On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 28,385 daily 
person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 3,255 person trips during the weekday PM 
peak hour.  
 



 On a Saturday without an event the proposed project would generate 26,528 daily 
person trips and 2,322 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 



 
With Event 
The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball 
game would be 61,769 trips.  Of these, 3,436 person trips would be during the PM peak hour, 
14,021 person trips during the evening peak hour, and 13,798 person trips during the weekday 
late evening peak hour.  The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a 
basketball game would be 59,028 for a basketball game (13,461 person trips would occur 
during the evening peak hour). 
 
Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (37,778 
person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event), however, 
the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday PM peak hour would be greater than 
during a basketball game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event 
day with a convention event would be 52,679 trips, of which 5,508 person trips would occur 
during the PM peak hour. 
 
TRIP DISTRIBUTION 
The distribution of trips for the uses being proposed by the project was obtained from the SF 
Guidelines for Superdistrict 312 (SD3), in which the project is located, for a convention event 
employee trips as well as for the proposed office, restaurant, retail, live theater and movie 
theater uses, and from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study 
assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at 
Piers 30-32 in San Francisco; see Appendix A, p. A-8) for basketball events. The distribution is 
based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then 
assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North 
Bay, South Bay and Out of Region (a map of the San Francisco Superdistricts is included in 
Appendix A, p. A-22). The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 7. 
 



                                                 
 
12 Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).  
These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the 
Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix A (p. A-25). 
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Table 7 



Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Use [a] 



Place of Trip 
Origin/Destination 



Basketball Event Convention Event General Retail 
Office/Restaurant 



Movie Theater/Live Theater 



Workers [b] 
Visitors 



Workers [b] Visitors [e] Workers [b] Visitors [f] Workers [b] Visitors [g] Weekday 
Inbound [c] 



All Other [d] 



San Francisco          
Superdistrict 1 8.3% 14.8% 11.1% 8.3% 55.0% 8.3% 6.0% 8.3% 13.0% 
Superdistrict 2 10.6% 4.6% 3.4% 10.6% 5.0% 10.6% 9.0% 10.6% 14.0% 
Superdistrict 3 23.9% 5.5% 4.2% 23.9% 5.0% 23.9% 61.0% 23.9% 44.0% 
Superdistrict 4 7.9% 4.4% 3.3% 7.9% 5.0% 7.9% 5.0% 7.9% 7.0% 



East Bay 14.3% 31.1% 33.0% 14.3% 7.5% 14.3% 3.0% 14.3% 9.0% 
North Bay 5.6% 8.9% 13.0% 5.6% 2.5% 5.6% 2.0% 5.6% 1.0% 
South Bay 26.9% 26.7% 28.0% 26.9% 10.0% 26.9% 9.0% 26.9% 9.0% 
Out of Region 2.5% 4.0% 4.0% 2.5% 10.0% 2.5% 5.0% 2.5% 3.0% 



Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Notes: 



[a] Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding. 
[b] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All) 
[c] Adjusted for trips starting at the place of employment rather than at home for a weekday evening event based on Golden State Warriors survey data (see 



Appendix A, p. A-8). 
[d] Weekday outbound, Saturday inbound and outbound. Based on Golden State Warriors survey data for a San Francisco arena (see Appendix A, pp. A-10 and A-



11). 
[e] Based on Moscone Center Expansion Project EIR data. 
[f] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-14 Visitor Trips to SD3 (Retail). 
[g] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other). 



Sources: SF Guidelines, GS Warriors, Moscone Center, Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (50.7 percent), 
with the greatest proportion within SD3 (23.9 percent), followed by South Bay (26.9 percent), 
and then East Bay (14.3 percent) origins/destinations.  
 
For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay 
origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), 
and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations. The origin/destination 
distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees 
who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence.  
The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders, which is 
provided in Appendix A (p. A-8).  As shown in Table 7 and in the appendix, the number of trips 
starting in San Francisco on a weekday would increase by approximately 7.5 percentage points, 
with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), 
North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas.   
 
The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, restaurant and theater uses 
would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), 
and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations. 
 
MODE OF TRAVEL 
The estimated daily, PM peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips 
were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi, motor 
coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips.  For event center basketball games, the “other” category 
includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the no-
event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, restaurant, live theater and movie 
theater) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis.  The bicycle trips generated by a 
basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel (see Appendix A, pp. A-35 
through A-46), but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary 
tables presented in this technical memorandum. 
 
Travel mode splits of employee and visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated 
from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (SD 3), where the project 
site is located. Travel mode splits of event (basketball games and conventions) employee trips 
were also estimated using SD3 data in the SF Guidelines.  
 
Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data 
provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion 
EIR,13 with some adjustments to account for the SD3 location of the proposed project. Walk trips 
in SD1, SD2 and SD4 were proportionally shifted to auto and transit trips; no adjustments were 
made within SD3 or for trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco. 
 



                                                 
 
13 Moscone Center Expansion Project – Estimation of Travel Demand, Adavant Consulting, January 9, 2014. 
Appendix C of Moscone Center Expansion Project Draft EIR, April 2014. A copy of this document is available 
for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 
2013.0154E. 
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Mode splits for basketball event attendee trips were based on weekday and Saturday game 
attendance data collected by the San Francisco Giants in the fall 2012, which are presented in 
more detail in Appendix A (p. A-14). 
 
Table 8 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for 
the standard weekday PM peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak 
hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. 
 
No Event 
On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 2,007 person trips by 
automobile (61 percent), 603 person trips by transit (19 percent), and 645 person trips by other 
modes (20 percent) during the PM peak hour.   
 
On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,337 person trips by 
automobile (58 percent), 426 person trips by transit (18 percent), and 559 person trips by other 
modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 
 
With Event 
The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball 
game would be as follows: 



 The overall project would generate 2,168 person trips by automobile (63 percent), 720 
person trips by transit (21 percent), and 549 person trips by other modes (16 percent) 
during the weekday PM peak hour. 



 The overall project would generate 5,213 person trips by automobile (37 percent), 6,035 
person trips by transit (43 percent), and 2,774 person trips by other modes (20 percent) 
during the weekday evening peak hour.   



 The overall project would generate 5,821 person trips by automobile (42 percent), 5,693 
person trips by transit (41 percent), and 2,284 person trips by other modes (17 percent) 
during the weekday late evening peak hour.  



 
On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 5,884 person trips 
by automobile (43 percent), 6,123 person trips by transit (46 percent), and 1,495 person trips by 
other modes (11 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project 
would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (43 percent on a 
Saturday, as compared to 37 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit 
service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San 
Francisco. 
 
On a weekday with a convention event, during the PM peak hour the proposed project would 
generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (17 percent), since about 80 percent 
of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by taxi or convention shuttle bus.  
Approximately two percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site. 
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Table 8 
Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period [a] 



Project Land Use 



Weekday Saturday 
PM Peak Hour 



of the 4 to 6 PM period 
Evening Peak Hour 



of the 6 to 8 PM period 
Late Evening Peak Hour 
of the 9 to 11 PM period 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 7 to 9 PM period 



Auto Transit 
Walk/ 



Other[b] 
Total Auto Transit 



Walk/ 
Other[b] 



Total Auto Transit 
Walk/ 



Other[b] 
Total Auto Transit 



Walk/ 
Other[b] 



Total 



No Event                 
Event Center 15 4 2 21         0 0 0 0 
General Office 542 158 91 792         16 5 2 23 
General Retail [e] 219 41 79 340         114 22 41 177 
Quick Service Restaurant [e] 623 204 251 1,079         0 0 0 0 
Sit-down Restaurant [e] 387 128 164 679         857 284 363 1,504 
Live Theater [f] 158 47 30 235         121 41 54 216 
Movie Theater 62 21 27 109         229 76 99 403 
Total person trips 
w/out event 



2,007 603 645 3,255 
N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 



1,337 426 559 2,322 
61% 19% 20% 100% 58% 18% 24% 100% 



With Event             
Basketball Game 663 264 115 1,042 4,606 5,842 2,558 13,006 5,020 5,436 1,992 12,449 5,161 5,901 1,221 12,284 
Convention Event [e] 954 454 1,705 3,113 N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 
General Office 542 158 91 792 112 32 14 158 28 8 3 40 16 5 2 23 
General Retail [e] 91 18 31 140 22 5 6 33 10 2 3 15 15 4 4 23 
Quick Service Restaurant [e] 489 159 191 839 121 40 54 216 121 40 54 216 179 60 80 319 
Sit-down Restaurant [e] 163 53 64 280 83 26 23 132 83 26 23 132 122 38 34 195 
Live Theater [f] 158 47 30 235 202 68 90 360 461 148 166 775 121 41 54 216 
Movie Theater 62 21 27 109 66 22 28 116 97 32 42 172 229 76 99 403 
Total person trips w/ event                 
 



Basketball Game 
2,168 720 549 3,436 5,213 6,035 2,774 14,021 5,821 5,693 2,284 13,798 5,844 6,123 1,495 13,461 



 63% 21% 16% 100% 37% 43% 20% 100% 42% 41% 17% 100% 43% 46% 11% 100% 
 



Convention Event 
2,459 909 2,139 5,508 



N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 
 45% 17% 39% 100% 
Notes: 



[a] Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding; see Appendix B (pp. A-50 to A-62) for detailed trip generation calculations. 
[b] “Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, etc. 
[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis. 
[d] Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle. 



[e] Includes linked trip reductions. 
[f] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one 



matinee) on a Saturday. 
Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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VEHICLE OCCUPANCIES AND VEHICLE TRIPS BY PLACE OF ORIGIN 
To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various 
scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by 
automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard 
project land uses, such as office, retail, restaurant, and theater uses were estimated in 
accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines.  
 
Average Vehicle Occupancy: Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event 
center was developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; 
data from 2007 was used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split 
ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. More detailed information from the 
2007 SF Giants survey is included in Appendix A (p. A-14).  The average vehicle occupancy for 
attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 
passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation 
planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies 
between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on 
weekends.14   
 
Table 9 summarizes the average vehicle occupancy rates and number of vehicles for project 
trips by place of origin/destination and time period.  When combined with employee trips and 
trips to/from other on-site uses the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event 
and a basketball ranges between 1.5 and 2.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, 
day of the event, and peak hour. 
 
During the weekday PM peak hour without and with a basketball game, the average vehicle 
occupancy is 1.7 and 1.5 passengers per vehicle, respectively, which generally reflects the 
overall peak period commute average vehicle occupancies of the other project land uses (i.e., 
the proportion of basketball game attendees travel to the event center during the PM peak hour 
would be low – 2.8 percent of arrivals, as presented in Table 4).  During the weekday evening 
and late evening peak hours, the average vehicle occupancy increases to 2.4 persons per 
vehicle, as the majority of trips are event-related. During the Saturday evening peak hour for no 
event conditions, the average vehicle occupancy is higher, at 2.1 persons per vehicle, reflecting 
the generally higher average vehicle occupancy for entertainment uses (i.e., the sit-down 
restaurant, movie theater, and live theater), while with a basketball game the average vehicle 
occupancy increases to 2.6 persons per vehicle reflecting the greater number of attendees 
traveling to the event center by auto mode on a Saturday as compared to a weekday game.   
 
 



                                                 
 
14 Table 2, p. 5; Transportation Planning Assumptions for the Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment, 
Technical Memorandum, Philip Habib and Associates, May 4, 2006, and Table 10, p. 6, Madison Square 
Garden Relocation and Expansion Transportation Planning Assumptions, Technical Memorandum from PB 
Team to New York City Department of City Planning, November 11, 2003; copies of these two documents are 
included in Appendix D, starting on pages A-75 and A-93, respectively. 
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Table 9 
Average Vehicle Occupancies and Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a, b] 



Place of Trip 
Origin/ 
Destination 



Weekday Saturday 



PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period 
Evening Peak 



Hour of the 6 to 8 
PM period 



Late Evening Peak 
Hour of the 9 to 11 



PM period 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 7 to 9 PM period 



No Event Basketball Game 
Convention 



Event [c] Basketball Game Basketball Game No Event Basketball Game 



Avg. 
Veh. 



Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. 
Veh. 



Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. 
Veh. 



Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. Veh. 
Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. Veh. 
Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. Veh. 
Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. Veh. 
Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



San Francisco               
Superdistrict 1 1.7 80 1.6 88 6.1  241 1.7 129 1.8 112 2.0 53 2.1 105 
Superdistrict 2 1.7 161 1.5 167 2.3 150 1.8 153 1.9 149 1.9 112 2.1 118 
Superdistrict 3 1.9 326 1.7 332 2.0 265 2.0 132 2.0 166 2.3 205 2.2 130 
Superdistrict 4 1.9 85 1.7 102 2.8 95 2.0 93 2.1 87 2.3 47 2.4 72 



East Bay 2.0 113 1.8 149 2.1 160 2.5 319 2.5 339 2.4 59 2.6 317 
North Bay 1.6 48 1.6 77 1.8 82 2.7 442 2.7 612 1.8 16 2.7 601 
South Bay 1.4 302 1.3 455 1.6 421 2.5 994 2.5 1,043 2.0 111 2.6 970 
Out of Region 1.7 41 1.6 37 1.7 96 4.1 22 3.6 27 1.7 31 2.7 36 
Total Vehicles 1.7 1,155 1.5 1,407 2.6 1,510 2.4 2,285 2.4 2,535 2.1 635 2.6 2,350 



Inbound  398  750  424  2,079  119  315  2,129 
  34%  53%  28%  91%  5%  50%  91% 
Outbound  757  657  1,086  206  2,416  320  221 
  66%  47%  72%  9%  95%  50%  9% 



Notes: 
[a] Numbers may not sum due to rounding. 
[b] Average vehicle occupancy rates vary depending on the time of day (i.e., analysis periods) as the proportion of trips generated by the various land uses components of the project, 



each one with a different average vehicle occupancy rate, is different depending on the time of the day. See Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62) for detailed vehicle occupancy and 
vehicle trip demand calculations for each individual land use. 



[c] The average vehicle occupancy rate for a convention event includes trips by shuttle bus service with an average occupancy of 25 passengers per vehicle, per the Moscone Center 
Expansion Project EIR. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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The average vehicle occupancy during a convention event during the weekday PM peak hour 
(2.6 persons per vehicle overall, 6.1 persons per vehicle for SD1) includes trips by shuttle bus 
with an average vehicle occupancy of 25 passengers per vehicle. 
 
Vehicle Trips: The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin 
and destination has been summarized in Table 9. 
 
No Event  
During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would 
generate 1,115 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during 
the Saturday evening peak hour (635 vehicle trips) would be less than during the weekday PM 
peak hour (1,115 vehicle trips), primarily because trip generation associated with the office uses 
would be minimal. 
 
With Event 
On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 1,407 vehicle trips 
during the PM peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,285 transit trips 
during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 2,535 vehicle trips 
during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips 
would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than 
during the PM or evening peak hours because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over 
a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas 
departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrate within the one hour immediately following 
the conclusion of an event.   
 
On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,350 vehicle trips 
during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 9, the greatest vehicle trip generation would 
occur with a Saturday basketball game than with a weekday basketball game as more people 
tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and 
less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays 
than on weekdays).  
 
On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 1,510 vehicle trips 
during the PM peak hour. A convention event would generate fewer weekday PM peak hour 
vehicles trips than a basketball game, as convention events would have both the lowest typical 
event attendance (9,000 attendees for a convention event as compared to 18,064 attendees for 
a basketball game) and the highest non-automobile event-only mode use (69 percent 
transit/other mode for a convention event during the PM peak hour, as compared to 36 percent 
transit/other mode share for a basketball game during the PM peak hour; see Table 8, p. 18). 
 
TRANSIT TRIPS BY PLACE OF ORIGIN 
Table 10 summarizes the transit trips generated by the proposed project for the various 
scenarios and time periods. 
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Table 10 



Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a] 



Place of Trip 
Origin/Destination 



Weekday Saturday 



PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period 
Evening Peak 



Hour of the 6 to 
8 PM period 



Late Evening 
Peak Hour of 
the 9 to 11 PM 



period 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 7 to 9 PM period 



No Event 
Basketball 



Game 
Convention 



Event 
Basketball 



Game 
Basketball 



Game 
No Event 



Basketball 
Game 



San Francisco        
Superdistrict 1 81 94 339 643 447 57 721 
Superdistrict 2 72 84 67 324 248 47 270 
Superdistrict 3 249 221 191 370 325 207 398 
Superdistrict 4 41 51 48 296 221 26 256 



East Bay 96 167 157 3,313 3,334 61 3,315 
North Bay 7 11 7 1 3 1 1 
South Bay 33 65 45 1,018 1,015 11 995 
Out of Region 24 26 56 70 70 15 168 
Total Transit Trips 603 720 909 6,035 5,693 426 6,123 



Inbound 240 424 225 5,959 14 223 6,022 
 40% 59% 25% 99% 0% 52% 98% 
Outbound 364 296 684 75 5,679 203 101 
 60% 41% 75% 1% 100% 48% 2% 



Notes: 
[a] Numbers may not sum due to rounding. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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No Event  
During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would 
generate 603 transit trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of transit trips during the 
Saturday evening peak hour (426 transit trips) would be less than during the weekday PM peak 
hour (603 transit trips). 
 
With Event 
On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 720 transit trips 
during the PM peak hour, and the number of transit trips would increase to 6,035 transit trips 
during the evening peak hour (arrivals to the event center), and to 5,693 transit trips during the 
late evening peak hour (departures from the event center). On Saturdays with a basketball 
game, the proposed project would generate 6,123 transit trips during the evening peak hour.  
 
On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 909 transit trips 
during the PM peak hour.  
 
WALK/OTHER TRIPS BY PLACE OF ORIGIN 
Table 11 summarizes the walk/other trips (i.e., walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxi, and other modes) 
generated by the proposed project. 
 
No Event 
During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would 
generate 645 walk/other trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of walk/other trips 
during the Saturday evening peak hour (559 walk/other trips) would be less than during the 
weekday PM peak hour (645 walk/other trips). 
 
With Event 
On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 549 walk/other trips 
during the PM peak hour, and the number of walk/other trips would increase to 2,774 walk/other 
trips during the evening peak hour (arrivals to the event center), and to 2,284 walk/other trips 
during the late evening peak hour (departures from the event center). On Saturdays with a 
basketball game, the proposed project would generate 1,495 walk/other trips during the evening 
peak hour.  
 
On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 2,139 walk/other 
trips during the PM peak hour.  
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Table 11 
Walk/Other Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a, b] 



Place of Trip 
Origin/Destination 



Weekday Saturday 



PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period 
Evening Peak 



Hour of the 6 to 
8 PM period 



Late Evening 
Peak Hour of 
the 9 to 11 PM 



period 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 7 to 9 PM period 



No Event 
Basketball 



Game 
Convention 



Event 
Basketball 



Game 
Basketball 



Game 
No Event 



Basketball 
Game 



San Francisco        
Superdistrict 1 133 126 1,291 1,242 916 122 606 
Superdistrict 2 61 52 161 180 142 52 89 
Superdistrict 3 398 308 396 510 453 346 325 
Superdistrict 4 25 22 120 188 140 24 79 



East Bay 6 7 5 64 65 4 37 
North Bay 2 3 2 0 1 0 0 
South Bay 12 18 11 151 152 5 83 
Out of Region 8 12 153 438 415 5 277 
Total Walk/Other Trips 645 549 2,139 2,774 2,284 559 1,495 



Inbound 302 308 373 2,715 19 302 1,381 
 47% 56% 17% 98% 1% 54% 92% 
Outbound 343 240 1,767 59 2,266 257 114 
 53% 44% 83% 2% 99% 46% 8% 



Notes: 
[a] Other trips include walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxi and other modes. 
[b] Numbers may not sum due to rounding. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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PARKING DEMAND 
Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on 
methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the 
Urban Land Institute15 and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center, 
described above. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and 
short-term demand (typically visitors).   
 
Parking demand was estimated for the midday peak hour (1 to 3 PM) when parking occupancy is 
typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7 to 9 PM) when parking 
demand is greater for the basketball game and entertainment uses (i.e., restaurant, theater). 
 
Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses was 
estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation 
estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking 
for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily 
parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses 
and 2 vehicles per space per day for the movie theater.16 
 
Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game, convention event, and live theater function 
were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., 
the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and 
an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games, all 
convention events, and live theater performances on weekdays, and 2 vehicles per space per 
day for live theater performances on a Saturday). Event employee parking demand was 
estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation 
estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each 
event. 
 
Table 12 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed 
project during the midday and late evening periods. Detailed parking demand calculations are 
presented in Appendix C (p. A-63). 
 
 



                                                 
 
15 Table 2-5 and Table 2-6 (pp. 16 and 17); Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005. 
16 Based on the SF Guidelines, Appendix G, page G-1.  A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking is utilized by 
an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day. A turnover of 2 means that each parking space is utilized by an 
average of two vehicles during the day. 
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Table 12 
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Period [a] 



Land Use Type 



Weekday Saturday 
Midday Peak Hour 



(1 to 3 PM) 
Late Evening Peak Hour 



(7 to 9 PM) 
Midday Peak Hour 



(1 to 3 PM) 
Late Evening Peak Hour 



(7 to 9 PM) 
Short-
term 



spaces 



Long-
term 



spaces 



Total 
spaces 



Short-
term 



spaces 



Long-
term 



spaces 



Total 
spaces 



Short-
term 



spaces 



Long-
term 



spaces 



Total 
spaces 



Short-
term 



spaces 



Long-
term 



spaces 



Total 
spaces 



No Event             
Event Center 0 55 55 0 6 6 0 55 55 0 6 6 
General Office 135 1,033 1,168 7 103 110 0 184 184 0 0 0 
General Retail 109 59 168 104 56 160 128 59 187 96 47 143 
Quick Service Restaurant 161 59 220 0 0 0 200 59 259 0 0 0 
Sit-down Restaurant 80 53 133 107 59 166 100 53 153 133 59 192 
Live Theater [b] 1 29 30 149 97 246 104 97 201 149 97 246 
Movie Theater 28 3 31 28 5 33 48 0 51 48 5 53 
Total spaces w/out event 514 1,291 1,805 395 326 721 580 510 1,090 426 214 640 
With Event             
Basketball Game 50 137 187 2,520 457 2,977 56 137 193 2,811 457 3,268 
Convention Event 1,197 374 1,571 359 94 453  N.A. [c]    N.A. [c]  
General Office  135 1,033 1,168 7 103 110 0 184 184 0 0 0 
General Retail 55 59 114 52 56 108 64 59 123 48 47 95 
Quick Service Restaurant 161 59 220 129 53 182 200 59 259 160 53 213 
Sit-down Restaurant 40 53 93 54 59 113 50 53 103 67 59 126 
Live Theater [b] 1 29 30 149 97 246 104 97 201 149 97 246 
Movie Theater 28 3 31 28 5 33 48 3 51 48 5 53 
Total spaces with event             



Basketball Game 470 1,373 1,843 2,939 830 3,769 522 592 1,114 3,283 718 4,001 
Convention Event 1,617 1,610 3,227 778 467 1,245  N.A. [c]   N.A. [c]  



Notes: 
[a] See Appendix C (p. A-63) for detailed project parking demand calculations; numbers may not sum due to rounding. 
[b] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday. 
[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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No Event 
On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking 
demand for 1,805 spaces during weekday midday period and 721 spaces during the late 
evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (1,090 spaces during the midday and 640 
spaces during the late evening period) would be slightly less because the parking demand 
associated with the office use would be substantially less than on a weekday, however, the 
parking demand associated with the live theater and movie theater would be the same or 
slightly greater than on a weekday. 
 
With Event 
On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand 
for 3,227 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 3,769 spaces 
during the late evening period with a basketball game.  
 
On a Saturday with an basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to 
conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 PM and game attendees would 
not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the 
midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but 
similar to conditions without an event.  The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a 
basketball game (4,001 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays due to the higher auto 
mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. 
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
Estimated Origin-Destination for GS Warriors and non-basketball Events at a San Francisco facility



GS WARRIORS SEASON TICKET HOLDERS
PLACE OF RESIDENCE BY ZIP CODE Super PLACE OF RESIDENCE SUMMARY Place of Employment



Zip Code Location District Percentage County Geographical Area Percentage Place of Residence S Francisco East Bay North Bay South Bay Out of Region Total
94102 Hayes Valley/Tenderloin/North of Market SD1 2.1% San Francisco SD1 11.1% San Francisco 21 3 0 4 0 28
94103 South of Market SD1 4.0% SD2 3.4% East Bay 15 91 0 8 3 117
94104 Downtown SD1 4.4% SD3 4.2% North Bay 5 1 10 0 0 16
94105 Downtown SD1 8.4% SD4 3.3% South Bay 8 2 0 40 0 50
94107 South of Market SD1 5.9% Total San Francisco 22.0% Outside Bay Area 0 1 0 1 7 9
94108 Chinatown SD1 3.8% Total All Areas 49 98 10 53 10 220
94109 Polk/Russian Hill SD1 4.2% Alameda East Bay 20.0%
94111 Downtown/South of Market SD1 11.1% Contra Costa East Bay 12.0%
94119 Rincon Center SD1 2.1% San Joaquin East Bay 1.0% Place of residence for GS Warriors season
94133 North Beach/Chinatown SD1 4.2% Total East Bay 33.0% LOCATION ticket holders who work in San Francisco
94141 South of Market SD1 0.2% San Francisco 21 75.0% of SF residents



TOTAL SD1 50.4% Marin North Bay 4.2% East Bay 15 12.8% of East Bay residents
Solano North Bay 4.0% North Bay 5 31.3% of North Bay residents



94115 Western Addition/Japantown SD2 1.9% Sonoma North Bay 3.8% South Bay 8 16.0% of South Bay residents
94117 Haight-Ashbury SD2 1.7% Napa North Bay 1.0% Outside Bay Area 0 0.0% of Outside Bay Area residents
94118 Inner Richmond SD2 3.2% Total North Bay 13.0% Total All Areas 49 22.3% of all residents
94121 Outer Richmond SD2 3.8%
94123 Marina SD2 4.4% Santa Clara South Bay 14.0%
94129 Presidio SD2 0.6% San Mateo South Bay 13.0% Place of employment for GS Warriors season



TOTAL SD2 15.6% Santa Cruz South Bay 1.0% LOCATION ticket holders who live in San Francisco
Total South Bay 28.0% San Francisco 21 75.0% of SF residents



94110 Inner Mission/Bernal Heights SD3 3.1% East Bay 3 10.7% of SF residents
94112 Ingleside-Excelsior/Crocker Amazon SD3 4.6% Other Outside Bay Area 4.0% North Bay 0 0.0% of SF residents
94114 Castro/Noe Valley SD3 2.3% South Bay 4 14.3% of SF residents
94124 Bayview-Hunters Point SD3 2.3% TOTAL ALL AREAS 100.0% Outside Bay Area 0 0.0% of SF residents
94128 SFO SD3 0.2% Total All Areas 28 100.0% of SF residents
94131 Twin Peaks/Glen Park SD3 2.5% Source: GS Warriors, 2013
94134 Visitacion Valley/Sunnydale SD3 1.9%
94158 Mission Bay SD3 1.7% Weekday Trip Origin Adjustment for Live/Work Locations
94188 India Basin SD3 0.4% Original SF Resid. Interim Others who Final



TOTAL SD3 18.9% LOCATION Unadjusted work else. Factor work in SF Adjusted Change
SD1 11.1% -2.8% 8.3% 6.4% 14.8% 3.7%



94116 Parkside/Forest Hill SD4 2.9% SD2 3.4% -0.9% 2.6% 2.0% 4.6% 1.1%
94122 Sunset SD4 5.5% SD3 4.2% -1.0% 3.1% 2.4% 5.5% 1.4%
94127 St Francis Wood/Miraloma/West Portal SD4 4.2% SD4 3.3% -0.8% 2.5% 1.9% 4.4% 1.1%
94132 Lake Merced SD4 2.5% East Bay 33.0% 2.4% 35.4% -4.2% 31.1% -1.9%



TOTAL SD4 15.1% North Bay 13.0% 0.0% 13.0% -4.1% 8.9% -4.1%
South Bay 28.0% 3.1% 31.1% -4.5% 26.7% -1.3%



TOTAL SAN FRANCISCO 100.0% Outside Bay Area 4.0% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0%
Total All Areas 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%



Source: Market study for SF location, GS Warriors, 2013
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
TEMPORAL DISTRIBUTION OF EVENT ATTENDEE ARRIVALS



New York Knicks (NBA) Red Hot
vs. Toronto vs. New Jersey vs. Milwaukee Chili Peppers



Start Time: @ 7:30 PM @ 8:00 PM @ 7:00 PM @ 8:00 PM Arco Golden
Monday Friday Sunday Tuesday Arena State



March 24, 2003 March 28, 2003 March 16, 2003 Average May 20, 2003 (Sacto.) Warriors
Time Period Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent Percent Arrivals Percent Avg. % Avg. %



Peak 60-min Value: 9,452       6:45 PM 11,602     7:15 PM 10,079     6:30 PM 7,672       7:30 PM
72% 53% 46% 50%



2½ hours prior to start -              -              0% -              0% 0% 0%
2 hours prior to start 1              0% 6,106       28% -              9% 0% 1%
1½ hours prior to start 179          1% 413          2% 8,405       38% 14% 7% 15% 11%
1 hour prior to start 2,514       19% 4,002       18% 1,390       6% 15% 17% 30% 20%
½ hour prior to start 5,456       42% 6,807       31% 4,198       19% 30% 25% 40% 34%
Event start time 3,838       29% 3,850       17% 5,881       27% 24% 25% 15% 34%
½ hour after start 930          7% 766          3% 1,681       8% 6% 17%
1 hour after start 195          1% 121          1% 434          2% 1% 9%
1½ hours after start -              0% -              57            0% 0%
TOTAL 13,113     100% 22,065     100% 22,046     100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development



ARENA ATTENDEES WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Estimated % of Daily Estimated % of Daily



Basketball Game Vehicles Estimated Survey Vehicles Estimated Survey
Total daily vehicle trips (in+out) 5,366       5,774       
Inbound daily vehicle trips 2,683       2,887       



Estimated Inbound peak hour 31            1.1% 1.0%
of 4 to 6 PM period
Estimated Inbound peak hour 1,833       68.3% 68.0%
of 6 to 8 PM period
Estimated Inbound peak hour 1,963       68.0% 68.0%
of 7 to 9 PM period
Estimated Outbound peak hour 1,918       71.5% 70.0%
of 9 to 11 PM period



GS WARRIORS DATA
Arrivals



Time Period Start time: 7:30 PM
5:00 PM 5:30 PM 0% 0%
5:30 PM 6:00 PM 1% 1%
6:00 PM 6:30 PM 11% 12%
6:30 PM 7:00 PM 20% 32%
7:00 PM 7:30 PM 34% 66%
7:30 PM 8:00 PM 34% 100%



TOTAL 100%



Departures
Time Period End time: 9:40 PM



9:00 PM 9:30 PM 30% 30%
9:30 PM 10:00 PM 40% 70%



10:00 PM 10:30 PM 30% 100%
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SAN FRANCISCO GIANTS SPECTATOR TRAVEL SURVEYS 
(Used to estimate event travel mode & vehicle occupancy) 
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SF GIANTS BALLPARK TRANSPORTATION SUMMARY



2000 SURVEY 2007 SURVEY 2012 SURVEY
WEEKDAY WEEKEND ALL DAYS WEEKDAY WEEKEND ALL DAYS WEEKDAY WEEKEND ALL DAYS



Afternoon Evening Afternoon COMBINED Afternoon Evening Afternoon Evening COMBINED Afternoon Evening Afternoon Evening COMBINED
ORIGIN OF TRIP
Home 68.0% 72.0% 97.0% 79.0% 76.5% 76.0% 96.5% 77.0% 81.5% 84.2% 71.7% 91.0% 91.1% 84.5%
Work 32.0% 28.0% 3.0% 21.0% 19.0% 20.0% 0.0% 19.0% 14.5% 6.5% 7.1% 6.9% 6.0% 6.6%
Other included in home included in home 4.5% 4.0% 3.5% 4.0% 4.0% 9.3% 21.2% 2.2% 2.8% 8.9%
All Origins 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



San Francisco 26.7% 40.4% 24.8% 27.0% 29.7%
East Bay 29.0% 20.5% 27.6% 26.6% 25.9%
North Bay 19.4% 10.8% 17.6% 14.8% 15.6%
South Bay 24.9% 28.3% 30.0% 31.7% 28.7%
All Origins 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



MODE OF TRAVEL
Auto 49.8% 54.0% 59.0% 53.0% 53.9% 40.9% 33.0% 51.8% 51.3% 44.2%
Charter bus included above included above 0.7% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.3%
Muni 10.9% 11.6% 11.0% 9.8% 10.8% 11.0% 19.2% 7.7% 9.7% 11.9%
BART 12.8% 10.3% 11.9% 14.4% 12.3% 20.3% 15.3% 13.4% 13.1% 15.5%
Caltrain 12.2% 11.6% 9.5% 9.4% 10.7% 9.6% 12.8% 12.7% 12.4% 11.9%
Ferry 5.5% 3.0% 4.1% 6.2% 4.7% 7.6% 6.9% 8.1% 3.7% 6.6%
Taxi 0.8% 1.5% 0.9% 1.2% 1.1% 2.0% 2.0% 0.4% 2.3% 1.7%
Walk 6.0% 5.0% 2.0% 6.0% 4.8% 3.3% 6.4% 2.1% 2.7% 3.6%
Bike included above included above 2.0% 1.0% 1.4% 1.7% 1.5%
Other 2.0% 3.0% 1.5% 0.0% 1.6% 2.7% 3.4% 2.1% 3.0% 2.8%
All Modes 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Auto 48.0% 50.0% 57.5% 51.8% 49.8% 54.0% 59.0% 53.0% 53.9% 40.9% 33.0% 51.8% 51.3% 44.2%
Transit 41.0% 37.0% 33.5% 37.2% 41.4% 36.5% 36.6% 39.8% 38.6% 49.2% 54.2% 42.3% 38.9% 46.1%
Taxi included in other included in other 0.8% 1.5% 0.9% 1.2% 1.1% 2.0% 2.0% 0.4% 2.3% 1.7%
Walk 8.0% 7.0% 5.0% 6.7% 6.0% 5.0% 2.0% 6.0% 4.8% 3.3% 6.4% 2.1% 2.7% 3.6%
Other 3.0% 6.0% 4.0% 4.3% 2.0% 3.0% 1.5% 0.0% 1.6% 4.7% 4.4% 3.5% 4.7% 4.3%
All Modes 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



PARKING LOCATION
SF Giants facilities 76.0% 60.0% 61.0% 65.7% 40.0% 33.0% 33.4% 38.0% 36.1% 45.6% 31.5% 35.9% 24.8% 34.5%
On-street 21.0% 36.0% 29.3% 38.0% 31.1% 12.8% 30.1% 20.5% 26.1% 22.4%
Other off-street facilities 39.0% 31.0% 37.4% 24.0% 32.8% 41.6% 38.4% 43.6% 49.1% 43.2%
All parking locations 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Avg. number of people in car 2.80            2.48          2.67          2.48          2.67          2.57             



Avg. time of arrival before start 36 min 35 min 42 min 37 min 37 min



Sources:
San Francisco's New Downtown Ballpark: A home run for public transit; G. Robbins, A. Felder, W. Hurrell; 2001 Institute of Transportation Engineers Annual Meeting.
San Francisco Giants Transportation Survey; SF Giants; August 2007.
San Francisco Giants Transportation Survey; SF Giants; October 2012.



SF Giants 2000-2007-2012 Surveys.xlsx Printed on 6/17/2013A-14











TEMPORAL DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECT LAND USES 
(Used to estimate non-event land use arrival patterns) 



 
  



A-15











Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION



WEEKDAY SATURDAY
TABLE 1 PM Peak Hour of ITE Weekday- Proposed
CALCULATION OF TRIP GENERATION RATES 4-6 PM Period Proposed to-Saturday Daily and
FOR WEEKDAY & SATURDAY CONDITIONS SF Guidelines Late PM Peak Trip Gen Factor Late PM Peak
LAND USES Rates Hour Rates (from Table 2) Hour Rates
OFFICE
Daily trips per 1000 gsf 18.1 0.22 4.0
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 8.5% 11.0%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 1.54 0.29 0.44
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.20
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 1.7%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.31
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.10
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily 1.1%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.04
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.05
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily 0.4%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.08
RETAIL
Daily trips per 1000 gsf 150.0 1.17 175.5
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 9.0% 10.0%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 13.5 1.30 17.5
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.75
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 6.8%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 10.13
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.40
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily 4.0%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 7.02
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.35
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily 3.2%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 4.73
SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT
Daily trips per 1000 gsf 200.0 1.25 249.1
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 13.5% 15.5%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 27.0 1.43 38.6
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 1.50
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 20.3%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 40.50
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 1.55
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily 24.0%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 59.78
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 1.50
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily 20.3%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 40.50
QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT
Daily trips per 1000 gsf (Composite rate) 600.0 1.25 747.3
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 13.5% 15.5%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 81.0 1.43 115.7
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (closed except during events) 0.00
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 0.0%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.00
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour  (closed except during events) 0.00
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily 0.0%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.00
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour  (closed except during events) 0.00
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily 0.0%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.00
MOVIE THEATER
Daily trips per seat (Saturday ratio fom Table 4b) 1.13 1.71 1.93
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 23.0% 15.5%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per seat 0.26 1.15 0.30
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 4b) 1.06
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 24.4%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per seat 0.28
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 4b) 3.20
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 49.6%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per seat 0.96
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 4b) 1.57
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 36.2%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per seat 0.41
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TABLE 2



ITE OFFICE LAND USE 710 Vehicle-trips per 1000 gsf Weekday-to-
General Office Building Weekday Saturday Sat. factor
Daily 11.03 2.46 0.22
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period 1.49 0.43 0.29
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 13.5% 17.5% 1.29



ITE RETAIL LAND USE 820 Vehicle-trips per 1000 gsf Weekday-to-
Shopping Center Weekday Saturday Sat. factor
Daily 42.70 49.97 1.17
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period 3.71 4.82 1.30
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 8.7% 9.6% 1.11



ITE RESTAURANT LAND USE 932 Vehicle-trips per 1000 gsf Weekday-to-
High-Turnover Sit-Down Weekday Saturday Sat. factor
Daily 127.15 158.37 1.25
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period 9.85 14.07 1.43
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 7.7% 8.9% 1.15



Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, 2012
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TABLE 3 (Summary of Table 3a)
Source: Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians PM to Late Evening Adjustment Ratios for



6-8 period 7-9 period 9-11 period
Start Time over 4-6 period over 4-6 period over 4-6 period



LAND USE 4 PM 5 PM 6 PM 7 PM 8 PM 9 PM 10 PM Calculated Selected Calculated Selected Calculated Selected
Office (flat peak) 15.2% 8.5% 2.9% 0.4% 1.5% 0.8% 0.0% 0.19 0.20 0.10 0.10 0.05 0.05
Office (sharp peak) 8.3% 13.4% 2.6% 0.5% 1.3% 0.9% 0.0% 0.20 0.09 0.07
Retail 6.2% 8.9% 6.4% 2.7% 3.6% 3.0% 1.4% 0.72 0.75 0.41 0.40 0.34 0.35
Restaurant 4.1% 6.3% 9.2% 8.9% 9.6% 9.3% 6.6% 1.47 1.50 1.53 1.55 1.48 1.50



TABLE 3a
Percent of weekday 24-hour in and out trips during each hour by type of land use
Source: Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians



Weekday Office (flat peak) Office (sharp peak)
Time Period In Out Two-way In Out Two-way



Retail Restaurant
Two-way Two-way



12:00 AM 1:00 AM



1:00 AM 2:00 AM



2:00 AM 3:00 AM



3:00 AM 4:00 AM



4:00 AM 5:00 AM



5:00 AM 6:00 AM



6:00 AM 7:00 AM



7:00 AM 8:00 AM 3.9 0.6 2.2 1.9 0.2 1.1 0.0 0.0
8:00 AM 9:00 AM 25.6 2.3 13.9 22.5 0.9 11.5 0.0 0.0
9:00 AM 10:00 AM 10.9 3.5 7.2 20.5 2.2 11.3 0.9 0.0
10:00 AM 11:00 AM 5.8 4.0 4.9 4.4 3.2 3.7 3.8 2.1
11:00 AM 12:00 PM 5.3 7.8 6.5 3.5 9.3 6.4 6.7 4.4
12:00 PM 1:00 PM 12.6 16.6 14.7 8.0 20.0 14.2 20.1 14.0
1:00 PM 2:00 PM 10.7 7.8 9.2 20.8 8.2 14.4 19.9 15.1
2:00 PM 3:00 PM 8.4 5.3 6.8 9.5 4.5 7.0 9.9 7.6
3:00 PM 4:00 PM 4.2 6.3 5.3 3.4 3.6 3.4 6.3 2.9
4:00 PM 5:00 PM 5.3 24.9 15.2 2.3 14.1 8.3 6.2 4.1
5:00 PM 6:00 PM 3.6 13.2 8.5 1.3 25.3 13.4 8.9 6.3
6:00 PM 7:00 PM 2.0 3.9 2.9 0.9 4.3 2.6 6.4 9.2
7:00 PM 8:00 PM 0.1 0.8 0.4 0.2 0.8 0.5 2.7 8.9
8:00 PM 9:00 PM 1.0 1.8 1.5 0.5 2.1 1.3 3.6 9.6
9:00 PM 10:00 PM 0.4 1.3 0.8 0.3 1.4 0.9 3.0 9.3
10:00 PM 11:00 PM 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 6.6
11:00 PM 12:00 AM



TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
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TABLE 4a
Movie Theater Person Trip Generation per Screen - No Weekday Matinees
Source: Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985



Start Avg. Monday through Friday Friday Average Weekday Saturday Sunday
Time In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily
12:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 1.3      0.0      1.3      0.3% -         -        -        0.0%
1:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 11.7    0.4      12.0    3.0% 13.3     0.4      13.7    4.1%
2:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 9.6      1.3      10.8    2.7% 10.8     0.3      11.2    3.4%
3:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 16.3    11.7    27.9    7.0% 19.6     13.3    32.9    10.0%
4:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 8.8      9.6      18.3    4.6% 9.2       10.8    20.0    6.0%
5:00 PM 10.0      0.3       10.3     7.4% 12.1     0.4       12.5     4.9% 10.4    0.3      10.7    6.6% 12.9    16.3    29.2    7.4% 20.0     19.6    39.6    12.0%
6:00 PM 7.4        0.2       7.6       5.5% 15.4     0.5       15.9     6.2% 9.0      0.3      9.3      5.7% 26.7    8.8      35.5    8.9% 22.9     9.2      32.1    9.7%
7:00 PM 14.3      10.0     24.3     17.6% 25.0     12.1     37.1     14.5% 16.4    10.4    26.9    16.6% 20.0    12.9    32.9    8.3% 13.3     20.0    33.4    10.1%
8:00 PM 16.8      7.4       24.2     17.5% 30.0     15.4     45.5     17.8% 19.4    9.0      28.5    17.6% 41.3    26.7    68.0    17.2% 24.6     22.9    47.5    14.4%
9:00 PM 8.2        14.3     22.5     16.3% 20.9     25.0     45.9     18.0% 10.7     16.4     27.2     16.8% 26.2     20.0     46.2     11.7% 13.3     13.3     26.6     8.1%
10:00 PM 15.4      16.8     32.2     23.2% 40.9     30.0     70.9     27.8% 20.5    19.4    39.9    24.7% 7.6      41.3    48.9    12.3% 16.2     24.6    40.8    12.3%
11:00 PM 9.2        8.2       17.4     12.5% 6.7       20.9     27.6     10.8% 8.7      10.7    19.4    12.0% 39.0    26.2    65.2    16.5% 19.5     13.3    32.8    9.9%
Total 81.2      57.2     138.5   100.0% 151.0   104.3   255.3   100.0% 95.2     66.6     161.8   100.0% 221.2   175.0   396.2   100.0% 182.8   147.7   330.5   100.0%



TABLE 4b
Movie Theater Person Trip Generation per Screen - With Weekday Matinees
Source: Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985



Start Average Mon-Thr. Friday Average Weekday Saturday Sunday
Time In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily
12:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 1.3      0.0      1.3      0.3% -         -        -        0.0%
1:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% 27.9     0.8       28.8     7.8% 5.6      0.2      5.8      2.5% 11.7    0.4      12.0    3.0% 13.3     0.4      13.7    4.1%
2:00 PM 8.6        0.3       8.8       4.5% 7.9       0.2       8.2       2.2% 8.4      0.3      8.7      3.7% 9.6      1.3      10.8    2.7% 10.8     0.3      11.1    3.4%
3:00 PM 15.4      0.5       15.9     8.0% 12.9     27.9     40.9     11.1% 14.9    6.0      20.9    9.0% 16.3    11.7    27.9    7.0% 19.6     13.3    32.9    10.0%
4:00 PM 5.6        8.6       14.2     7.2% 6.7       7.9       14.6     4.0% 5.8       8.4       14.3     6.2% 8.8       9.6       18.4     4.6% 9.2       10.8     20.0     6.0%
5:00 PM 10.0      15.4     25.4     12.8% 12.1     12.9     25.0     6.8% 10.4    14.9    25.3    10.9% 12.9    16.3    29.2    7.4% 20.0     19.6    39.6    12.0%
6:00 PM 7.4        5.6       13.0     6.6% 15.4     6.7       22.1     6.0% 9.0      5.8      14.8    6.4% 26.7    8.8      35.4    8.9% 22.9     9.2      32.1    9.7%
7:00 PM 14.3      10.0     24.3     12.3% 25.0     12.1     37.1     10.1% 16.4    10.4    26.9    11.6% 20.0    12.9    32.9    8.3% 13.3     20.0    33.4    10.1%
8:00 PM 16.8      7.4       24.2     12.2% 30.0     15.4     45.5     12.4% 19.4    9.0      28.5    12.3% 41.3    26.7    68.0    17.2% 24.6     22.9    47.5    14.4%
9:00 PM 8.2        14.3     22.5     11.4% 20.9     25.0     46.0     12.5% 10.8    16.4    27.2    11.8% 26.2    20.0    46.2    11.7% 13.3     13.3    26.7    8.1%
10:00 PM 15.4      16.8     32.1     16.2% 40.9     30.0     70.9     19.3% 20.5    19.4    39.9    17.2% 7.6      41.3    48.9    12.3% 16.2     24.6    40.8    12.3%
11:00 PM 9.2        8.2       17.4     8.8% 6.7       20.9     27.6     7.5% 8.7      10.7    19.4    8.4% 39.0    26.2    65.2    16.5% 19.5     13.3    32.8    9.9%
Total 110.8    87.0     197.8   100.0% 206.5   160.0   366.5   100.0% 129.9   101.6   231.5   100.0% 221.2   175.0   396.2   100.0% 182.8   147.8   330.5   100.0%
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TABLE 5
NUMBER OF VEHICLES ENTERING MASONIC CENTER AREA GARAGES
Event Start Time: 8:00 PM



Masonic Center Crocker Grace Cathedral Fairmont Hotel All Garages
Time Period 10/14/11 12/03/11 10/14/11 12/03/11 10/14/11 12/03/11 10/14/11 12/03/11 10/14/11 12/03/11 Average



6:15 PM 6:30 PM 15 25 12 16 7 10 1 5 35 7.3% 56 12.3% 46 9.8%
6:30 PM 6:45 PM 26 33 15 14 0 8 4 2 45 9.4% 57 12.5% 51 10.9%
6:45 PM 7:00 PM 46 57 20 12 0 14 2 6 68 14.3% 89 19.5% 79 16.8%
7:00 PM 7:15 PM 51 60 9 14 0 0 5 3 65 13.6% 77 16.9% 71 15.1%
7:15 PM 7:30 PM 71 20 21 30 0 3 2 0 94 19.7% 53 11.6% 74 15.8%
7:30 PM 7:45 PM 50 4 27 35 0 0 6 1 83 17.4% 40 8.8% 62 13.2%
7:45 PM 8:00 PM 11 4 32 29 0 5 9 2 52 10.9% 40 8.8% 46 9.8%
8:00 PM 8:15 PM 7 5 19 33 0 3 9 3 35 7.3% 44 9.6% 40 8.5%



Total 277 208 155 183 7 43 38 22 477 100.0% 456 100.0% 469 100.0%
Avg. Veh. Occup. 2.11 1.89 2.01 1.91 1.00 1.60 1.24 1.41 1.99 1.85 1.92



Arriving before one and a half hour prior to start of event 10%
Arriving one and a half hour to one hour prior to start of event 28%



Arriving one hour to half hour prior to start of event 31%
Arriving half hour prior to start of event 23%



Arriving after start of event 9%
Total 100%



If event starts at 7:30 PM Calc. Selected
Peak one hour arrivals during the 4-6 PM period: 10% 10%
Peak one hour arrivals during the 6-8 PM period: 59% 60%
Peak one hour arrivals during the 7-9 PM period: 32% 35%
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TABLE 6
Time of Day Distribution for Movie Theater Vehicle Trips
Source: Trip Generation for Entertainment Land Uses, J. Doyle, Institute of Transportation Engineers 1999 Annual Meeting



Thursday Friday Saturday
Start % of Daily % of Daily % of Daily
Time In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total
12:00 AM 1.5% 48.4% 1.6% 51.6% 1.60% 0.5% 41.7% 0.7% 58.3% 0.6% 2.7% 40.0% 4.1% 60.0% 3.4%
1:00 AM 1.1% 40.2% 1.6% 59.8% 1.30% 0.3% 37.5% 0.5% 62.5% 0.4% 1.0% 36.2% 1.8% 63.8% 1.4%
2:00 AM 0.3% 61.1% 0.2% 38.9% 0.20% 0.1% 25.0% 0.2% 75.0% 0.1% 0.3% 33.1% 0.6% 66.9% 0.4%
3:00 AM 0.2% 37.6% 0.2% 62.4% 0.20% 0.1% 75.1% 0.0% 24.9% 0.1% 0.2% 33.6% 0.4% 66.4% 0.3%
4:00 AM 0.3% 61.1% 0.2% 38.9% 0.20% 0.1% 25.0% 0.2% 75.0% 0.1% 0.3% 33.1% 0.6% 66.9% 0.4%
5:00 AM 0.2% 37.6% 0.2% 62.4% 0.20% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0%
6:00 AM 0.2% 71.8% 0.1% 28.2% 0.10% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 0.1% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
7:00 AM 0.3% 49.3% 0.3% 50.7% 0.30% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1%
8:00 AM 1.6% 58.9% 1.1% 41.1% 1.40% 0.3% 50.0% 0.3% 50.0% 0.3% 0.2% 39.8% 0.3% 60.2% 0.2%
9:00 AM 1.3% 54.0% 1.1% 46.0% 1.20% 0.7% 53.6% 0.6% 46.4% 0.7% 0.4% 50.0% 0.4% 50.0% 0.4%
10:00 AM 1.9% 59.2% 1.3% 40.8% 1.60% 0.8% 47.2% 0.9% 52.8% 0.9% 0.7% 50.0% 0.7% 50.0% 0.7%
11:00 AM 2.8% 58.2% 2.0% 41.8% 2.40% 1.2% 50.0% 1.2% 50.0% 1.2% 1.3% 54.5% 1.1% 45.5% 1.2%
12:00 PM 5.3% 51.9% 4.9% 48.1% 5.10% 2.0% 52.6% 1.8% 47.4% 1.9% 3.5% 54.1% 3.0% 45.9% 3.2%
1:00 PM 6.4% 58.6% 4.5% 41.4% 5.50% 3.3% 55.0% 2.7% 45.0% 3.0% 6.3% 59.1% 4.4% 40.9% 5.3%
2:00 PM 6.6% 51.1% 6.3% 48.9% 6.42% 3.3% 51.6% 3.1% 48.4% 3.2% 5.1% 52.8% 4.5% 47.2% 4.8%
3:00 PM 8.3% 47.4% 9.3% 52.6% 8.81% 3.7% 47.4% 4.1% 52.6% 3.9% 7.0% 51.2% 6.7% 48.8% 6.8%
4:00 PM 8.3% 47.1% 9.3% 52.9% 8.84% 6.7% 55.3% 5.4% 44.7% 6.1% 10.9% 52.7% 9.7% 47.3% 10.3%
5:00 PM 10.4% 59.7% 7.0% 40.3% 8.74% 7.7% 55.8% 6.1% 44.2% 6.9% 10.5% 52.3% 9.6% 47.7% 10.0%
6:00 PM 7.6% 51.7% 7.1% 48.3% 7.30% 7.7% 49.4% 7.9% 50.6% 7.8% 7.1% 47.7% 7.7% 52.3% 7.4%
7:00 PM 12.2% 50.8% 11.8% 49.2% 12.04% 15.7% 51.8% 14.6% 48.2% 15.2% 12.9% 51.2% 12.2% 48.8% 12.6%
8:00 PM 8.4% 43.8% 10.8% 56.2% 9.64% 13.0% 52.0% 11.9% 48.0% 12.5% 10.2% 51.1% 9.7% 48.9% 10.0%
9:00 PM 6.6% 45.2% 8.0% 54.8% 7.34% 12.6% 47.4% 13.9% 52.6% 13.3% 7.5% 46.9% 8.4% 53.1% 8.0%
10:00 PM 5.7% 43.5% 7.5% 56.5% 6.61% 12.7% 46.4% 14.6% 53.6% 13.7% 7.3% 47.5% 8.0% 52.5% 7.7%
11:00 PM 2.5% 42.2% 3.4% 57.8% 2.90% 7.2% 45.1% 8.8% 54.9% 8.0% 4.7% 44.0% 5.9% 56.0% 5.3%



Total 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0%
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SAN FRANCISCO SUPERDISTRICT BOUNDARIES MAP 
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San Francisco Superdistrict Boundaries 



The boundaries of the four San Francisco Superdistricts are based on the travel analysis zones established 
by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).  The four Superdistricts shown in this figure are 
aggregations of the MTC’s 1454 Regional Travel Analysis Zones (May 2002) that encompasses the nine-
county San Francisco Bay Area.  MTC’s 1454-zone system fits within the year 2000 U.S. Census tracts. 
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Developm
PROJECT SUMMARY
July 21, 2014



Total Project
Event Center 700,500          gsf



- no event 100                 employees
- basketball game 18,064            attendees (maximum attendance)



825                 employees
- convention event 9,000              attendees (typical large attendance)



675                 employees
Commercial Uses



- Retail 37,000            gsf
- Quick Service Restaurant 37,000            gsf
- Sit-down Restaurant 37,000            gsf



Total commercial 111,000          gsf
Live Theater



600                 seats 25,000 gsf 175              employees
Movie Theater



420                 seats 39,000 gsf
Office



- GSW Admin. & Mngmnt. 20,000            gsf (included in the 700,500 gsf)
- General Office 494,500          gsf



Total office 514,500          gsf
Vehicle parking



- non-residential standard TBD spaces
- non-residential attendant TBD spaces
- residential TBD spaces
- car share TBD spaces



Total vehicle parking -                      spaces
Bicycle parking



- non-residential Class 1 TBD spaces
- non-residential Class 2 TBD spaces
- residential Class 1 TBD spaces
- residential Class 2 TBD spaces



Total bicycle parking -                      spaces
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PROJECT TRAVEL DEMAND SUMMARY FOR ALL SCENARIOS 



A-27











Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRAVEL DEMAND SUMMARY BY SCENARIO



WEEKDAY SATURDAY
No Event Basketball Game Convention Event No Event Basketball Game



Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour
Total of the 4 to 6 Total of the 4 to 6 of the 6 to 8 of the 9 to 11 Total of the 4 to 6 Total of the 7 to 9 Total of the 7 to 9



All Day PM Period All Day PM Period PM Period PM Period All Day PM Period All Day PM Period All Day PM Period



Auto person-trips 17,013            2,007              29,148            2,168              5,213              5,821              23,317            2,459              15,879            1,337              29,067            5,844              
Transit person-trips 5,153              603                 20,844            720                 6,035              5,693              8,653              909                 4,748              426                 21,591            6,123              
Taxi/Coach person trips (event) -                     -                     1,014              6                     390                 321                 13,498            1,485              -                     -                     455                 155                 
Bike/Walk/Other person-trips 6,219              645                 10,764            542                 2,384              1,963              7,210              654                 5,900              559                 7,915              1,340              



Total Person-trips 28,385            3,255              61,769            3,436              14,021            13,798            52,679            5,508              26,528            2,322              59,028            13,461            



Auto person-trips 60% 62% 47% 63% 37% 42% 44% 45% 60% 58% 49% 43%
Transit person-trips 18% 19% 34% 21% 43% 41% 16% 17% 18% 18% 37% 45%
Taxi/Coach (event) 0% 0% 2% 0% 3% 2% 26% 27% 0% 0% 1% 1%
Bike/Walk/Other person-trips 22% 20% 17% 16% 17% 14% 14% 12% 22% 24% 13% 10%



Vehicle trips 9,020              1,155              14,296            1,407              2,285              2,535              13,298            1,510              8,327              635                 13,591            2,350              
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH NO EVENT



Land Use Intensity
Arena 0 attendees



100 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips PM Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 178 2,434 4,617 2,868 922 269 5,726 17,013 60% 15 219 623 387 158 62 542 2,007 62% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 17.1% 23.0% 9.5% 11.8%
Transit 51 460 1,513 949 296 89 1,796 5,153 18% 4 41 204 128 47 21 158 603 19% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 15.8% 23.0% 8.8% 11.7%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 0 0% 0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bike (Event) 0 0% 0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Walk 15 808 1,235 806 220 77 1,187 4,348 15% 1 73 167 109 20 18 61 448 14% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 9.2% 23.0% 5.1% 10.3%
Other 7 72 628 410 112 39 603 1,871 7% 1 6 85 55 10 9 31 197 6% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 9.1% 23.0% 5.1% 10.5%



Total 250 3,774 7,992 5,032 1,550 475 9,312 28,385 100% 21 340 1,079 679 235 109 792 3,255 100% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 15.2% 23.0% 8.5% 11.5%
1% 13% 28% 18% 5% 2% 33% 100% 1% 10% 33% 21% 7% 3% 24% 100%



Vehicle Trips 139 1,324 2,259 1,342 492 124 3,341 9,020 12 119 305 181 112 28 398 1,155 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 22.7% 23.0% 11.9% 12.8%
2% 15% 25% 15% 5% 1% 37% 100% 1% 10% 26% 16% 10% 2% 34% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 1.28 1.84 2.04 2.14 1.87 2.17 1.71 1.89 1.28 1.84 2.04 2.14 1.41 2.17 1.36 1.74



Weekday Total Daily PM Peak Hour Person-Trips PM Peak Hour Transit-Trips PM Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 3,189 2 21 135 86 22 14 72 352 1 6 27 17 6 3 21 81 1 6 26 16 7 3 23 80 7% 1.73
Superdistrict 2 3,613 2 31 147 94 27 15 88 404 1 5 23 14 6 2 21 72 1 13 53 33 12 5 42 161 14% 1.69
Superdistrict 3 12,012 5 200 451 291 68 47 216 1,278 1 20 97 62 14 10 45 249 2 60 90 55 25 9 86 326 28% 1.93
Superdistrict 4 1,964 2 18 77 48 18 8 61 231 0 2 13 8 4 1 13 41 1 8 23 14 8 2 29 85 7% 1.94
East Bay 2,627 3 12 103 63 30 10 106 329 1 2 31 19 9 3 32 96 1 5 30 18 12 3 43 113 10% 2.01
North Bay 567 1 8 16 9 10 1 38 83 0 1 1 0 1 0 4 7 1 5 9 4 6 1 23 48 4% 1.57
South Bay 3,517 6 34 119 68 52 11 189 479 1 3 6 3 4 0 16 33 4 17 61 32 39 5 143 302 26% 1.44
Out of Region 896 1 16 32 20 6 3 20 99 0 3 7 4 2 1 7 24 0 6 14 9 3 1 8 41 4% 1.65



Total 28,385 21 340 1,079 679 235 109 792 3,255 4 41 204 128 47 21 158 603 12 119 305 181 112 28 398 1,155 100% 1.74



Assumptions for
PM Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 55% 0% 50%
Outbound 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 45% 100% 50%



PM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Offlce Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 0 160 480 320 235 62 67 1,323 21 180 599 360 0 47 724 1,932 21 340 1,079 679 235 109 792 3,255



0% 47% 44% 47% 100% 57% 9% 41% 100% 53% 56% 53% 0% 43% 92% 59%
Transit Trips 0 19 90 60 47 12 13 240 4 23 114 68 0 9 145 364 4 41 204 128 47 21 158 603



0% 45% 44% 47% 100% 57% 8% 40% 100% 55% 56% 53% 0% 43% 92% 60%
Vehicle Trips 0 54 119 80 112 17 17 398 12 65 186 102 0 12 381 757 12 119 305 181 112 28 398 1,155



0% 45% 39% 44% 100% 59% 4% 34% 100% 55% 61% 56% 0% 41% 96% 66%



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 4 22 15 10 3 3 57 1 5 27 17 0 2 29 80 1 9 50 31 10 5 32 138
Superdistrict 2 0 9 46 31 18 6 6 116 1 10 54 33 0 5 51 155 1 19 100 64 18 10 58 271
Superdistrict 3 0 59 92 61 37 12 13 274 3 62 109 67 0 9 107 357 3 121 202 129 37 21 120 631
Superdistrict 4 0 7 23 15 13 3 3 64 1 8 30 17 0 2 42 101 1 15 52 33 13 5 46 165
East Bay 0 4 30 20 21 4 4 82 2 6 41 24 0 3 69 144 2 9 71 43 21 7 73 226
North Bay 0 3 5 3 9 1 1 21 1 4 11 5 0 0 33 54 1 7 15 8 9 1 33 75
South Bay 0 12 41 27 47 6 6 139 5 17 69 37 0 4 162 294 5 30 110 64 47 10 168 433
Out of Region 0 5 11 7 4 1 1 29 0 5 12 8 0 1 12 38 0 10 23 15 4 2 13 67



Total 0 102 269 179 158 35 38 782 15 117 354 208 0 26 505 1,225 15 219 623 387 158 62 542 2,007



GS Warriors Trip Gen 2014 08 04 v2.xlsx Printed on 8/7/2014
A-30











Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH NO EVENT



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 3 12 8 6 2 2 32 1 3 15 9 0 1 20 49 1 6 27 17 6 3 21 81
Superdistrict 2 0 2 10 6 6 1 1 27 1 3 13 8 0 1 20 45 1 5 23 14 6 2 21 72
Superdistrict 3 0 9 45 30 14 6 6 111 1 10 51 32 0 4 39 138 1 20 97 62 14 10 45 249
Superdistrict 4 0 1 5 4 4 1 1 15 0 1 8 4 0 1 12 26 0 2 13 8 4 1 13 41
East Bay 0 1 13 9 9 2 2 35 1 1 18 10 0 1 30 62 1 2 31 19 9 3 32 96
North Bay 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 4 5 0 1 1 0 1 0 4 7
South Bay 0 1 2 1 4 0 0 9 1 2 4 2 0 0 16 25 1 3 6 3 4 0 16 33
Out of Region 0 1 3 2 2 0 0 9 0 2 4 2 0 0 6 15 0 3 7 4 2 1 7 24



Total 0 19 90 60 47 12 13 240 4 23 114 68 0 9 145 364 4 41 204 128 47 21 158 603



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 2 28 19 6 3 4 63 0 3 30 19 0 3 15 70 0 5 58 38 6 6 19 133
Superdistrict 2 0 3 11 8 3 1 2 28 0 3 12 8 0 1 8 33 0 7 24 16 3 3 9 61
Superdistrict 3 0 29 73 49 17 9 10 188 1 30 79 51 0 7 41 210 1 60 152 100 17 16 52 398
Superdistrict 4 0 0 5 4 1 1 1 12 0 0 6 4 0 1 2 13 0 1 11 7 1 1 3 25
East Bay 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 1 1 0 0 2 4 0 1 2 1 0 0 2 6
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
South Bay 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 4 0 1 2 1 0 0 5 8 0 1 2 1 1 0 5 12
Out of Region 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 4 0 2 1 1 0 0 1 4 0 4 2 1 0 0 1 8



Total 0 39 120 80 30 15 17 302 2 40 131 84 0 12 74 343 2 79 251 164 30 27 91 645



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 10 62 42 22 8 9 152 2 11 72 45 0 6 63 200 2 21 135 86 22 14 72 352
Superdistrict 2 0 14 67 45 27 9 9 171 2 17 80 49 0 7 79 233 2 31 147 94 27 15 88 404
Superdistrict 3 0 98 211 141 68 26 30 573 5 102 240 150 0 21 187 705 5 200 451 291 68 47 216 1,278
Superdistrict 4 0 8 34 22 18 4 5 91 2 10 43 26 0 3 57 140 2 18 77 48 18 8 61 231
East Bay 0 5 43 29 30 6 6 119 3 8 60 34 0 4 100 210 3 12 103 63 30 10 106 329
North Bay 0 3 5 3 10 1 1 23 1 4 12 5 0 0 37 60 1 8 16 9 10 1 38 83
South Bay 0 14 43 29 52 6 6 151 6 20 75 40 0 4 183 327 6 34 119 68 52 11 189 479
Out of Region 0 8 14 10 6 2 2 42 1 8 17 11 0 1 18 57 1 16 32 20 6 3 20 99



Total 0 160 480 320 235 62 67 1,323 21 180 599 360 0 47 724 1,932 21 340 1,079 679 235 109 792 3,255



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 2 11 7 7 1 2 31 1 3 15 9 0 1 21 49 1 6 26 16 7 3 23 80
Superdistrict 2 0 6 23 16 12 3 3 64 1 7 30 18 0 2 39 97 1 13 53 33 12 5 42 161
Superdistrict 3 0 29 38 25 25 5 5 127 2 31 52 30 0 4 80 199 2 60 90 55 25 9 86 326
Superdistrict 4 0 4 9 6 8 1 1 30 1 5 14 8 0 1 28 56 1 8 23 14 8 2 29 85
East Bay 0 2 11 8 12 2 2 36 1 3 19 10 0 1 42 76 1 5 30 18 12 3 43 113
North Bay 0 2 2 2 6 0 0 13 1 3 6 3 0 0 23 35 1 5 9 4 6 1 23 48
South Bay 0 6 18 12 39 3 3 81 4 10 43 20 0 2 141 221 4 17 61 32 39 5 143 302
Out of Region 0 3 6 4 3 1 1 18 0 3 7 5 0 1 7 23 0 6 14 9 3 1 8 41



Total 0 54 119 80 112 17 17 398 12 65 186 102 0 12 381 757 12 119 305 181 112 28 398 1,155
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - SATURDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 7 AND 9 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH NO EVENT



Land Use Intensity
Arena 0 attendees



100 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips Evening Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during Late PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 178 2,848 5,750 3,572 1,595 461 1,476 15,879 60% 0 114 0 857 121 229 16 1,337 58% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 7.6% 49.6% 1.1% 8.4%
Transit 51 538 1,884 1,182 521 153 420 4,748 18% 0 22 0 284 41 76 5 426 18% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 7.8% 49.6% 1.1% 9.0%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 0 0% 0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bike (Event) 0 0% 0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Walk 15 946 1,538 1,004 420 132 121 4,175 16% 0 38 0 241 36 65 1 381 16% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 8.6% 49.6% 1.1% 9.1%
Other 7 84 782 510 214 67 61 1,725 7% 0 3 0 123 18 33 1 178 8% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 8.6% 49.6% 1.1% 10.3%



Total 250 4,417 9,954 6,268 2,750 812 2,077 26,528 100% 0 177 0 1,504 216 403 23 2,322 100% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 7.9% 49.6% 1.1% 8.8%
1% 17% 38% 24% 10% 3% 8% 100% 0% 8% 0% 65% 9% 17% 1% 100%



Vehicle Trips 139 1,549 2,814 1,672 791 212 1,151 8,327 0 62 0 401 54 105 13 635 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 6.8% 49.6% 1.1% 7.6%
2% 19% 34% 20% 9% 3% 14% 100% 0% 10% 0% 63% 8% 17% 2% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 1.28 1.84 2.04 2.14 2.02 2.17 1.28 1.91 0.00 1.84 0.00 2.14 2.26 2.17 1.28 2.11



Saturday Total Daily Evening Peak Hour Person-Trips Evening Peak Hour Transit-Trips Evening Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 2,949 0 11 0 191 28 52 2 284 0 3 0 38 5 10 1 57 0 3 0 35 5 9 1 53 8% 1.96
Superdistrict 2 3,355 0 16 0 208 30 56 2 312 0 3 0 31 4 8 1 47 0 7 0 74 11 20 1 112 18% 1.90
Superdistrict 3 11,486 0 104 0 644 95 174 5 1,022 0 10 0 138 20 37 1 207 0 31 0 122 17 32 3 205 32% 2.28
Superdistrict 4 1,814 0 9 0 106 15 28 2 160 0 1 0 18 2 5 0 26 0 4 0 30 4 8 1 47 7% 2.33
East Bay 2,374 0 6 0 140 19 37 3 206 0 1 0 42 6 11 1 61 0 3 0 39 5 10 1 59 9% 2.42
North Bay 511 0 4 0 19 2 5 1 31 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 10 1 2 1 16 3% 1.83
South Bay 3,183 0 18 0 151 19 39 6 234 0 2 0 7 1 2 1 11 0 9 0 72 8 18 5 111 17% 1.96
Out of Region 857 0 9 0 45 6 12 1 72 0 1 0 10 1 3 0 15 0 3 0 19 3 5 0 31 5% 1.68



Total 26,528 0 177 0 1,504 216 403 23 2,322 0 22 0 284 41 76 5 426 0 62 0 401 54 105 13 635 100% 2.11



Assumptions for
Evening Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 50% 0% 50%
Outbound 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 50% 100% 50%



Evening Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 0 83 0 708 216 210 0 1,216 0 93 0 796 0 193 23 1,106 0 177 0 1,504 216 403 23 2,322



0% 47% 0% 47% 100% 52% 0% 52% 0% 53% 0% 53% 0% 48% 100% 48%
Transit Trips 0 10 0 133 41 40 0 223 0 12 0 151 0 36 5 203 0 22 0 284 41 76 5 426



0% 45% 0% 47% 100% 52% 0% 52% 0% 55% 0% 53% 0% 48% 100% 48%
Vehicle Trips 0 28 0 176 54 57 0 315 0 34 0 225 0 48 13 320 0 62 0 401 54 105 13 635



0% 45% 0% 44% 100% 54% 0% 50% 0% 55% 0% 56% 0% 46% 100% 50%



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 2 0 33 10 10 0 55 0 3 0 37 0 9 1 49 0 5 0 70 10 19 1 104
Superdistrict 2 0 5 0 68 21 20 0 113 0 5 0 74 0 19 2 100 0 10 0 142 21 38 2 213
Superdistrict 3 0 31 0 136 42 39 0 248 0 32 0 149 0 37 3 221 0 63 0 285 42 77 3 469
Superdistrict 4 0 4 0 33 10 10 0 57 0 4 0 39 0 9 1 53 0 8 0 72 10 19 1 111
East Bay 0 2 0 44 13 13 0 72 0 3 0 52 0 12 2 69 0 5 0 96 13 25 2 142
North Bay 0 1 0 7 2 3 0 13 0 2 0 11 0 2 1 16 0 3 0 18 2 5 1 30
South Bay 0 6 0 60 18 20 0 105 0 9 0 81 0 16 5 112 0 15 0 142 18 37 5 218
Out of Region 0 2 0 16 5 5 0 27 0 3 0 17 0 4 0 24 0 5 0 33 5 9 0 52



Total 0 53 0 397 121 120 0 692 0 61 0 460 0 109 16 645 0 114 0 857 121 229 16 1,337
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - SATURDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 7 AND 9 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH NO EVENT



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 1 0 18 5 5 0 30 0 2 0 20 0 5 1 27 0 3 0 38 5 10 1 57
Superdistrict 2 0 1 0 14 4 4 0 24 0 1 0 17 0 4 1 23 0 3 0 31 4 8 1 47
Superdistrict 3 0 5 0 67 20 19 0 111 0 5 0 71 0 18 1 96 0 10 0 138 20 37 1 207
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 8 2 2 0 13 0 1 0 10 0 2 0 13 0 1 0 18 2 5 0 26
East Bay 0 0 0 19 6 6 0 31 0 1 0 23 0 5 1 30 0 1 0 42 6 11 1 61
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
South Bay 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 5 0 1 0 4 0 1 1 6 0 2 0 7 1 2 1 11
Out of Region 0 1 0 4 1 1 0 8 0 1 0 5 0 1 0 7 0 1 0 10 1 3 0 15



Total 0 10 0 133 41 40 0 223 0 12 0 151 0 36 5 203 0 22 0 284 41 76 5 426



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 1 0 41 13 12 0 67 0 1 0 43 0 11 0 56 0 3 0 84 13 23 0 122
Superdistrict 2 0 2 0 17 5 5 0 28 0 2 0 18 0 5 0 24 0 4 0 34 5 9 0 52
Superdistrict 3 0 15 0 108 33 30 0 187 0 16 0 113 0 30 1 159 0 31 0 221 33 60 1 346
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 8 2 2 0 13 0 0 0 8 0 2 0 11 0 0 0 16 2 4 0 24
East Bay 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 4
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 3 0 1 0 5
Out of Region 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 5



Total 0 20 0 178 54 50 0 302 0 21 0 186 0 49 2 257 0 41 0 363 54 99 2 559



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 5 0 92 28 26 0 152 0 6 0 99 0 25 2 132 0 11 0 191 28 52 2 284
Superdistrict 2 0 7 0 99 30 29 0 166 0 9 0 108 0 27 2 147 0 16 0 208 30 56 2 312
Superdistrict 3 0 51 0 311 95 89 0 546 0 53 0 333 0 85 5 476 0 104 0 644 95 174 5 1,022
Superdistrict 4 0 4 0 50 15 15 0 84 0 5 0 57 0 14 2 77 0 9 0 106 15 28 2 160
East Bay 0 2 0 64 19 20 0 105 0 4 0 76 0 17 3 101 0 6 0 140 19 37 3 206
North Bay 0 2 0 7 2 3 0 14 0 2 0 12 0 2 1 17 0 4 0 19 2 5 1 31
South Bay 0 7 0 64 19 22 0 112 0 10 0 88 0 17 6 121 0 18 0 151 19 39 6 234
Out of Region 0 4 0 21 6 6 0 38 0 4 0 23 0 6 1 34 0 9 0 45 6 12 1 72



Total 0 83 0 708 216 210 0 1,216 0 93 0 796 0 193 23 1,106 0 177 0 1,504 216 403 23 2,322



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 1 0 16 5 5 0 28 0 2 0 19 0 4 1 26 0 3 0 35 5 9 1 53
Superdistrict 2 0 3 0 35 11 10 0 58 0 4 0 39 0 9 1 54 0 7 0 74 11 20 1 112
Superdistrict 3 0 15 0 56 17 17 0 105 0 16 0 66 0 15 3 100 0 31 0 122 17 32 3 205
Superdistrict 4 0 2 0 13 4 4 0 24 0 2 0 17 0 4 1 24 0 4 0 30 4 8 1 47
East Bay 0 1 0 17 5 6 0 29 0 2 0 22 0 5 1 30 0 3 0 39 5 10 1 59
North Bay 0 1 0 3 1 1 0 7 0 1 0 6 0 1 1 9 0 2 0 10 1 2 1 16
South Bay 0 3 0 26 8 11 0 48 0 5 0 45 0 7 5 63 0 9 0 72 8 18 5 111
Out of Region 0 1 0 9 3 3 0 16 0 2 0 10 0 3 0 15 0 3 0 19 3 5 0 31



Total 0 28 0 176 54 57 0 315 0 34 0 225 0 48 13 320 0 62 0 401 54 105 13 635
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Land Use Intensity
Arena 18,064 attendees



825 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
Movie Theater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips PM Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 14,780 1,296 4,617 1,539 922 269 5,726 29,148 47% 663 91 489 163 158 62 542 2,168 63% 4.5% 7.0% 10.6% 10.6% 17.1% 23.0% 9.5% 7.4%
Transit 16,393 252 1,513 504 296 89 1,796 20,844 34% 264 18 159 53 47 21 158 720 21% 1.6% 7.2% 10.5% 10.5% 15.8% 23.0% 8.8% 3.5%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 1,014 1,014 2% 6 6 0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6%
Bike (Event) 578 578 1% 4 4 0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6%
Walk 3,894 411 1,235 412 220 77 1,187 7,436 12% 74 28 127 42 20 18 61 369 11% 1.9% 6.8% 10.3% 10.3% 9.2% 23.0% 5.1% 5.0%
Other 1,119 39 628 209 112 39 603 2,749 4% 31 3 64 21 10 9 31 169 5% 2.7% 7.1% 10.3% 10.3% 9.1% 23.0% 5.1% 6.2%



Total 37,778 1,998 7,992 2,664 1,550 475 9,312 61,769 100% 1,042 140 839 280 235 109 792 3,436 100% 2.8% 7.0% 10.5% 10.5% 15.2% 23.0% 8.5% 5.6%
61% 3% 13% 4% 3% 1% 15% 100% 30% 4% 24% 8% 7% 3% 23% 100%



Vehicle Trips 6,604 723 2,259 753 492 124 3,341 14,296 490 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,407 7.4% 7.1% 10.9% 10.9% 22.7% 23.0% 11.9% 9.8%
46% 5% 16% 5% 3% 1% 23% 100% 35% 4% 17% 6% 8% 2% 28% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 2.39 1.79 2.04 2.04 1.87 2.17 1.71 2.11 1.37 1.76 1.99 1.99 1.41 2.17 1.36 1.55



Weekday Total Daily PM Peak Hour Person-Trips PM Peak Hour Transit-Trips PM Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 7,560 100 9 103 34 22 14 72 356 33 3 21 7 6 3 21 94 26 2 20 7 7 3 23 88 6% 1.56
Superdistrict 2 4,719 97 13 113 38 27 15 88 392 28 2 18 6 6 2 21 84 47 5 42 14 12 5 42 167 12% 1.53
Superdistrict 3 11,971 209 78 345 115 68 47 216 1,079 45 8 74 25 14 10 45 221 95 24 71 24 25 9 86 332 24% 1.66
Superdistrict 4 3,214 75 8 60 20 18 8 61 249 19 1 10 3 4 1 13 51 34 4 18 6 8 2 29 102 7% 1.73
East Bay 14,144 185 6 82 27 30 10 106 448 90 1 24 8 9 3 32 167 55 3 24 8 12 3 43 149 11% 1.84
North Bay 4,549 66 4 14 5 10 1 38 137 5 0 1 0 1 0 4 11 35 2 7 2 6 1 23 77 5% 1.61
South Bay 13,395 280 16 97 32 52 11 189 677 36 1 5 2 4 0 16 65 189 9 52 17 39 5 143 455 32% 1.31
Out of Region 2,216 29 6 25 8 6 3 20 98 8 1 6 2 2 1 7 26 8 2 11 4 3 1 8 37 3% 1.65



Total 61,769 1,042 140 839 280 235 109 792 3,436 264 18 159 53 47 21 158 720 490 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,407 100% 1.55



Assumptions for
PM Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater Movie Theater Office
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 95% 100% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 55% 0% 50%
Outbound 5% 0% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 45% 100% 50%



PM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Offlce Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 1,001 60 360 120 235 62 67 1,904 41 80 480 160 0 47 724 1,532 1,042 140 839 280 235 109 792 3,436



96% 43% 43% 43% 100% 57% 9% 55% 4% 57% 57% 57% 0% 43% 92% 45%
Transit Trips 256 7 67 22 47 12 13 424 8 11 92 31 0 9 145 296 264 18 159 53 47 21 158 720



97% 39% 42% 42% 100% 57% 8% 59% 3% 61% 58% 58% 0% 43% 92% 41%
Vehicle Trips 465 20 89 30 112 17 17 750 25 31 156 52 0 12 381 657 490 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,407



95% 39% 36% 36% 100% 59% 4% 53% 5% 61% 64% 64% 0% 41% 96% 47%



PM Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total Coach
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 32 2 17 6 10 3 3 72 2 2 21 7 0 2 29 64 34 4 38 13 10 5 32 136 1
Superdistrict 2 56 3 35 12 18 6 6 135 3 5 43 14 0 5 51 121 59 8 77 26 18 10 58 256 1
Superdistrict 3 113 22 69 23 37 12 13 288 6 25 86 29 0 9 107 262 119 47 155 52 37 21 120 550 0
Superdistrict 4 49 3 17 6 13 3 3 93 2 4 24 8 0 2 42 83 51 6 41 14 13 5 46 176 1
East Bay 89 1 22 7 21 4 4 149 4 3 34 11 0 3 69 124 93 5 56 19 21 7 73 273 1
North Bay 58 1 4 1 9 1 1 74 2 2 9 3 0 0 33 50 60 3 13 4 9 1 33 124 0
South Bay 225 5 31 10 47 6 6 329 10 9 59 20 0 4 162 264 235 14 90 30 47 10 168 593 1
Out of Region 12 2 8 3 4 1 1 32 1 2 10 3 0 1 12 28 13 4 18 6 4 2 13 60 1



Total 634 38 202 67 158 35 38 1,172 29 53 287 96 0 26 505 995 663 91 489 163 158 62 542 2,168 6
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 32 1 9 3 6 2 2 54 1 2 12 4 0 1 20 40 33 3 21 7 6 3 21 94
Superdistrict 2 27 1 7 2 6 1 1 46 1 1 11 4 0 1 20 37 28 2 18 6 6 2 21 84
Superdistrict 3 43 3 34 11 14 6 6 119 2 4 40 13 0 4 39 103 45 8 74 25 14 10 45 221
Superdistrict 4 18 0 4 1 4 1 1 29 1 1 6 2 0 1 12 22 19 1 10 3 4 1 13 51
East Bay 88 0 10 3 9 2 2 114 2 1 15 5 0 1 30 53 90 1 24 8 9 3 32 167
North Bay 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 5 5 0 1 0 1 0 4 11
South Bay 35 0 1 0 4 0 0 42 1 1 4 1 0 0 16 23 36 1 5 2 4 0 16 65
Out of Region 8 1 2 1 2 0 0 14 0 1 3 1 0 0 6 12 8 1 6 2 2 1 7 26



Total 256 7 67 22 47 12 13 424 8 11 92 31 0 9 145 296 264 18 159 53 47 21 158 720



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Superdistrict 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 32 1 21 7 6 3 4 75 1 1 23 8 0 3 15 50 33 2 44 15 6 6 19 125
Superdistrict 2 9 1 9 3 3 1 2 28 0 1 10 3 0 1 8 24 10 3 18 6 3 3 9 52
Superdistrict 3 43 11 55 18 17 9 10 164 2 12 61 20 0 7 41 143 45 23 116 39 17 16 52 307
Superdistrict 4 4 0 4 1 1 1 1 13 0 0 4 1 0 1 2 9 4 0 8 3 1 1 3 21
East Bay 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 3 2 0 1 0 0 0 2 7
North Bay 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 3
South Bay 7 0 1 0 1 0 0 10 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 8 7 1 2 1 1 0 5 17
Out of Region 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 10 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 8 1 1 0 0 0 1 12



Total 107 15 90 30 30 15 17 305 4 16 101 34 0 12 74 240 111 31 191 64 30 27 91 545



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 97 4 47 16 22 8 9 202 3 5 57 19 0 6 63 154 100 9 103 34 22 14 72 356
Superdistrict 2 93 5 50 17 27 9 9 210 4 8 63 21 0 7 79 182 97 13 113 38 27 15 88 392
Superdistrict 3 199 37 158 53 68 26 30 571 10 41 187 62 0 21 187 508 209 78 345 115 68 47 216 1,079
Superdistrict 4 71 3 25 8 18 4 5 135 3 5 35 12 0 3 57 114 75 8 60 20 18 8 61 249
East Bay 180 2 32 11 30 6 6 267 6 5 50 17 0 4 100 181 185 6 82 27 30 10 106 448
North Bay 63 1 4 1 10 1 1 81 2 2 10 3 0 0 37 56 66 4 14 5 10 1 38 137
South Bay 269 5 32 11 52 6 6 382 11 11 65 22 0 4 183 295 280 16 97 32 52 11 189 677
Out of Region 28 3 11 4 6 2 2 56 1 3 14 5 0 1 18 43 29 6 25 8 6 3 20 98



Total 1,001 60 360 120 235 62 67 1,904 41 80 480 160 0 47 724 1,532 1,042 140 839 280 235 109 792 3,436



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 25 1 8 3 7 1 2 46 2 2 12 4 0 1 21 41 26 2 20 7 7 3 23 88
Superdistrict 2 44 2 18 6 12 3 3 88 3 3 24 8 0 2 39 79 47 5 42 14 12 5 42 167
Superdistrict 3 90 11 28 9 25 5 5 174 5 13 42 14 0 4 80 158 95 24 71 24 25 9 86 332
Superdistrict 4 33 1 7 2 8 1 1 54 2 2 12 4 0 1 28 48 34 4 18 6 8 2 29 102
East Bay 52 1 9 3 12 2 2 80 3 2 16 5 0 1 42 69 55 3 24 8 12 3 43 149
North Bay 34 1 2 1 6 0 0 44 1 1 6 2 0 0 23 33 35 2 7 2 6 1 23 77
South Bay 180 2 13 4 39 3 3 245 9 7 39 13 0 2 141 210 189 9 52 17 39 5 143 455
Out of Region 8 1 5 2 3 1 1 19 0 1 6 2 0 1 7 18 8 2 11 4 3 1 8 37



Total 465 20 89 30 112 17 17 750 25 31 156 52 0 12 381 657 490 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,407
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 6 AND 8 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Land Use Intensity
Arena 18,064 attendees



825 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips Evening Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during Evening Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 14,780 1,296 4,617 1,539 922 269 5,726 29,148 47% 4,606 22 121 83 202 66 112 5,213 37% 31.2% 1.7% 2.6% 5.4% 21.9% 24.4% 2.0% 17.9%
Transit 16,393 252 1,513 504 296 89 1,796 20,844 34% 5,842 5 40 26 68 22 32 6,035 43% 35.6% 2.0% 2.7% 5.1% 22.8% 24.4% 1.8% 29.0%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 1,014 1,014 2% 390 390 3% 38.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 38.4%
Bike (Event) 578 578 1% 221 221 2% 38.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 38.2%
Walk 3,894 411 1,235 412 220 77 1,187 7,436 12% 1,561 5 36 15 60 19 9 1,706 12% 40.1% 1.2% 2.9% 3.8% 27.2% 24.4% 0.8% 22.9%
Other 1,119 39 628 209 112 39 603 2,749 4% 385 1 18 8 30 10 5 457 3% 34.4% 2.0% 2.9% 3.7% 27.3% 24.4% 0.8% 16.6%



Total 37,778 1,998 7,992 2,664 1,550 475 9,312 61,769 100% 13,006 33 216 132 360 116 158 14,021 100% 34.4% 1.7% 2.7% 5.0% 23.2% 24.4% 1.7% 22.7%
61% 3% 13% 4% 3% 1% 15% 100% 93% 0% 2% 1% 3% 1% 1% 100%



Vehicle Trips 6,604 723 2,259 753 492 124 3,341 14,296 1,958 14 54 51 90 30 88 2,285 29.7% 2.0% 2.4% 6.8% 18.2% 24.4% 2.6% 16.0%
46% 5% 16% 5% 3% 1% 23% 100% 86% 1% 2% 2% 4% 1% 4% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 2.39 1.79 2.04 2.04 1.87 2.17 1.71 2.11 2.55 1.54 2.26 1.62 2.26 2.17 1.28 2.45



Weekday Total Daily Evening Peak Hour Person-Trips Evening Peak Hour Transit-Trips Evening Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 7,560 1,920 2 28 14 47 15 13 2,039 617 1 5 3 9 3 4 643 104 1 5 3 8 3 5 129 6% 1.67
Superdistrict 2 4,719 595 3 30 16 50 16 17 729 302 1 4 3 7 2 4 324 102 1 11 7 18 6 9 153 7% 1.80
Superdistrict 3 11,971 719 15 95 46 158 50 38 1,121 286 2 20 10 34 11 8 370 42 5 17 13 28 9 18 132 6% 1.98
Superdistrict 4 3,214 573 2 15 10 25 8 13 646 283 0 2 2 4 1 3 296 69 1 4 4 7 2 6 93 4% 2.02
East Bay 14,144 4,048 3 19 15 32 11 23 4,151 3,282 1 6 4 10 3 7 3,313 286 1 5 5 9 3 10 319 14% 2.54
North Bay 4,549 1,162 1 2 4 4 1 9 1,184 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 431 1 1 2 2 1 5 442 19% 2.67
South Bay 13,395 3,468 6 19 23 32 11 43 3,602 1,009 1 1 2 1 0 4 1,018 915 4 8 15 13 5 33 994 44% 2.53
Out of Region 2,216 520 1 6 4 11 3 4 550 63 0 1 1 2 1 1 70 9 0 3 2 5 2 2 22 1% 4.14



Total 61,769 13,006 33 216 132 360 116 158 14,021 5,842 5 40 26 68 22 32 6,035 1,958 14 54 51 90 30 88 2,285 100% 2.42



Assumptions for
Evening Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 100% 100% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 50% 0% 50%
Outbound 0% 0% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 50% 100% 50%



Evening Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 13,006 9 108 36 360 60 0 13,579 0 24 108 96 0 56 158 442 13,006 33 216 132 360 116 158 14,021



100% 27% 50% 27% 100% 52% 0% 97% 0% 73% 50% 73% 0% 48% 100% 3%
Transit Trips 5,842 1 20 7 68 11 0 5,949 0 4 20 19 0 10 32 86 5,842 5 40 26 68 22 32 6,035



100% 20% 50% 26% 100% 52% 0% 99% 0% 80% 50% 74% 0% 48% 100% 1%
Vehicle Trips 1,918 3 27 9 90 16 0 2,063 101 11 27 42 0 14 88 283 2,019 14 54 51 90 30 88 2,346



95% 21% 50% 17% 100% 54% 0% 88% 5% 79% 50% 83% 0% 46% 100% 12%



Evening Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total Coach
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 109 0 5 2 17 5 0 138 0 1 5 4 0 0 6 16 109 1 10 6 17 5 6 154 61
Superdistrict 2 135 1 10 3 35 11 0 195 0 2 10 8 0 0 11 30 135 2 21 11 35 11 11 225 50
Superdistrict 3 55 3 21 7 69 22 0 177 0 5 21 15 0 0 23 64 55 9 41 22 69 22 23 241 21
Superdistrict 4 111 0 5 2 17 6 0 140 0 1 5 5 0 0 9 21 111 2 10 7 17 6 9 161 27
East Bay 704 0 7 2 22 7 0 742 0 2 7 8 0 0 16 32 704 2 13 10 22 7 16 774 34
North Bay 1,162 0 1 0 4 1 0 1,169 0 1 1 3 0 0 8 13 1,162 1 2 4 4 1 8 1,182 0
South Bay 2,310 1 9 3 31 11 0 2,364 0 4 9 17 0 0 38 68 2,310 5 18 20 31 11 38 2,433 80
Out of Region 21 0 2 1 8 3 0 35 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 7 21 1 5 3 8 3 2 42 49



Total 4,606 6 61 20 202 66 0 4,960 0 16 61 63 0 0 112 252 4,606 22 121 83 202 66 112 5,213 321
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 6 AND 8 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 617 0 3 1 9 3 0 633 0 1 3 3 0 0 4 10 617 1 5 3 9 3 4 643
Superdistrict 2 302 0 2 1 7 2 0 314 0 1 2 2 0 0 4 10 302 1 4 3 7 2 4 324
Superdistrict 3 286 1 10 3 34 11 0 344 0 1 10 6 0 0 8 26 286 2 20 10 34 11 8 370
Superdistrict 4 283 0 1 0 4 1 0 290 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 6 283 0 2 2 4 1 3 296
East Bay 3,282 0 3 1 10 3 0 3,299 0 1 3 4 0 0 7 14 3,282 1 6 4 10 3 7 3,313
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
South Bay 1,009 0 0 0 1 0 0 1,012 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 6 1,009 1 1 2 1 0 4 1,018
Out of Region 63 0 1 0 2 1 0 67 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 3 63 0 1 1 2 1 1 70



Total 5,842 1 20 7 68 22 0 5,959 0 4 20 19 0 0 32 75 5,842 5 40 26 68 22 32 6,035



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 48 48 0 0 48 0 0 0 0 0 0 48
Superdistrict 2 39 39 0 0 39 0 0 0 0 0 0 39
Superdistrict 3 16 16 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
Superdistrict 4 21 21 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 21
East Bay 28 28 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 28
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 68 68 0 0 68 0 0 0 0 0 0 68
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 221 0 0 0 0 0 0 221 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 221 0 0 0 0 0 0 221



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 1,145 0 6 2 21 7 0 1,181 0 0 6 3 0 0 3 12 1,145 1 13 5 21 7 3 1,193
Superdistrict 2 120 0 3 1 9 3 0 135 0 0 3 1 0 0 2 6 120 1 5 2 9 3 2 140
Superdistrict 3 363 2 17 6 55 17 0 459 0 2 17 8 0 0 7 35 363 4 33 14 55 17 7 493
Superdistrict 4 158 0 1 0 4 1 0 165 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 158 0 2 1 4 1 0 167
East Bay 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 36
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 81 0 0 0 1 0 0 82 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 81 0 0 1 1 0 1 84
Out of Region 437 0 0 0 1 0 0 438 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 437 0 0 0 1 0 0 438



Total 2,337 2 27 9 90 28 0 2,494 0 3 27 14 0 0 14 59 2,337 6 54 23 90 28 14 2,552



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 1,920 1 14 5 47 15 0 2,001 0 2 14 10 0 0 13 39 1,920 2 28 14 47 15 13 2,039
Superdistrict 2 595 1 15 5 50 16 0 683 0 2 15 11 0 0 17 46 595 3 30 16 50 16 17 729
Superdistrict 3 719 5 47 16 158 50 0 996 0 9 47 30 0 0 38 125 719 15 95 46 158 50 38 1,121
Superdistrict 4 573 0 8 3 25 8 0 617 0 2 8 7 0 0 13 29 573 2 15 10 25 8 13 646
East Bay 4,048 0 10 3 32 11 0 4,105 0 2 10 12 0 0 23 47 4,048 3 19 15 32 11 23 4,151
North Bay 1,162 0 1 0 4 1 0 1,169 0 1 1 4 0 0 9 15 1,162 1 2 4 4 1 9 1,184
South Bay 3,468 1 10 3 32 11 0 3,525 0 5 10 19 0 0 43 76 3,468 6 19 23 32 11 43 3,602
Out of Region 520 0 3 1 11 3 0 539 0 1 3 3 0 0 4 11 520 1 6 4 11 3 4 550



Total 13,006 9 108 36 360 116 0 13,635 0 24 108 96 0 0 158 386 13,006 33 216 132 360 116 158 14,021



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 72 0 2 1 8 3 5 92 32 1 2 3 0 0 0 38 104 1 5 3 8 3 5 129
Superdistrict 2 76 0 5 2 18 6 9 115 26 1 5 5 0 0 0 38 102 1 11 7 18 6 9 153
Superdistrict 3 31 2 9 3 28 9 18 100 11 3 9 10 0 0 0 32 42 5 17 13 28 9 18 132
Superdistrict 4 55 0 2 1 7 2 6 73 14 1 2 3 0 0 0 20 69 1 4 4 7 2 6 93
East Bay 273 0 3 1 9 3 10 298 13 1 3 5 0 0 0 21 286 1 5 5 9 3 10 319
North Bay 431 0 1 0 2 1 5 439 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 3 431 1 1 2 2 1 5 442
South Bay 885 0 4 1 13 5 33 943 30 4 4 14 0 0 0 51 915 4 8 15 13 5 33 994
Out of Region 9 0 1 0 5 2 2 19 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 9 0 3 2 5 2 2 22



Total 1,833 3 27 9 90 30 88 2,079 125 11 27 42 0 0 0 206 1,958 14 54 51 90 30 88 2,285
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND LATE PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 9 AND 11 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Land Use Intensity
Arena 18,064 attendees



825 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips Late PM Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during Late PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 14,780 1,296 4,617 1,539 922 269 5,726 29,148 47% 5,020 10 121 83 461 97 28 5,821 42% 34.0% 0.8% 2.6% 5.4% 50.0% 36.2% 0.5% 20.0%
Transit 16,393 252 1,513 504 296 89 1,796 20,844 34% 5,436 2 40 26 148 32 8 5,693 41% 33.2% 0.9% 2.7% 5.1% 50.0% 36.2% 0.4% 27.3%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 1,014 1,014 2% 321 321 2% 31.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 31.7%
Bike (Event) 578 578 1% 184 184 1% 31.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 31.9%
Walk 3,894 411 1,235 412 220 77 1,187 7,436 12% 1,118 2 36 15 110 28 2 1,312 10% 28.7% 0.6% 2.9% 3.8% 50.0% 36.2% 0.2% 17.6%
Other 1,119 39 628 209 112 39 603 2,749 4% 369 0 18 8 56 14 1 467 3% 33.0% 0.9% 2.9% 3.7% 50.0% 36.2% 0.2% 17.0%



Total 37,778 1,998 7,992 2,664 1,550 475 9,312 61,769 100% 12,449 15 216 132 775 172 40 13,798 100% 33.0% 0.8% 2.7% 5.0% 50.0% 36.2% 0.4% 22.3%
61% 3% 13% 4% 3% 1% 15% 100% 90% 0% 2% 1% 6% 1% 0% 100%



Vehicle Trips 6,604 723 2,259 753 492 124 3,341 14,296 2,111 7 54 51 246 45 22 2,535 32.0% 0.9% 2.4% 6.8% 50.0% 36.2% 0.7% 17.7%
46% 5% 16% 5% 3% 1% 23% 100% 83% 0% 2% 2% 10% 2% 1% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 2.39 1.79 2.04 2.04 1.87 2.17 1.71 2.11 2.53 1.54 2.26 1.62 1.87 2.17 1.28 2.42



Weekday Total Daily Late PM Peak Hour Person-Trips Late PM Peak Hour Transit-Trips Late PM Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 7,560 1,376 1 28 14 93 22 3 1,538 443 0 5 3 20 4 1 477 79 0 5 3 19 4 1 112 4% 1.84
Superdistrict 2 4,719 440 1 30 16 103 24 4 619 219 0 4 3 17 4 1 248 81 1 11 7 39 8 2 149 6% 1.87
Superdistrict 3 11,971 550 7 95 46 306 74 9 1,087 211 1 20 10 65 16 2 325 49 2 17 13 67 14 5 166 7% 1.98
Superdistrict 4 3,214 420 1 15 10 56 12 3 517 204 0 2 2 10 2 1 221 56 0 4 4 18 3 2 87 3% 2.09
East Bay 14,144 4,077 1 19 15 79 16 6 4,213 3,293 0 6 4 24 5 2 3,334 296 1 5 5 25 4 2 339 13% 2.50
North Bay 4,549 1,606 1 2 4 16 2 2 1,633 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 597 0 1 2 9 1 1 612 24% 2.66
South Bay 13,395 3,484 3 19 23 101 17 11 3,657 1,005 0 1 2 6 1 1 1,015 943 2 8 15 59 8 8 1,043 41% 2.46
Out of Region 2,216 495 1 6 4 22 5 1 535 61 0 1 1 5 1 0 70 10 0 3 2 10 2 0 27 1% 3.64



Total 61,769 12,449 15 216 132 775 172 40 13,798 5,436 2 40 26 148 32 8 5,693 2,111 7 54 51 246 45 22 2,535 100% 2.42



Assumptions for
Late PM Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 45% 0% 0%
Outbound 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 55% 100% 100%



Late PM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 0 0 0 0 0 74 0 74 12,449 15 216 132 775 98 40 13,724 12,449 15 216 132 775 172 40 13,798



0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 43% 0% 1% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 57% 100% 99%
Transit Trips 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 14 5,436 2 40 26 148 18 8 5,679 5,436 2 40 26 148 32 8 5,693



0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 43% 0% 0% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 57% 100% 100%
Vehicle Trips 101 0 0 0 0 18 0 119 2,010 7 54 51 246 26 22 2,416 2,111 7 54 51 246 45 22 2,535



5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 41% 0% 5% 95% 100% 100% 100% 100% 59% 100% 95%



Late PM Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total Coach
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 84 0 10 6 35 5 2 141 84 0 10 6 35 8 2 145 61
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 107 1 21 11 70 9 3 221 107 1 21 11 70 16 3 228 50
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 14 62 4 41 22 140 18 6 295 62 4 41 22 140 33 6 309 21
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 88 1 10 7 39 5 2 152 88 1 10 7 39 8 2 156 27
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 721 1 13 10 54 6 4 810 721 1 13 10 54 11 4 814 34
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1,605 0 2 4 15 1 2 1,629 1,605 0 2 4 15 2 2 1,630 0
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 6 2,331 2 18 20 93 9 9 2,483 2,331 2 18 20 93 16 9 2,489 80
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 22 0 5 3 16 2 1 48 22 0 5 3 16 4 1 50 49



Total 0 0 0 0 0 42 0 42 5,020 10 121 83 461 56 28 5,779 5,020 10 121 83 461 97 28 5,821 321
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND LATE PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 9 AND 11 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 443 0 5 3 20 2 1 475 443 0 5 3 20 4 1 477
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 219 0 4 3 17 2 1 247 219 0 4 3 17 4 1 248
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 211 1 20 10 65 9 2 318 211 1 20 10 65 16 2 325
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 204 0 2 2 10 1 1 220 204 0 2 2 10 2 1 221
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 3,293 0 6 4 24 3 2 3,332 3,293 0 6 4 24 5 2 3,334
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,005 0 1 2 6 0 1 1,015 1,005 0 1 2 6 1 1 1,015
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 61 0 1 1 5 1 0 70 61 0 1 1 5 1 0 70



Total 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 14 5,436 2 40 26 148 18 8 5,679 5,436 2 40 26 148 32 8 5,693



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 34 34 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 34
Superdistrict 2 0 0 28 28 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 28
Superdistrict 3 0 0 12 12 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 12
Superdistrict 4 0 0 15 15 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 15
East Bay 0 0 29 29 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 29
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 67 67 67 0 0 0 0 0 0 67
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 184 0 0 0 0 0 0 184 184 0 0 0 0 0 0 184



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 815 0 13 5 38 5 1 877 815 0 13 5 38 10 1 882
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 87 0 5 2 16 2 0 113 87 0 5 2 16 4 0 114
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 11 265 2 33 14 100 14 2 430 265 2 33 14 100 26 2 441
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 113 0 2 1 7 1 0 124 113 0 2 1 7 2 0 125
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 37 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 37
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 81 0 0 1 2 0 0 85 81 0 0 1 2 0 0 85
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 413 0 0 0 1 0 0 415 413 0 0 0 1 0 0 415



Total 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 19 1,808 3 54 23 166 23 3 2,081 1,808 3 54 23 166 42 3 2,100



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 10 1,376 1 28 14 93 12 3 1,528 1,376 1 28 14 93 22 3 1,538
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 10 440 1 30 16 103 13 4 608 440 1 30 16 103 24 4 619
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 33 0 33 550 7 95 46 306 42 9 1,054 550 7 95 46 306 74 9 1,087
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 420 1 15 10 56 7 3 511 420 1 15 10 56 12 3 517
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 4,077 1 19 15 79 9 6 4,207 4,077 1 19 15 79 16 6 4,213
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1,606 1 2 4 16 1 2 1,632 1,606 1 2 4 16 2 2 1,633
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 3,484 3 19 23 101 10 11 3,650 3,484 3 19 23 101 17 11 3,657
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 495 1 6 4 22 3 1 532 495 1 6 4 22 5 1 535



Total 0 0 0 0 0 74 0 74 12,449 15 216 132 775 98 40 13,724 12,449 15 216 132 775 172 40 13,798



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 23 0 0 0 0 2 0 24 56 0 5 3 19 2 1 88 79 0 5 3 19 4 1 112
Superdistrict 2 19 0 0 0 0 4 0 22 63 1 11 7 39 5 2 127 81 1 11 7 39 8 2 149
Superdistrict 3 8 0 0 0 0 6 0 14 41 2 17 13 67 8 5 153 49 2 17 13 67 14 5 166
Superdistrict 4 10 0 0 0 0 1 0 11 46 0 4 4 18 2 2 76 56 0 4 4 18 3 2 87
East Bay 13 0 0 0 0 2 0 14 284 1 5 5 25 3 2 325 296 1 5 5 25 4 2 339
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 597 0 1 2 9 1 1 611 597 0 1 2 9 1 1 612
South Bay 30 0 0 0 0 3 0 32 913 2 8 15 59 5 8 1,011 943 2 8 15 59 8 8 1,043
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 10 0 3 2 10 1 0 26 10 0 3 2 10 2 0 27



Total 101 0 0 0 0 18 0 119 2,010 7 54 51 246 26 22 2,416 2,111 7 54 51 246 45 22 2,535
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - SATURDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 7 AND 9 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Land Use Intensity
Arena 18,064 attendees



825 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips Evening Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during Late PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 16,352 1,516 5,750 1,917 1,595 461 1,476 29,067 49% 5,161 15 179 122 121 229 16 5,844 43% 31.6% 1.0% 3.1% 6.4% 7.6% 49.6% 1.1% 20.1%
Transit 17,689 295 1,884 628 521 153 420 21,591 37% 5,901 4 60 38 41 76 5 6,123 45% 33.4% 1.2% 3.2% 6.0% 7.8% 49.6% 1.1% 28.4%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 455 455 1% 155 155 1% 34.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 34.0%
Bike (Event) 455 455 1% 155 155 1% 34.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 34.0%
Walk 2,019 481 1,538 513 420 132 121 5,222 9% 654 3 53 23 36 65 1 836 6% 32.4% 0.7% 3.4% 4.5% 8.6% 49.6% 1.1% 16.0%
Other 807 46 782 261 214 67 61 2,237 4% 258 1 27 12 18 33 1 349 3% 32.0% 1.2% 3.5% 4.4% 8.6% 49.6% 1.1% 15.6%



Total 37,778 2,338 9,954 3,318 2,750 812 2,077 59,028 100% 12,284 23 319 195 216 403 23 13,461 100% 32.5% 1.0% 3.2% 5.9% 7.9% 49.6% 1.1% 22.8%
64% 4% 17% 6% 5% 1% 4% 100% 91% 0% 2% 1% 2% 3% 0% 100%



Vehicle Trips 6,838 846 2,814 938 791 212 1,151 13,591 2,014 10 79 75 54 105 13 2,350 29.5% 1.2% 2.8% 8.0% 6.8% 49.6% 1.1% 17.3%
50% 6% 21% 7% 6% 2% 8% 100% 86% 0% 3% 3% 2% 4% 1% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 2.46 1.79 2.04 2.04 2.02 2.17 1.28 2.17 2.64 1.54 2.26 1.62 2.26 2.17 1.28 2.55



Saturday Total Daily Evening Peak Hour Person-Trips Evening Peak Hour Transit-Trips Evening Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 6,564 1,363 2 41 21 28 52 2 1,508 691 0 8 5 5 10 1 721 77 1 7 5 5 9 1 105 4% 2.11
Superdistrict 2 4,146 423 2 45 24 30 56 2 582 245 0 6 5 4 8 1 270 60 1 16 10 11 20 1 118 5% 2.09
Superdistrict 3 10,756 510 10 140 68 95 174 5 1,003 293 1 30 14 20 37 1 398 31 3 25 18 17 32 3 130 6% 2.25
Superdistrict 4 2,810 407 1 22 14 15 28 2 490 241 0 4 3 2 5 0 256 47 1 6 6 4 8 1 72 3% 2.36
East Bay 14,168 4,054 2 29 22 19 37 3 4,166 3,281 0 9 7 6 11 1 3,315 284 1 8 8 5 10 1 317 13% 2.62
North Bay 5,215 1,597 1 3 6 2 5 1 1,615 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 591 1 2 3 1 2 1 601 26% 2.69
South Bay 13,223 3,439 4 29 33 19 39 6 3,570 988 0 1 2 1 2 1 995 902 3 12 23 8 18 5 970 41% 2.60
Out of Region 2,144 491 1 10 5 6 12 1 526 161 0 2 1 1 3 0 168 21 0 4 2 3 5 0 36 2% 2.71



Total 59,028 12,284 23 319 195 216 403 23 13,461 5,901 4 60 38 41 76 5 6,123 2,014 10 79 75 54 105 13 2,350 100% 2.55



Assumptions for
Evening Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 95% 100% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 50% 0% 50%
Outbound 5% 0% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 50% 100% 50%



Evening Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 12,284 6 159 53 216 210 0 12,928 0 17 159 142 0 193 23 534 12,284 23 319 195 216 403 23 13,461



100% 27% 50% 27% 100% 52% 0% 96% 0% 73% 50% 73% 0% 48% 100% 4%
Transit Trips 5,901 1 30 10 41 40 0 6,022 0 3 30 28 0 36 5 101 5,901 4 60 38 41 76 5 6,123



100% 20% 50% 26% 100% 52% 0% 98% 0% 80% 50% 74% 0% 48% 100% 2%
Vehicle Trips 1,963 2 40 13 54 57 0 2,129 51 8 40 62 0 48 13 221 2,014 10 79 75 54 105 13 2,350



97% 21% 50% 17% 100% 54% 0% 91% 3% 79% 50% 83% 0% 46% 100% 9%



Evening Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total Coach
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 128 0 7 2 10 10 0 158 0 1 7 6 0 9 1 24 128 1 15 8 10 19 1 182 40
Superdistrict 2 115 0 15 5 21 20 0 176 0 1 15 11 0 19 2 48 115 1 31 16 21 38 2 224 24
Superdistrict 3 59 2 31 10 42 39 0 183 0 4 31 23 0 37 3 98 59 6 61 33 42 77 3 281 13
Superdistrict 4 99 0 8 3 10 10 0 129 0 1 8 8 0 9 1 27 99 1 15 10 10 19 1 156 13
East Bay 738 0 10 3 13 13 0 778 0 1 10 12 0 12 2 37 738 1 20 15 13 25 2 815 14
North Bay 1,597 0 2 1 2 3 0 1,604 0 1 2 5 0 2 1 10 1,597 1 3 5 2 5 1 1,614 0
South Bay 2,371 0 14 5 18 20 0 2,428 0 3 14 26 0 16 5 64 2,371 3 27 30 18 37 5 2,492 33
Out of Region 55 0 4 1 5 5 0 70 0 0 4 3 0 4 0 11 55 1 7 4 5 9 0 81 17



Total 5,161 4 89 30 121 120 0 5,525 0 11 89 93 0 109 16 318 5,161 15 179 122 121 229 16 5,844 155
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - SATURDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 7 AND 9 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 691 0 4 1 5 5 0 707 0 0 4 4 0 5 1 14 691 0 8 5 5 10 1 721
Superdistrict 2 245 0 3 1 4 4 0 258 0 0 3 4 0 4 1 12 245 0 6 5 4 8 1 270
Superdistrict 3 293 0 15 5 20 19 0 353 0 1 15 9 0 18 1 45 293 1 30 14 20 37 1 398
Superdistrict 4 241 0 2 1 2 2 0 249 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 7 241 0 4 3 2 5 0 256
East Bay 3,281 0 4 1 6 6 0 3,299 0 0 4 5 0 5 1 16 3,281 0 9 7 6 11 1 3,315
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
South Bay 988 0 1 0 1 1 0 991 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 4 988 0 1 2 1 2 1 995
Out of Region 161 0 1 0 1 1 0 165 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 4 161 0 2 1 1 3 0 168



Total 5,901 1 30 10 41 40 0 6,022 0 3 30 28 0 36 5 101 5,901 4 60 38 41 76 5 6,123



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 39 39 0 0 39 0 0 0 0 0 0 39
Superdistrict 2 23 23 0 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
Superdistrict 3 12 12 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 12
Superdistrict 4 13 13 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 13
East Bay 20 20 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 20
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 48 48 0 0 48 0 0 0 0 0 0 48
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 155 0 0 0 0 0 0 155 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 155 0 0 0 0 0 0 155



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 504 0 9 3 13 12 0 541 0 0 9 5 0 11 0 26 504 0 19 8 13 23 0 567
Superdistrict 2 40 0 4 1 5 5 0 55 0 0 4 2 0 5 0 11 40 0 8 3 5 9 0 66
Superdistrict 3 147 1 24 8 33 30 0 244 0 2 24 12 0 30 1 69 147 3 49 20 33 60 1 313
Superdistrict 4 54 0 2 1 2 2 0 61 0 0 2 1 0 2 0 5 54 0 4 1 2 4 0 66
East Bay 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 14 0 1 0 0 1 0 16
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 33 0 1 1 0 1 0 36
Out of Region 275 0 0 0 0 0 0 276 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 275 0 1 0 0 1 0 277



Total 1,067 2 40 13 54 50 0 1,226 0 2 40 21 0 49 2 114 1,067 4 80 34 54 99 2 1,340



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 1,363 0 21 7 28 26 0 1,445 0 1 21 14 0 25 2 63 1,363 2 41 21 28 52 2 1,508
Superdistrict 2 423 1 22 7 30 29 0 512 0 2 22 17 0 27 2 70 423 2 45 24 30 56 2 582
Superdistrict 3 510 4 70 23 95 89 0 792 0 6 70 45 0 85 5 211 510 10 140 68 95 174 5 1,003
Superdistrict 4 407 0 11 4 15 15 0 452 0 1 11 11 0 14 2 38 407 1 22 14 15 28 2 490
East Bay 4,054 0 14 5 19 20 0 4,112 0 2 14 17 0 17 3 54 4,054 2 29 22 19 37 3 4,166
North Bay 1,597 0 2 1 2 3 0 1,604 0 1 2 5 0 2 1 11 1,597 1 3 6 2 5 1 1,615
South Bay 3,439 1 14 5 19 22 0 3,500 0 3 14 29 0 17 6 70 3,439 4 29 33 19 39 6 3,570
Out of Region 491 0 5 2 6 6 0 511 0 1 5 4 0 6 1 16 491 1 10 5 6 12 1 526



Total 12,284 6 159 53 216 210 0 12,928 0 17 159 142 0 193 23 534 12,284 23 319 195 216 403 23 13,461



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 62 0 4 1 5 5 0 77 15 0 4 4 0 4 1 28 77 1 7 5 5 9 1 105
Superdistrict 2 51 0 8 3 11 10 0 83 9 1 8 7 0 9 1 36 60 1 16 10 11 20 1 118
Superdistrict 3 26 1 13 4 17 17 0 79 5 2 13 14 0 15 3 52 31 3 25 18 17 32 3 130
Superdistrict 4 42 0 3 1 4 4 0 54 5 1 3 5 0 4 1 18 47 1 6 6 4 8 1 72
East Bay 278 0 4 1 5 6 0 294 5 1 4 7 0 5 1 22 284 1 8 8 5 10 1 317
North Bay 591 0 1 0 1 1 0 595 0 0 1 3 0 1 1 6 591 1 2 3 1 2 1 601
South Bay 890 0 6 2 8 11 0 917 12 2 6 21 0 7 5 53 902 3 12 23 8 18 5 970
Out of Region 21 0 2 1 3 3 0 29 0 0 2 2 0 3 0 7 21 0 4 2 3 5 0 36



Total 1,963 2 40 13 54 57 0 2,129 51 8 40 62 0 48 13 221 2,014 10 79 75 54 105 13 2,350
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH CONVENTION EVENT



Land Use Intensity
Arena 9,000 attendees



675 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips PM Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 8,949 1,296 4,617 1,539 922 269 5,726 23,317 44% 954 91 489 163 158 62 542 2,459 45% 10.7% 7.0% 10.6% 10.6% 17.1% 23.0% 9.5% 10.5%
Transit 4,202 252 1,513 504 296 89 1,796 8,653 16% 454 18 159 53 47 21 158 909 17% 10.8% 7.2% 10.5% 10.5% 15.8% 23.0% 8.8% 10.5%
Taxi/Shuttle (Event) 13,498 13,498 26% 1,485 1,485 27% 11.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.0%
Walk 638 411 1,235 412 220 77 1,187 4,179 8% 68 28 127 42 20 18 61 363 7% 10.6% 6.8% 10.3% 10.3% 9.2% 23.0% 5.1% 8.7%
Other 1,400 39 628 209 112 39 603 3,030 6% 153 3 64 21 10 9 31 291 5% 10.9% 7.1% 10.3% 10.3% 9.1% 23.0% 5.1% 9.6%



Total 28,688 1,998 7,992 2,664 1,550 475 9,312 52,679 100% 3,113 140 839 280 235 109 792 5,508 100% 10.9% 7.0% 10.5% 10.5% 15.2% 23.0% 8.5% 10.5%
54% 4% 15% 5% 3% 1% 18% 100% 57% 3% 15% 5% 4% 2% 14% 100%



Vehicle Trips 5,606 723 2,259 753 492 124 3,341 13,298 593 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,510 10.6% 7.1% 10.9% 10.9% 22.7% 23.0% 11.9% 11.4%
42% 5% 17% 6% 4% 1% 25% 100% 39% 3% 16% 5% 7% 2% 26% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 4.00 1.79 2.04 2.04 1.87 2.17 1.71 2.77 4.11 1.76 1.99 1.99 1.41 2.17 1.36 2.61



Weekday Total Daily PM Peak Hour Person-Trips PM Peak Hour Transit-Trips PM Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 17,744 1,645 9 103 34 22 14 72 1,901 278 3 21 7 6 3 21 339 180 2 20 7 7 3 23 241 16% 6.08
Superdistrict 2 4,624 164 13 113 38 27 15 88 458 11 2 18 6 6 2 21 67 29 5 42 14 12 5 42 150 10% 2.32
Superdistrict 3 11,581 183 78 345 115 68 47 216 1,052 15 8 74 25 14 10 45 191 27 24 71 24 25 9 86 265 18% 2.01
Superdistrict 4 3,173 160 8 60 20 18 8 61 334 15 1 10 3 4 1 13 48 27 4 18 6 8 2 29 95 6% 2.85
East Bay 4,591 243 6 82 27 30 10 106 505 79 1 24 8 9 3 32 157 66 3 24 8 12 3 43 160 11% 2.15
North Bay 1,263 82 4 14 5 10 1 38 154 1 0 1 0 1 0 4 7 40 2 7 2 6 1 23 82 5% 1.78
South Bay 6,231 336 16 97 32 52 11 189 733 16 1 5 2 4 0 16 45 155 9 52 17 39 5 143 421 28% 1.61
Out of Region 3,472 301 6 25 8 6 3 20 370 38 1 6 2 2 1 7 56 68 2 11 4 3 1 8 96 6% 1.67



Total 52,679 3,113 140 839 280 235 109 792 5,508 454 18 159 53 47 21 158 909 593 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,510 100% 2.61



Assumptions for
PM Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 50% 10% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 55% 0% 50%
Outbound 50% 90% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 45% 100% 50%



PM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Offlce Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 369 60 360 120 235 62 67 1,272 2,745 80 480 160 0 47 724 4,235 3,113 140 839 280 235 109 792 5,508



12% 43% 43% 43% 100% 57% 9% 23% 88% 57% 57% 57% 0% 43% 92% 77%
Transit Trips 57 7 67 22 47 12 13 225 397 11 92 31 0 9 145 684 454 18 159 53 47 21 158 909



13% 39% 42% 42% 100% 57% 8% 25% 87% 61% 58% 58% 0% 43% 92% 75%
Vehicle Trips 139 20 89 30 112 17 17 424 455 31 156 52 0 12 381 1,086 593 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,510



23% 39% 36% 36% 100% 59% 4% 28% 77% 61% 64% 64% 0% 41% 96% 72%



PM Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total Shuttle
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 19 2 17 6 10 3 3 59 149 2 21 7 0 2 29 211 168 4 38 13 10 5 32 270 1,197
Superdistrict 2 7 3 35 12 18 6 6 87 27 5 43 14 0 5 51 144 34 8 77 26 18 10 58 231 117
Superdistrict 3 12 22 69 23 37 12 13 187 23 25 86 29 0 9 107 278 34 47 155 52 37 21 120 465 68
Superdistrict 4 8 3 17 6 13 3 3 52 33 4 24 8 0 2 42 114 41 6 41 14 13 5 46 166 103
East Bay 22 1 22 7 21 4 4 82 141 3 34 11 0 3 69 262 163 5 56 19 21 7 73 344 0
North Bay 11 1 4 1 9 1 1 27 70 2 9 3 0 0 33 118 81 3 13 4 9 1 33 145 0
South Bay 46 5 31 10 47 6 6 149 273 9 59 20 0 4 162 528 319 14 90 30 47 10 168 677 0
Out of Region 12 2 8 3 4 1 1 31 101 2 10 3 0 1 12 129 114 4 18 6 4 2 13 161 0



Total 136 38 202 67 158 35 38 675 818 53 287 96 0 26 505 1,784 954 91 489 163 158 62 542 2,459 1,485
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH CONVENTION EVENT



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 29 1 9 3 6 2 2 52 249 2 12 4 0 1 20 287 278 3 21 7 6 3 21 339
Superdistrict 2 3 1 7 2 6 1 1 22 8 1 11 4 0 1 20 44 11 2 18 6 6 2 21 67
Superdistrict 3 4 3 34 11 14 6 6 79 11 4 40 13 0 4 39 111 15 8 74 25 14 10 45 191
Superdistrict 4 3 0 4 1 4 1 1 13 13 1 6 2 0 1 12 34 15 1 10 3 4 1 13 48
East Bay 10 0 10 3 9 2 2 36 69 1 15 5 0 1 30 121 79 1 24 8 9 3 32 157
North Bay 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 5 1 0 1 0 1 0 4 7
South Bay 3 0 1 0 4 0 0 10 13 1 4 1 0 0 16 35 16 1 5 2 4 0 16 45
Out of Region 4 1 2 1 2 0 0 11 34 1 3 1 0 0 6 46 38 1 6 2 2 1 7 56



Total 57 7 67 22 47 12 13 225 397 11 92 31 0 9 145 684 454 18 159 53 47 21 158 909



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 121 1 21 7 6 3 4 164 1,078 1 23 8 0 3 15 1,128 1,199 2 44 15 6 6 19 1,291
Superdistrict 2 12 1 9 3 3 1 2 31 106 1 10 3 0 1 8 130 119 3 18 6 3 3 9 161
Superdistrict 3 16 11 55 18 17 9 10 137 118 12 61 20 0 7 41 259 134 23 116 39 17 16 52 396
Superdistrict 4 10 0 4 1 1 1 1 19 93 0 4 1 0 1 2 102 103 0 8 3 1 1 3 120
East Bay 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 5
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
South Bay 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 5 8 1 1 2 1 1 0 5 11
Out of Region 15 1 1 0 0 0 0 17 134 1 1 0 0 0 1 136 149 1 1 0 0 0 1 153



Total 176 15 90 30 30 15 17 373 1,530 16 101 34 0 12 74 1,767 1,705 31 191 64 30 27 91 2,139



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 169 4 47 16 22 8 9 274 1,476 5 57 19 0 6 63 1,626 1,645 9 103 34 22 14 72 1,901
Superdistrict 2 22 5 50 17 27 9 9 140 141 8 63 21 0 7 79 319 164 13 113 38 27 15 88 458
Superdistrict 3 32 37 158 53 68 26 30 404 151 41 187 62 0 21 187 649 183 78 345 115 68 47 216 1,052
Superdistrict 4 21 3 25 8 18 4 5 84 139 5 35 12 0 3 57 250 160 8 60 20 18 8 61 334
East Bay 33 2 32 11 30 6 6 120 211 5 50 17 0 4 100 386 243 6 82 27 30 10 106 505
North Bay 11 1 4 1 10 1 1 29 71 2 10 3 0 0 37 125 82 4 14 5 10 1 38 154
South Bay 49 5 32 11 52 6 6 162 287 11 65 22 0 4 183 571 336 16 97 32 52 11 189 733
Out of Region 31 3 11 4 6 2 2 59 269 3 14 5 0 1 18 311 301 6 25 8 6 3 20 370



Total 369 60 360 120 235 62 67 1,272 2,745 80 480 160 0 47 724 4,235 3,113 140 839 280 235 109 792 5,508



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 58 1 8 3 7 1 2 80 122 2 12 4 0 1 21 162 180 2 20 7 7 3 23 241
Superdistrict 2 10 2 18 6 12 3 3 54 20 3 24 8 0 2 39 96 29 5 42 14 12 5 42 150
Superdistrict 3 11 11 28 9 25 5 5 95 16 13 42 14 0 4 80 169 27 24 71 24 25 9 86 265
Superdistrict 4 8 1 7 2 8 1 1 29 19 2 12 4 0 1 28 65 27 4 18 6 8 2 29 95
East Bay 10 1 9 3 12 2 2 38 56 2 16 5 0 1 42 122 66 3 24 8 12 3 43 160
North Bay 6 1 2 1 6 0 0 16 34 1 6 2 0 0 23 66 40 2 7 2 6 1 23 82
South Bay 28 2 13 4 39 3 3 93 127 7 39 13 0 2 141 328 155 9 52 17 39 5 143 421
Out of Region 7 1 5 2 3 1 1 19 60 1 6 2 0 1 7 78 68 2 11 4 3 1 8 96



Total 139 20 89 30 112 17 17 424 455 31 156 52 0 12 381 1,086 593 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,510
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - NO EVENT (WORK TRIPS)



Proposed Size: 100               employees Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
DAILY: Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Work Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.50 trips/employee % Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 8.5% [c] 2.0% [d] 0% 0%
Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 250 person-trips Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 21 5 0 0



WEEKDAY/SATURDAY WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Avg. Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 7-9 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[e] [e] Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[e] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 10 7 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Transit 32.7% 7 1 0 0 0
Walk 17.7% 4 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 21 7 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 17 14 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 26.4% 7 1 0 0 0
Walk 6.9% 2 0 0 0 0
Other 2.1% 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 27 14 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 36 29 3 2 1 1 0 0 0 0



Transit 20.6% 12 1 0 0 0
Walk 15.1% 9 1 0 0 0
Other 4.6% 3 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 60 29 5 2 1 1 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 15 10 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 21.5% 4 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 20 10 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 25 15 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 29.7% 11 1 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 36 15 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 12 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 10.5% 1 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 14 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 60 53 5 4 1 1 0 0 0 0



Transit 8.8% 6 1 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 2 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 67 53 6 4 1 1 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 35.3% 2 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 6 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 178 139 15 12 4 3 0 0 0 0



Transit 20.2% 51 4 1 0 0
Walk 5.8% 15 1 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 7 1 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 250 139 21 12 5 3 0 0 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b] Assumes that 25% of the employees will make four trips to/from the project site (e.g., for lunch, errands, etc.).
[c]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Office)
[d]  Based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978) for general office
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - BASKETBALL GAME (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 18,064         attendees plus 825 employees Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
DAILY: Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Overall Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.09 trips/attendee Overall peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 2.8% [c] 34.4% [c] 33.0% [e] 32.5% [d]
Total Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 37,778 person-trips Overall peak hour person-trip rate (trips/attendee): 0.06 0.72 0.69 0.68
Percent of Work Trips [f]: 4.4% Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,042 13,006 12,449 12,284
Work Person-trip Generation Rate [g]: 2.00 trips/employee % Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 50% [h] 0% [h] 10% [h] 0% [h]
Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,650 person-trips Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 825 0 165 0



WEEKDAY/SATURDAY WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Avg. Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 64 49 32 25 0 0 6 5 0 0
Transit 32.7% 45 22 0 4 0
Walk 17.7% 24 12 0 2 0
Other 2.7% 4 2 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 137 49 68 25 0 0 14 5 0 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 113 90 56 45 0 0 11 9 0 0



Transit 26.4% 46 23 0 5 0
Walk 6.9% 12 6 0 1 0
Other 2.1% 4 2 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 175 90 87 45 0 0 17 9 0 0
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 235 188 118 94 0 0 24 19 0 0



Transit 20.6% 81 41 0 8 0
Walk 15.1% 60 30 0 6 0
Other 4.6% 18 9 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 394 188 197 94 0 0 39 19 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 99 67 49 33 0 0 10 7 0 0



Transit 21.5% 28 14 0 3 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 4 2 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 130 67 65 33 0 0 13 7 0 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 162 101 81 50 0 0 16 10 0 0



Transit 29.7% 70 35 0 7 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 4 2 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 236 101 118 50 0 0 24 10 0 0
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 80 56 40 28 0 0 8 6 0 0



Transit 10.5% 10 5 0 1 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 2 1 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 92 56 46 28 0 0 9 6 0 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 393 348 196 174 0 0 39 35 0 0



Transit 8.8% 39 20 0 4 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 12 6 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 444 348 222 174 0 0 44 35 0 0
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 25 16 13 8 0 0 3 2 0 0



Transit 35.3% 15 7 0 1 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 1 1 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 41 16 21 8 0 0 4 2 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 1,172 915 586 457 0 0 117 91 0 0



Transit 20.2% 334 167 0 33 0
Walk 5.8% 96 48 0 10 0
Other 2.9% 48 24 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,650 915 825 457 0 0 165 91 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b]  Calculated by the model by dividing the total number of person-trips by the expected event attendance.
[c]  Calculated by the model assuming project demand up to 7 PM; Madison Square Garden (2003) value is 14%, Arco Arena value is 23%, GSW value is 16%
[d]  Calculated by the model; Atlantic Yards Arena Transportation Planning (2006) value is 19%, Madison Square Garden (2003) value is 27%, Arco Arena value is 28%, GSW value is 30%
[e]  Calculated by the model; Atlantic Yards Arena Transportation Planning (2006) value is 22%, GSW value is 35%
 [f]  Calculated by the model.
[g]  Two daily person trips made by each employee.
[h]  Event employees arrive to work between 4:30 and 5 PM, and depart between 11 and 11:30 PM.
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - BASKETBALL GAME (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 18,064          attendees plus 825 employees Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
DAILY: Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Overall Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.09 trips per attendee Overall peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 2.8% [c] 34.4% [c] 33.0% [e] 32.5% [d]
Total Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 37,778 person-trips Overall peak hour person-trip rate (trips/attendee): 0.06 0.72 0.69 0.68
Percent of Non-Work Trips [f]: 95.6% Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,042 13,006 12,449 12,284
Non-Work Person-trip Generation Rate [g]: 2.00 trips per attendee % Non-Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 1% [h] 36% [h] 34% [h] 34% [h]
Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 36,128 person-trips Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 217 13,006 12,284 12,284



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Weekday Saturday Vehicle All Day 4-7 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



Weekday In All Other Mode Percent Percent Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] [i] [j] [j] [k] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 Auto 5.7% 9.4% 2.7 266 98 2 1 109 40 78 29 377 140 128 47
14.8% 11.1% Transit 32.2% 50.7% 1,502 10 617 438 2,033 691



Taxi 4.5% 3.0% 2.7 210 78 1 1 86 32 61 23 119 44 40 15
Bike 2.5% 2.9% 117 1 48 34 114 39
Walk 55.1% 34.0% 2,575 18 1,058 751 1,364 464



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 4,670 176 32 1 1,920 72 1,363 51 4,007 184 1,363 62
Superdistrict 2 Auto 22.6% 27.2% 2.7 328 121 2 1 135 50 96 35 338 125 115 43



4.6% 3.4% Transit 50.7% 58.0% 734 5 302 214 721 245
Taxi 11.8% 5.7% 2.7 171 63 1 0 70 26 50 19 70 26 24 9
Bike 6.6% 5.4% 96 1 39 28 68 23
Walk 8.3% 3.7% 120 1 49 35 46 16



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 1,449 185 10 1 595 76 423 54 1,243 151 423 51
Superdistrict 3 Auto 7.6% 11.5% 2.7 133 49 1 0 55 20 39 14 173 64 59 22



5.5% 4.2% Transit 39.7% 57.4% 695 5 286 203 862 293
Taxi 4.1% 2.5% 2.7 71 26 0 0 29 11 21 8 37 14 13 5
Bike 2.3% 2.4% 40 0 16 12 35 12
Walk 46.4% 26.2% 811 6 333 237 394 134



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 1,750 76 12 1 719 31 510 22 1,501 78 510 26
Superdistrict 4 Auto 19.3% 24.3% 2.7 269 100 2 1 111 41 78 29 290 108 99 37



4.4% 3.3% Transit 49.4% 59.4% 689 5 283 201 710 241
Taxi 6.6% 3.3% 2.7 92 34 1 0 38 14 27 10 40 15 13 5
Bike 3.7% 3.2% 51 0 21 15 38 13
Walk 21.0% 9.9% 293 2 120 85 118 40



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 1,394 134 10 1 573 55 407 39 1,196 122 407 42
East Bay Auto 17.4% 18.2% 2.7 2,014 746 12 4 704 261 705 261 2,169 803 738 273



31.1% 33.0% Transit 81.1% 80.9% 9,391 55 3,282 3,286 9,651 3,281
Taxi 0.8% 0.4% 2.7 97 36 1 0 34 13 34 13 42 15 14 5
Bike 0.7% 0.5% 82 0 28 29 60 20
Walk 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 11,584 782 67 5 4,048 273 4,054 274 11,922 819 4,054 278
North Bay Auto 100.0% 100.0% 2.7 3,963 1,468 19 7 1,162 431 1,597 591 4,697 1,739 1,597 591



8.9% 13.0% Transit 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Taxi 0.0% 0.0% 2.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 3,963 1,468 19 7 1,162 431 1,597 591 4,697 1,739 1,597 591
South Bay Auto 66.6% 68.9% 2.7 6,578 2,436 39 14 2,310 856 2,291 849 6,973 2,582 2,371 878



26.7% 28.0% Transit 29.1% 28.7% 2,874 17 1,009 1,001 2,906 988
Taxi 2.3% 1.0% 2.7 230 85 1 0 81 30 80 30 97 36 33 12
Bike 1.9% 1.4% 193 1 68 67 140 48
Walk 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 9,874 2,521 58 15 3,468 885 3,439 878 10,116 2,618 3,439 890
Out of region Auto 4.0% 11.3% 2.7 57 21 0 0 21 8 20 7 163 60 55 21



4.0% 4.0% Transit 12.1% 32.7% 174 1 63 59 473 161
Taxi 0.0% 0.0% 2.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



Coach 9.9% 3.5% 35.0 143 4 1 0 51 1 49 1 51 1 17 0
Other 74.1% 52.5% 1,071 6 385 364 759 258



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 1,445 25 9 0 520 9 491 9 1,445 62 491 21
TOTAL Auto 37.7% 42.0% 2.7 13,607 5,040 77 28 4,606 1,706 4,903 1,816 15,180 5,622 5,161 1,912



100.0% 100.0% Transit 44.5% 48.0% 16,059 97 5,842 5,403 17,356 5,901
Taxi 2.4% 1.1% 2.7 871 323 6 2 338 125 273 101 405 150 138 51
Bike 1.6% 1.3% 578 4 221 184 455 155
Walk 10.5% 5.3% 3,799 26 1,561 1,108 1,923 654



Coach 0.4% 0.1% 35.0 143 4 1 0 51 1 49 1 51 1 17 0
Other 3.0% 2.1% 1,071 6 385 364 759 258



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 36,128 5,366 217 31 13,006 1,833 12,284 1,918 36,128 5,774 12,284 1,963



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b]  Calculated by the model by dividing the total number of person-trips by the expected event attendance.
[c]  Calculated by the model assuming project demand up to 7 PM; Madison Square Garden (2003) value is 14%, Arco Arena value is 23%, GSW value is 16%
[d]  Calculated by the model; Atlantic Yards Arena Transportation Planning (2006) value is 19%, Madison Square Garden (2003) value is 27%, Arco Arena value is 28%, GSW value is 30%
[e]  Calculated by the model; Atlantic Yards Arena Transportation Planning (2006) value is 22%, GSW value is 35%
 [f]  Calculated by the model.
[g]  Two daily person trips made by each attendee.
[h]  Based on Atlantic Yards (2006) and GSW survey data (2013)
 [i]  Based on GS Warriors estimate for 2017-18 season; includes adjustments for live/work locations for weekday inbound trips based on GSW surveys (2013).
 [j]  Based on SF Giants 2012 survey data for weekdays and weekends, combined with visitor trips to SD1 (All Other) from the SF Guidelines
[k]  Based on SF Giants 2007 survey data for evening games; assumes taxis would have the same average occupancy as private vehicles
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - CONVENTION EVENT (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 9,000            attendees plus 675 employees Weekday
DAILY: Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period
Overall Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 3.19 trips/attendee Overall peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 10.9% [c]
Total Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 28,688 person-trips Overall peak hour person-trip rate (trips/attendee): 0.35
Percent of Work Trips [c]: 5.9% Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 3,113
Work Person-trip Generation Rate [d]: 2.50 trips/employee % Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 8.5% [e]
Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,688 person-trips Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 143



WEEKDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Avg. Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour



[f] [f] Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[f] Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 66 51 6 4
Transit 32.7% 46 4
Walk 17.7% 25 2
Other 2.7% 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 140 51 12 4
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 116 92 10 8



Transit 26.4% 47 4
Walk 6.9% 12 1
Other 2.1% 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 179 92 15 8
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 241 193 20 16



Transit 20.6% 83 7
Walk 15.1% 61 5
Other 4.6% 19 2



TOTAL 100.0% 403 193 34 16
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 101 68 9 6



Transit 21.5% 29 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 2.8% 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 133 68 11 6
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 166 103 14 9



Transit 29.7% 72 6
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 1.5% 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 241 103 21 9
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 82 57 7 5



Transit 10.5% 10 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 2.6% 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 95 57 8 5
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 402 356 34 30



Transit 8.8% 40 3
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 2.7% 12 1



TOTAL 100.0% 454 356 39 30
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 26 17 2 1



Transit 35.3% 15 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 2.9% 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 42 17 4 1
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 1,199 935 102 80



Transit 20.2% 341 29
Walk 5.8% 98 8
Other 2.9% 49 4



TOTAL 100.0% 1,688 935 143 80



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b]  Calculated by the model by dividing the total number of person-trips by the expected event attendance.
[c]  Calculated by the model
[d] Assumes that 25% of the employees will make four trips to/from the project site (e.g., for lunch, errands, etc.).
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Office)
[h]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - CONVENTION EVENT (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 9,000            attendees plus 675 employees Weekday
DAILY: Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period
Overall Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 3.19 trips/attendee Overall peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 10.9% [c]
Total Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 28,688 person-trips Overall peak hour person-trip rate (trips/attendee): 0.35
Percent of Non-Work Trips [c]: 94.1% Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 3,113
Non-Work Person-trip Generation Rate [d]: 3.00 trips/attendee % Non-Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 11% [e]
Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 27,000 person-trips Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 2,970



WEEKDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Avg. Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour



[f] [f] Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[g] Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 55.0% Auto 10.0% 2.03 1,478 728 163 80
Transit 16.8% 2,495 274



Taxi/Shuttle 73.2% 25.00 10,878 435 1,197 48
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 14,850 1,163 1,634 128
Superdistrict 2 5.0% Auto 16.2% 1.97 219 111 24 12



Transit 4.6% 63 7
Taxi/Shuttle 79.1% 25.00 1,068 43 117 5



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,350 154 149 17
Superdistrict 3 5.0% Auto 9.2% 2.43 124 51 14 6



Transit 5.2% 71 8
Taxi/Shuttle 45.6% 25.00 615 25 68 3



Walk 40.0% 540 59
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,350 76 149 8
Superdistrict 4 5.0% Auto 21.8% 2.51 295 117 32 13



Transit 8.7% 118 13
Taxi/Shuttle 69.4% 25.00 937 37 103 4



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,350 155 149 17
East Bay 7.5% Auto 67.1% 2.59 1,358 524 149 58



Transit 32.9% 667 73
Taxi/Shuttle 0.0% 25.00 0 0 0 0



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2,025 524 223 58
North Bay 2.5% Auto 100.0% 2.11 675 320 74 35



Transit 0.0% 0 0
Taxi/Shuttle 0.0% 25.00 0 0 0 0



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 675 320 74 35
South Bay 10.0% Auto 95.9% 2.28 2,588 1,135 285 125



Transit 4.1% 112 12
Taxi/Shuttle 0.0% 25.00 0 0 0 0



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2,700 1,135 297 125
Out of Region 10.0% Auto 37.5% 1.68 1,013 603 111 66



Transit 12.5% 336 37
Taxi/Shuttle 0.0% 25.00 0 0 0 0



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 50.0% 1,351 149



TOTAL 100.0% 2,700 603 297 66
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 28.7% 2.16 7,750 3,590 853 395



Transit 14.3% 3,861 425
Taxi/Shuttle 50.0% 25.00 13,498 540 1,485 59



Walk 2.0% 540 59
Other 5.0% 1,351 149



TOTAL 100.0% 27,000 4,130 2,970 454



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b]  Calculated by the model by dividing the total number of person-trips by the expected event attendance
[c]  Calculated by the model
[d]  Assumes that half of the convention attendees will leave the project site for lunch, shopping, other meetings, etc
[e]  Based on Moscone Center survey data
 [f]  Based on Moscone Center data, adjusted for SD3; all walk trips excepts those from SD3 proportionally added to auto and transi
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other) for auto trips; shuttle buses/taxis assumed to carry 25 people per vehicle on average
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: OFFICE (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 514,500 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 18.1 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,312 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 8.5% [b] 1.7% [d] 0.4% [d] 1.1% [e]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 36% 3,352 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 1.5 0.3 0.1 0.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 4.0 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 792 158 40 23
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 2,077 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 83% [g] 100% [f] 100% [f] 100% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 100% 2,077 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 657 158 40 23



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 131 100 26 20 6 5 2 1 81 62 1 1
Transit 32.7% 91 18 4 1 56 1
Walk 17.7% 49 10 2 1 31 0
Other 2.7% 8 1 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 278 100 55 20 13 5 3 1 172 62 2 1
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 230 182 45 36 11 9 3 2 142 113 2 1



Transit 26.4% 94 18 4 1 58 1
Walk 6.9% 25 5 1 0 15 0
Other 2.1% 7 1 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 355 182 70 36 17 9 4 2 220 113 2 1
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 478 383 94 75 23 18 6 5 296 237 3 3



Transit 20.6% 165 32 8 2 102 1
Walk 15.1% 121 24 6 1 75 1
Other 4.6% 37 7 2 0 23 0



TOTAL 100.0% 801 383 157 75 38 18 9 5 496 237 5 3
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 200 135 39 27 9 6 2 2 124 84 1 1



Transit 21.5% 57 11 3 1 35 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 7 1 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 265 135 52 27 13 6 3 2 164 84 2 1
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 330 205 65 40 16 10 4 2 204 127 2 1



Transit 29.7% 142 28 7 2 88 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 7 1 0 0 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 479 205 94 40 23 10 6 2 297 127 3 1
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 163 113 32 22 8 5 2 1 101 70 1 1



Transit 10.5% 20 4 1 0 12 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 5 1 0 0 3 0



TOTAL 100.0% 188 113 37 22 9 5 2 1 116 70 1 1
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 798 706 156 138 38 33 9 8 494 438 5 5



Transit 8.8% 79 16 4 1 49 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 24 5 1 0 15 0



TOTAL 100.0% 902 706 177 138 43 33 11 8 559 438 6 5
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 52 33 10 7 2 2 1 0 32 21 0 0



Transit 35.3% 30 6 1 0 18 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 84 33 16 7 4 2 1 0 52 21 1 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 2,382 1,858 467 364 112 88 28 22 1,476 1,151 16 13



Transit 20.2% 678 133 32 8 420 5
Walk 5.8% 195 38 9 2 121 1
Other 2.9% 98 19 5 1 61 1



TOTAL 100.0% 3,352 1,858 657 364 158 88 40 22 2,077 1,151 23 13



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Office Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for General Office Building [LU 710] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  All weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour trips are assumed to be for work purposes
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (General Office)
[h]  All Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trips are assumed to be for work purposes
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: OFFICE (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 514,500 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 18.1 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,312 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 8.5% [b] 1.7% [d] 0.4% [d] 1.1% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 64% 5,960 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 1.5 0.3 0.1 0.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 4.0 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 792 158 40 23
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 2,077 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 17% [g] 0% [f] 0% [f] 0% [h]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 0% 0 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 135 0 0 0



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 279 137 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Transit 19.2% 149 3 0 0 0 0
Walk 33.3% 258 6 0 0 0 0
Other 11.5% 89 2 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 775 137 17 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 572 291 13 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 14.5% 121 3 0 0 0 0
Walk 2.4% 20 0 0 0 0 0
Other 14.5% 121 3 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 834 291 19 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 1,146 472 26 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 21.5% 564 13 0 0 0 0
Walk 25.4% 666 15 0 0 0 0
Other 9.4% 247 6 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2,622 472 59 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 281 112 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 16.3% 68 2 0 0 0 0
Walk 7.0% 29 1 0 0 0 0
Other 9.3% 39 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 417 112 9 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 367 142 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 29.8% 160 4 0 0 0 0
Walk 1.8% 10 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 536 142 12 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 60 28 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 60 28 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 507 223 11 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 3.6% 19 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 1.8% 10 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 536 223 12 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 132 78 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 21.1% 38 1 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 9 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 179 78 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 3,344 1,482 76 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 18.8% 1,118 25 0 0 0 0
Walk 16.7% 993 22 0 0 0 0
Other 8.5% 505 11 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 5,960 1,482 135 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for non-work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Office Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for General Office Building [LU 710] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  All weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour trips are assumed to be for work purposes
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (General Office)
[h]  All Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trips are assumed to be for work purposes
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: RETAIL (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 150.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 5,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 9.0% [b] 6.8% [d] 3.2% [d] 4.0% [e]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 4% 222 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 13.5 10.1 4.7 7.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 175.5 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 140 33 15 23
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 6,495 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 4% [g] 4% [f] 4% [f] 4% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 4% 260 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 20 15 7 10



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 9 7 1 1 1 0 0 0 10 8 0 0
Transit 32.7% 6 1 0 0 7 0
Walk 17.7% 3 0 0 0 4 0
Other 2.7% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 18 7 2 1 1 0 1 0 22 8 1 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 15 12 1 1 1 1 0 0 18 14 1 1



Transit 26.4% 6 1 0 0 7 0
Walk 6.9% 2 0 0 0 2 0
Other 2.1% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 24 12 2 1 2 1 1 0 28 14 1 1
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 32 25 3 2 2 2 1 1 37 30 1 1



Transit 20.6% 11 1 1 0 13 1
Walk 15.1% 8 1 1 0 9 0
Other 4.6% 2 0 0 0 3 0



TOTAL 100.0% 53 25 5 2 4 2 2 1 62 30 2 1
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 13 9 1 1 1 1 0 0 16 10 1 0



Transit 21.5% 4 0 0 0 4 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 18 9 2 1 1 1 1 0 21 10 1 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 22 14 2 1 1 1 1 0 26 16 1 1



Transit 29.7% 9 1 1 0 11 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 32 14 3 1 2 1 1 0 37 16 1 1
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 11 8 1 1 1 1 0 0 13 9 1 0



Transit 10.5% 1 0 0 0 2 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 12 8 1 1 1 1 0 0 15 9 1 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 53 47 5 4 4 3 2 1 62 55 2 2



Transit 8.8% 5 0 0 0 6 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 60 47 5 4 4 3 2 1 70 55 3 2
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 0 0



Transit 35.3% 2 0 0 0 2 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 3 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 158 123 14 11 11 8 5 4 185 144 7 6



Transit 20.2% 45 4 3 1 53 2
Walk 5.8% 13 1 1 0 15 1
Other 2.9% 6 1 0 0 8 0



TOTAL 100.0% 222 123 20 11 15 8 7 4 260 144 10 6



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Retail)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Shopping Center [LU 820] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: RETAIL (NON-WORK TRIPS WITH EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 67% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 75% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 150.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 95% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 5,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 9.0% [b] 6.8% [d] 3.2% [d] 4.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 1,776 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 13.5 10.1 4.7 7.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 175.5 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 140 33 15 23
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 6,495 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 2,078 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 120 18 8 12



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 6.0% Auto 45.0% 1.76 48 27 3 2 0 0 0 0 56 32 0 0
Transit 29.0% 31 2 0 0 36 0
Walk 22.0% 23 2 0 0 27 0
Other 4.0% 4 0 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 107 27 7 2 1 0 1 0 125 32 1 0
Superdistrict 2 9.0% Auto 61.8% 1.52 99 65 7 4 1 1 0 0 116 76 1 0



Transit 15.3% 24 2 0 0 29 0
Walk 19.8% 32 2 0 0 37 0
Other 3.1% 5 0 0 0 6 0



TOTAL 100.0% 160 65 11 4 2 1 1 0 187 76 1 0
Superdistrict 3 61.0% Auto 60.4% 2.04 654 321 44 22 7 3 3 2 766 375 5 2



Transit 9.5% 103 7 1 0 120 1
Walk 28.7% 311 21 3 1 364 2
Other 1.4% 15 1 0 0 18 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,083 321 73 22 11 3 5 2 1,268 375 8 2
Superdistrict 4 5.0% Auto 84.7% 1.78 75 42 5 3 1 0 0 0 88 49 1 0



Transit 9.7% 9 1 0 0 10 0
Walk 2.8% 2 0 0 0 3 0
Other 2.8% 2 0 0 0 3 0



TOTAL 100.0% 89 42 6 3 1 0 0 0 104 49 1 0
East Bay 3.0% Auto 75.0% 1.77 40 23 3 2 0 0 0 0 47 26 0 0



Transit 12.5% 7 0 0 0 8 0
Walk 12.5% 7 0 0 0 8 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 53 23 4 2 1 0 0 0 62 26 0 0
North Bay 2.0% Auto 87.5% 1.44 31 22 2 1 0 0 0 0 36 25 0 0



Transit 12.5% 4 0 0 0 5 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 36 22 2 1 0 0 0 0 42 25 0 0
South Bay 9.0% Auto 86.4% 1.98 138 70 9 5 1 1 1 0 162 82 1 0



Transit 9.1% 15 1 0 0 17 0
Walk 3.2% 5 0 0 0 6 0
Other 1.3% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 160 70 11 5 2 1 1 0 187 82 1 0
Out of Region 5.0% Auto 59.2% 1.69 53 31 4 2 1 0 0 0 62 36 0 0



Transit 16.9% 15 1 0 0 18 0
Walk 19.7% 17 1 0 0 20 0
Other 4.2% 4 0 0 0 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 89 31 6 2 1 0 0 0 104 36 1 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 64.1% 1.90 1,138 600 77 41 12 6 5 3 1,332 702 8 4



Transit 11.7% 208 14 2 1 243 1
Walk 22.4% 398 27 4 2 465 3
Other 1.8% 33 2 0 0 38 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,776 600 120 41 18 6 8 3 2,078 702 12 4



[a]  Assumes that 90 percent of the retail customers are already in the area, based on field surveys
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Retail)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Shopping Center [LU 820] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-14 Visitor Trips to SD3 (Retail)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: RETAIL (NON-WORK TRIPS WITHOUT EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 33% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 33% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 150.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 33% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 5,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 9.0% [b] 6.8% [d] 3.2% [d] 4.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 3,552 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 13.5 10.1 4.7 7.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 175.5 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 340 255 119 177
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 6,495 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 4,157 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 320 240 112 166



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 6.0% Auto 45.0% 1.76 96 54 9 5 6 4 3 2 112 64 4 3
Transit 29.0% 62 6 4 2 72 3
Walk 22.0% 47 4 3 1 55 2
Other 4.0% 9 1 1 0 10 0



TOTAL 100.0% 213 54 19 5 14 4 7 2 249 64 10 3
Superdistrict 2 9.0% Auto 61.8% 1.52 198 130 18 12 13 9 6 4 231 152 9 6



Transit 15.3% 49 4 3 2 57 2
Walk 19.8% 63 6 4 2 74 3
Other 3.1% 10 1 1 0 12 0



TOTAL 100.0% 320 130 29 12 22 9 10 4 374 152 15 6
Superdistrict 3 61.0% Auto 60.4% 2.04 1,309 642 118 58 88 43 41 20 1,532 751 61 30



Transit 9.5% 206 19 14 6 241 10
Walk 28.7% 622 56 42 20 728 29
Other 1.4% 30 3 2 1 35 1



TOTAL 100.0% 2,167 642 195 58 146 43 68 20 2,536 751 101 30
Superdistrict 4 5.0% Auto 84.7% 1.78 150 85 14 8 10 6 5 3 176 99 7 4



Transit 9.7% 17 2 1 1 20 1
Walk 2.8% 5 0 0 0 6 0
Other 2.8% 5 0 0 0 6 0



TOTAL 100.0% 178 85 16 8 12 6 6 3 208 99 8 4
East Bay 3.0% Auto 75.0% 1.77 80 45 7 4 5 3 3 1 94 53 4 2



Transit 12.5% 13 1 1 0 16 1
Walk 12.5% 13 1 1 0 16 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 107 45 10 4 7 3 3 1 125 53 5 2
North Bay 2.0% Auto 87.5% 1.44 62 43 6 4 4 3 2 1 73 51 3 2



Transit 12.5% 9 1 1 0 10 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 71 43 6 4 5 3 2 1 83 51 3 2
South Bay 9.0% Auto 86.4% 1.98 276 139 25 13 19 9 9 4 323 163 13 7



Transit 9.1% 29 3 2 1 34 1
Walk 3.2% 10 1 1 0 12 0
Other 1.3% 4 0 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 320 139 29 13 22 9 10 4 374 163 15 7
Out of Region 5.0% Auto 59.2% 1.69 105 62 9 6 7 4 3 2 123 73 5 3



Transit 16.9% 30 3 2 1 35 1
Walk 19.7% 35 3 2 1 41 2
Other 4.2% 7 1 1 0 9 0



TOTAL 100.0% 178 62 16 6 12 4 6 2 208 73 8 3
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 64.1% 1.90 2,276 1,201 205 108 154 81 72 38 2,664 1,405 106 56



Transit 11.7% 415 37 28 13 486 19
Walk 22.4% 796 72 54 25 931 37
Other 1.8% 65 6 4 2 76 3



TOTAL 100.0% 3,552 1,201 320 108 240 81 112 38 4,157 1,405 166 56



[a]  Assumes that one third of the retail customers are already in the area when there is no event, based on 1998 Mission Bay SEIR
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Retail)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Shopping Center [LU 820] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-14 Visitor Trips to SD3 (Retail)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 200.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 7,400 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 20.3% [d] 20.3% [d] 24.0% [e]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 4% 296 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 27.0 40.5 40.5 59.8
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 249.1 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 280 132 132 195
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,217 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 4% [g] 4% [f] 4% [f] 4% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 4% 369 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 40 60 60 88



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 12 9 2 1 2 2 2 2 14 11 3 3
Transit 32.7% 8 1 2 2 10 2
Walk 17.7% 4 1 1 1 5 1
Other 2.7% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 25 9 3 1 5 2 5 2 31 11 7 3
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 20 16 3 2 4 3 4 3 25 20 6 5



Transit 26.4% 8 1 2 2 10 2
Walk 6.9% 2 0 0 0 3 1
Other 2.1% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 31 16 4 2 6 3 6 3 39 20 9 5
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 42 34 6 5 9 7 9 7 53 42 13 10



Transit 20.6% 15 2 3 3 18 4
Walk 15.1% 11 1 2 2 13 3
Other 4.6% 3 0 1 1 4 1



TOTAL 100.0% 71 34 10 5 14 7 14 7 88 42 21 10
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 18 12 2 2 4 2 4 2 22 15 5 4



Transit 21.5% 5 1 1 1 6 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 23 12 3 2 5 2 5 2 29 15 7 4
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 29 18 4 2 6 4 6 4 36 23 9 5



Transit 29.7% 13 2 3 3 16 4
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 42 18 6 2 9 4 9 4 53 23 13 5
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 14 10 2 1 3 2 3 2 18 12 4 3



Transit 10.5% 2 0 0 0 2 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 17 10 2 1 3 2 3 2 21 12 5 3
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 70 62 10 8 14 13 14 13 88 78 21 19



Transit 8.8% 7 1 1 1 9 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 2 0 0 0 3 1



TOTAL 100.0% 80 62 11 8 16 13 16 13 99 78 24 19
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 5 3 1 0 1 1 1 1 6 4 1 1



Transit 35.3% 3 0 1 1 3 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 7 3 1 0 1 1 1 1 9 4 2 1
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 210 164 28 22 43 33 43 33 262 204 63 49



Transit 20.2% 60 8 12 12 75 18
Walk 5.8% 17 2 3 3 21 5
Other 2.9% 9 1 2 2 11 3



TOTAL 100.0% 296 164 40 22 60 33 60 33 369 204 88 49



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Quality Sit-Down Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (NON-WORK TRIPS WITH EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 67% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 75% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 200.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 95% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 7,400 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 20.3% [d] 20.3% [d] 24.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 2,368 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 27.0 40.5 40.5 59.8
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 249.1 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 280 132 132 195
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,217 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 2,949 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 240 72 72 106



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 111 55 11 6 3 2 3 2 138 68 5 2
Transit 19.2% 59 6 2 2 74 3
Walk 33.3% 103 10 3 3 128 5
Other 11.5% 35 4 1 1 44 2



TOTAL 100.0% 308 55 31 6 9 2 9 2 383 68 14 2
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 227 115 23 12 7 4 7 4 283 144 10 5



Transit 14.5% 48 5 1 1 60 2
Walk 2.4% 8 1 0 0 10 0
Other 14.5% 48 5 1 1 60 2



TOTAL 100.0% 332 115 34 12 10 4 10 4 413 144 15 5
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 455 187 46 19 14 6 14 6 567 233 20 8



Transit 21.5% 224 23 7 7 279 10
Walk 25.4% 265 27 8 8 330 12
Other 9.4% 98 10 3 3 122 4



TOTAL 100.0% 1,042 187 105 19 32 6 32 6 1,298 233 47 8
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 112 45 11 5 3 1 3 1 139 55 5 2



Transit 16.3% 27 3 1 1 34 1
Walk 7.0% 12 1 0 0 14 1
Other 9.3% 15 2 0 0 19 1



TOTAL 100.0% 166 45 17 5 5 1 5 1 206 55 7 2
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 146 56 15 6 4 2 4 2 182 70 7 3



Transit 29.8% 64 6 2 2 79 3
Walk 1.8% 4 0 0 0 5 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 213 56 22 6 6 2 6 2 265 70 10 3
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 24 11 2 1 1 0 1 0 29 14 1 1



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 24 11 2 1 1 0 1 0 29 14 1 1
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 202 88 20 9 6 3 6 3 251 110 9 4



Transit 3.6% 8 1 0 0 10 0
Walk 1.8% 4 0 0 0 5 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 213 88 22 9 6 3 6 3 265 110 10 4
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 52 31 5 3 2 1 2 1 65 39 2 1



Transit 21.1% 15 2 0 0 19 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 4 0 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 71 31 7 3 2 1 2 1 88 39 3 1
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 1,329 589 135 60 40 18 40 18 1,655 734 60 26



Transit 18.8% 444 45 13 13 553 20
Walk 16.7% 394 40 12 12 491 18
Other 8.5% 201 20 6 6 250 9



TOTAL 100.0% 2,368 589 240 60 72 18 72 18 2,949 734 106 26



[a]  Assumes that 90 percent of the sit-down restaurant customers are already in the area, based on field surveys
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Quality Sit-Down Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (NON-WORK TRIPS WITHOUT EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 33% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 33% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 200.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 33% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 7,400 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 20.3% [d] 20.3% [d] 24.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 4,736 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 27.0 40.5 40.5 59.8
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 249.1 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 679 1,019 1,019 1,504
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,217 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 5,899 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 639 959 959 1,416



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 222 109 30 15 45 22 45 22 276 136 66 33
Transit 19.2% 118 16 24 24 147 35
Walk 33.3% 205 28 42 42 255 61
Other 11.5% 71 10 14 14 88 21



TOTAL 100.0% 616 109 83 15 125 22 125 22 767 136 184 33
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 455 231 61 31 92 47 92 47 567 288 136 69



Transit 14.5% 96 13 19 19 120 29
Walk 2.4% 16 2 3 3 20 5
Other 14.5% 96 13 19 19 120 29



TOTAL 100.0% 663 231 90 31 134 47 134 47 826 288 198 69
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 911 375 123 51 184 76 184 76 1,134 467 272 112



Transit 21.5% 448 60 91 91 558 134
Walk 25.4% 529 71 107 107 659 158
Other 9.4% 196 26 40 40 244 59



TOTAL 100.0% 2,084 375 281 51 422 76 422 76 2,595 467 623 112
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 223 89 30 12 45 18 45 18 278 111 67 27



Transit 16.3% 54 7 11 11 67 16
Walk 7.0% 23 3 5 5 29 7
Other 9.3% 31 4 6 6 38 9



TOTAL 100.0% 332 89 45 12 67 18 67 18 413 111 99 27
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 292 113 39 15 59 23 59 23 363 140 87 34



Transit 29.8% 127 17 26 26 158 38
Walk 1.8% 8 1 2 2 10 2
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 426 113 58 15 86 23 86 23 531 140 127 34
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 47 22 6 3 10 5 10 5 59 28 14 7



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 47 22 6 3 10 5 10 5 59 28 14 7
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 403 177 54 24 82 36 82 36 502 220 121 53



Transit 3.6% 15 2 3 3 19 5
Walk 1.8% 8 1 2 2 10 2
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 426 177 58 24 86 36 86 36 531 220 127 53
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 105 62 14 8 21 13 21 13 130 78 31 19



Transit 21.1% 30 4 6 6 37 9
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 8 1 2 2 9 2



TOTAL 100.0% 142 62 19 8 29 13 29 13 177 78 42 19
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 2,657 1,178 359 159 538 239 538 239 3,310 1,467 794 352



Transit 18.8% 889 120 180 180 1,107 266
Walk 16.7% 789 106 160 160 982 236
Other 8.5% 401 54 81 81 500 120



TOTAL 100.0% 4,736 1,178 639 159 959 239 959 239 5,899 1,467 1,416 352



[a]  Assumes that one third of the sit-down restaurant customers are already in the Mission Bay area when there is no event
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Quality Sit-Down Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 600.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 22,200 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 0.0% [d] 0.0% [d] 0.0% [e]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 4% 888 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 81.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 747.3 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 839 216 216 319
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 27,651 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 4% [g] 4% [f] 4% [f] 4% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 4% 1,106 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 120 0 0 0



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 35 27 5 4 0 0 0 0 43 33 0 0
Transit 32.7% 24 3 0 0 30 0
Walk 17.7% 13 2 0 0 16 0
Other 2.7% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 74 27 10 4 0 0 0 0 92 33 0 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 61 48 8 7 0 0 0 0 76 60 0 0



Transit 26.4% 25 3 0 0 31 0
Walk 6.9% 6 1 0 0 8 0
Other 2.1% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 94 48 13 7 0 0 0 0 117 60 0 0
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 127 101 17 14 0 0 0 0 158 126 0 0



Transit 20.6% 44 6 0 0 54 0
Walk 15.1% 32 4 0 0 40 0
Other 4.6% 10 1 0 0 12 0



TOTAL 100.0% 212 101 29 14 0 0 0 0 264 126 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 53 36 7 5 0 0 0 0 66 45 0 0



Transit 21.5% 15 2 0 0 19 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 70 36 9 5 0 0 0 0 87 45 0 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 87 54 12 7 0 0 0 0 109 68 0 0



Transit 29.7% 38 5 0 0 47 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 127 54 17 7 0 0 0 0 158 68 0 0
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 43 30 6 4 0 0 0 0 54 37 0 0



Transit 10.5% 5 1 0 0 7 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 1 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 50 30 7 4 0 0 0 0 62 37 0 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 211 187 29 25 0 0 0 0 263 233 0 0



Transit 8.8% 21 3 0 0 26 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 6 1 0 0 8 0



TOTAL 100.0% 239 187 32 25 0 0 0 0 298 233 0 0
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 14 9 2 1 0 0 0 0 17 11 0 0



Transit 35.3% 8 1 0 0 10 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 22 9 3 1 0 0 0 0 28 11 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 631 492 85 66 0 0 0 0 786 613 0 0



Transit 20.2% 180 24 0 0 224 0
Walk 5.8% 52 7 0 0 64 0
Other 2.9% 26 4 0 0 32 0



TOTAL 100.0% 888 492 120 66 0 0 0 0 1,106 613 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Composite Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (NON-WORK TRIPS WITH EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 67% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 75% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 600.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 95% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 22,200 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 20.3% [d] 20.3% [d] 24.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 7,104 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 81.0 121.5 121.5 179.3
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 747.3 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 839 216 216 319
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 27,651 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 8,848 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 719 216 216 319



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 332 164 34 17 10 5 10 5 414 204 15 7
Transit 19.2% 177 18 5 5 221 8
Walk 33.3% 308 31 9 9 383 14
Other 11.5% 106 11 3 3 132 5



TOTAL 100.0% 924 164 94 17 28 5 28 5 1,150 204 41 7
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 682 346 69 35 21 11 21 11 850 431 31 16



Transit 14.5% 144 15 4 4 180 6
Walk 2.4% 24 2 1 1 30 1
Other 14.5% 144 15 4 4 180 6



TOTAL 100.0% 995 346 101 35 30 11 30 11 1,239 431 45 16
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 1,366 562 138 57 41 17 41 17 1,701 700 61 25



Transit 21.5% 672 68 20 20 837 30
Walk 25.4% 794 80 24 24 989 36
Other 9.4% 294 30 9 9 366 13



TOTAL 100.0% 3,126 562 316 57 95 17 95 17 3,893 700 140 25
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 335 134 34 14 10 4 10 4 417 166 15 6



Transit 16.3% 81 8 2 2 101 4
Walk 7.0% 35 4 1 1 43 2
Other 9.3% 46 5 1 1 58 2



TOTAL 100.0% 497 134 50 14 15 4 15 4 619 166 22 6
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 437 169 44 17 13 5 13 5 545 210 20 8



Transit 29.8% 191 19 6 6 237 9
Walk 1.8% 12 1 0 0 14 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 639 169 65 17 19 5 19 5 796 210 29 8
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 71 34 7 3 2 1 2 1 88 42 3 2



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 71 34 7 3 2 1 2 1 88 42 3 2
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 605 265 61 27 18 8 18 8 753 330 27 12



Transit 3.6% 23 2 1 1 29 1
Walk 1.8% 12 1 0 0 14 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 639 265 65 27 19 8 19 8 796 330 29 12
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 157 93 16 9 5 3 5 3 195 116 7 4



Transit 21.1% 45 5 1 1 56 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 11 1 0 0 14 1



TOTAL 100.0% 213 93 22 9 6 3 6 3 265 116 10 4
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 3,986 1,767 404 179 121 54 121 54 4,965 2,201 179 79



Transit 18.8% 1,333 135 40 40 1,660 60
Walk 16.7% 1,183 120 36 36 1,474 53
Other 8.5% 602 61 18 18 750 27



TOTAL 100.0% 7,104 1,767 719 179 216 54 216 54 8,848 2,201 319 79



[a]  Assumes that 90 percent of the quick service restaurant customers are already in the area, based on field surveys
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Composite Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (NON-WORK TRIPS WITHOUT EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 67% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 67% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 600.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 67% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 22,200 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 0.0% [d] 0.0% [d] 0.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 7,104 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 81.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 747.3 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,079 0 0 0
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 27,651 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 8,848 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 959 0 0 0



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 332 164 45 22 0 0 0 0 414 204 0 0
Transit 19.2% 177 24 0 0 221 0
Walk 33.3% 308 42 0 0 383 0
Other 11.5% 106 14 0 0 132 0



TOTAL 100.0% 924 164 125 22 0 0 0 0 1,150 204 0 0
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 682 346 92 47 0 0 0 0 850 431 0 0



Transit 14.5% 144 19 0 0 180 0
Walk 2.4% 24 3 0 0 30 0
Other 14.5% 144 19 0 0 180 0



TOTAL 100.0% 995 346 134 47 0 0 0 0 1,239 431 0 0
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 1,366 562 184 76 0 0 0 0 1,701 700 0 0



Transit 21.5% 672 91 0 0 837 0
Walk 25.4% 794 107 0 0 989 0
Other 9.4% 294 40 0 0 366 0



TOTAL 100.0% 3,126 562 422 76 0 0 0 0 3,893 700 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 335 134 45 18 0 0 0 0 417 166 0 0



Transit 16.3% 81 11 0 0 101 0
Walk 7.0% 35 5 0 0 43 0
Other 9.3% 46 6 0 0 58 0



TOTAL 100.0% 497 134 67 18 0 0 0 0 619 166 0 0
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 437 169 59 23 0 0 0 0 545 210 0 0



Transit 29.8% 191 26 0 0 237 0
Walk 1.8% 12 2 0 0 14 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 639 169 86 23 0 0 0 0 796 210 0 0
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 71 34 10 5 0 0 0 0 88 42 0 0



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 71 34 10 5 0 0 0 0 88 42 0 0
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 605 265 82 36 0 0 0 0 753 330 0 0



Transit 3.6% 23 3 0 0 29 0
Walk 1.8% 12 2 0 0 14 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 639 265 86 36 0 0 0 0 796 330 0 0
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 157 93 21 13 0 0 0 0 195 116 0 0



Transit 21.1% 45 6 0 0 56 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 11 2 0 0 14 0



TOTAL 100.0% 213 93 29 13 0 0 0 0 265 116 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 3,986 1,767 538 239 0 0 0 0 4,965 2,201 0 0



Transit 18.8% 1,333 180 0 0 1,660 0
Walk 16.7% 1,183 160 0 0 1,474 0
Other 8.5% 602 81 0 0 750 0



TOTAL 100.0% 7,104 1,767 959 239 0 0 0 0 8,848 2,201 0 0



[a]  Assumes that two thirds of the quick-service restaurant customers are already in the Mission Bay area when there is no event
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Composite Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: MOVIE THEATER (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 420 seats



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 1.13 trips/seat Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 475 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 23.0% [b] 24.4% [d] 36.2% [d] 49.6% [d]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [e]: 4% 19 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/seat): 0.3 0.3 0.4 1.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 1.93 trips/seat Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 109 116 172 403
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 812 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 4% [e] 4% [f] 4% [f] 4% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [f]: 4% 32 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 4 5 7 16



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[g] [g] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[g] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0
Transit 32.7% 1 0 0 0 1 0
Walk 17.7% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 1 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1



Transit 26.4% 1 0 0 0 1 0
Walk 6.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.1% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 2 2 1
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 3 2 1 0 1 1 1 1 5 4 2 2



Transit 20.6% 1 0 0 0 2 1
Walk 15.1% 1 0 0 0 1 1
Other 4.6% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 5 2 1 0 1 1 2 1 8 4 4 2
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1



Transit 21.5% 0 0 0 0 1 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 1 1
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 2 2 1



Transit 29.7% 1 0 0 0 1 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 3 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 5 2 2 1
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1



Transit 10.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 5 4 1 1 1 1 2 1 8 7 4 3



Transit 8.8% 0 0 0 0 1 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 5 4 1 1 1 1 2 1 9 7 4 3
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0



Transit 35.3% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 13 11 3 2 3 3 5 4 23 18 11 9



Transit 20.2% 4 1 1 1 7 3
Walk 5.8% 1 0 0 0 2 1
Other 2.9% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 19 11 4 2 5 3 7 4 32 18 16 9
Source: Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985
[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Cineplex Theatres Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for movie theaters from ITE Journal, June 1985
[d]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. percentages are based on Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: MOVIE THEATER (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 420 seats



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 1.13 trips/seat Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 475 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 23.0% [b] 24.4% [d] 36.2% [d] 49.6% [d]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [e]: 96% 456 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/seat): 0.3 0.3 0.4 1.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 1.93 trips/seat Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 109 116 172 403
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 812 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [e] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [f]: 96% 780 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 105 111 165 387



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[g] [g] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[g] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 21 11 5 2 5 3 8 4 36 18 18 9
Transit 19.2% 11 3 3 4 19 10
Walk 33.3% 20 5 5 7 34 17
Other 11.5% 7 2 2 2 12 6



TOTAL 100.0% 59 11 14 2 14 3 21 4 101 18 50 9
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 44 22 10 5 11 5 16 8 75 38 37 19



Transit 14.5% 9 2 2 3 16 8
Walk 2.4% 2 0 0 1 3 1
Other 14.5% 9 2 2 3 16 8



TOTAL 100.0% 64 22 15 5 16 5 23 8 109 38 54 19
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 88 36 20 8 21 9 32 13 150 62 74 31



Transit 21.5% 43 10 11 16 74 37
Walk 25.4% 51 12 12 18 87 43
Other 9.4% 19 4 5 7 32 16



TOTAL 100.0% 200 36 46 8 49 9 73 13 343 62 170 31
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 21 9 5 2 5 2 8 3 37 15 18 7



Transit 16.3% 5 1 1 2 9 4
Walk 7.0% 2 1 1 1 4 2
Other 9.3% 3 1 1 1 5 3



TOTAL 100.0% 32 9 7 2 8 2 12 3 55 15 27 7
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 28 11 6 2 7 3 10 4 48 19 24 9



Transit 29.8% 12 3 3 4 21 10
Walk 1.8% 1 0 0 0 1 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 41 11 9 2 10 3 15 4 70 19 35 9
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 5 2 1 0 1 1 2 1 8 4 4 2



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 5 2 1 0 1 1 2 1 8 4 4 2
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 39 17 9 4 9 4 14 6 66 29 33 14



Transit 3.6% 1 0 0 1 3 1
Walk 1.8% 1 0 0 0 1 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 41 17 9 4 10 4 15 6 70 29 35 14
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 10 6 2 1 2 1 4 2 17 10 9 5



Transit 21.1% 3 1 1 1 5 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 1 0 0 0 1 1



TOTAL 100.0% 14 6 3 1 3 1 5 2 23 10 12 5
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 256 113 59 26 62 28 93 41 437 194 217 96



Transit 18.8% 86 20 21 31 146 73
Walk 16.7% 76 17 19 27 130 64
Other 8.5% 39 9 9 14 66 33



TOTAL 100.0% 456 113 105 26 111 28 165 41 780 194 387 96



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for non-work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Cineplex Theatres Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for movie theaters from ITE Journal, June 1985
[d]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. percentages are based on Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: LIVE THEATER (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 600 seats plus 175 employees



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday Work Trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.0 trips/employee Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 1,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 50.0% [d] 0.0% [d] 50.0% [d] 0.0% [d]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [c]: 23% 350 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/employee): 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0
Saturday Work Trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.0 trips/employee Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 235 360 775 216
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 2,750 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 74% [c] 0% [c] 23% [c] 0% [c]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [c]: 13% 350 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 175 0 175 0



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[e] [e] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[e] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 14 10 7 5 0 0 7 5 14 10 0 0
Transit 32.7% 9 5 0 5 9 0
Walk 17.7% 5 3 0 3 5 0
Other 2.7% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 29 10 15 5 0 0 15 5 29 10 0 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 24 19 12 10 0 0 12 10 24 19 0 0



Transit 26.4% 10 5 0 5 10 0
Walk 6.9% 3 1 0 1 3 0
Other 2.1% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 37 19 19 10 0 0 19 10 37 19 0 0
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 50 40 25 20 0 0 25 20 50 40 0 0



Transit 20.6% 17 9 0 9 17 0
Walk 15.1% 13 6 0 6 13 0
Other 4.6% 4 2 0 2 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 84 40 42 20 0 0 42 20 84 40 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 21 14 10 7 0 0 10 7 21 14 0 0



Transit 21.5% 6 3 0 3 6 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 28 14 14 7 0 0 14 7 28 14 0 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 34 21 17 11 0 0 17 11 34 21 0 0



Transit 29.7% 15 7 0 7 15 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 50 21 25 11 0 0 25 11 50 21 0 0
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 17 12 9 6 0 0 9 6 17 12 0 0



Transit 10.5% 2 1 0 1 2 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 20 12 10 6 0 0 10 6 20 12 0 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 83 74 42 37 0 0 42 37 83 74 0 0



Transit 8.8% 8 4 0 4 8 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 3 1 0 1 3 0



TOTAL 100.0% 94 74 47 37 0 0 47 37 94 74 0 0
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 5 3 3 2 0 0 3 2 5 3 0 0



Transit 35.3% 3 2 0 2 3 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 9 3 4 2 0 0 4 2 9 3 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 249 194 124 97 0 0 124 97 249 194 0 0



Transit 20.2% 71 35 0 35 71 0
Walk 5.8% 20 10 0 10 20 0
Other 2.9% 10 5 0 5 10 0



TOTAL 100.0% 350 194 175 97 0 0 175 97 350 194 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  Two daily person trips per employee, one inbound and one outbound
[c]  Calculated based on other inputs
[d]  Employees arrive between 4 and 6 PM, an depart between 9 and 11 PM
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: LIVE THEATER (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 600 seats plus 175 employees



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday Non-work Trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.0 trips/seat Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 1,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 5.0% [d] 30.0% [d] 50.0% [d] 9.0% [d]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [c]: 77% 1,200 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/seat): 0.10 0.60 1.00 0.36
Saturday Non-work Trip Generation Rate [b]: 4.0 trips/seat Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 235 360 775 216
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 2,750 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 26% [c] 100% [c] 77% [c] 100% [c]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [c]: 87% 2,400 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 60 360 600 216



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[e] [e] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[e] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 56 28 3 1 17 8 28 14 112 55 10 5
Transit 19.2% 30 1 9 15 60 5
Walk 33.3% 52 3 16 26 104 9
Other 11.5% 18 1 5 9 36 3



TOTAL 100.0% 156 28 8 1 47 8 78 14 312 55 28 5
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 115 59 6 3 35 18 58 29 230 117 21 11



Transit 14.5% 24 1 7 12 49 4
Walk 2.4% 4 0 1 2 8 1
Other 14.5% 24 1 7 12 49 4



TOTAL 100.0% 168 59 8 3 50 18 84 29 336 117 30 11
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 231 95 12 5 69 28 115 47 461 190 42 17



Transit 21.5% 114 6 34 57 227 20
Walk 25.4% 134 7 40 67 268 24
Other 9.4% 50 2 15 25 99 9



TOTAL 100.0% 528 95 26 5 158 28 264 47 1,056 190 95 17
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 57 23 3 1 17 7 28 11 113 45 10 4



Transit 16.3% 14 1 4 7 27 2
Walk 7.0% 6 0 2 3 12 1
Other 9.3% 8 0 2 4 16 1



TOTAL 100.0% 84 23 4 1 25 7 42 11 168 45 15 4
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 74 29 4 1 22 9 37 14 148 57 13 5



Transit 29.8% 32 2 10 16 64 6
Walk 1.8% 2 0 1 1 4 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 108 29 5 1 32 9 54 14 216 57 19 5
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 12 6 1 0 4 2 6 3 24 11 2 1



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 12 6 1 0 4 2 6 3 24 11 2 1
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 102 45 5 2 31 13 51 22 204 90 18 8



Transit 3.6% 4 0 1 2 8 1
Walk 1.8% 2 0 1 1 4 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 108 45 5 2 32 13 54 22 216 90 19 8
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 26 16 1 1 8 5 13 8 53 32 5 3



Transit 21.1% 8 0 2 4 15 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 2 0 1 1 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 36 16 2 1 11 5 18 8 72 32 6 3
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 673 298 34 15 202 90 337 149 1,347 597 121 54



Transit 18.8% 225 11 68 113 450 41
Walk 16.7% 200 10 60 100 400 36
Other 8.5% 102 5 30 51 203 18



TOTAL 100.0% 1,200 298 60 15 360 90 600 149 2,400 597 216 54



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for non-work trips
[b]  Two daily person trips per seat per session, one inbound and one outbound; one session on a weekday and two sessions (matinee) on a weekend.
[c]  Calculated based on other inputs
[d]  Based on arrival data at the Masonic Evenet Center collected in 2011
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)



Printed on 8/7/2014
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS



PROPOSED PROJECT
Office: 514,500 gsf Live Theater: 600 seats No Event: ---- attendees and 100      employees
Retail: 37,000 gsf 175 employees Basketball: 18,064 attendees and 825      employees



Quick Service Restaurant: 37,000 gsf Convention: 9,000   attendees and 675      employees
Sit-down Restaurant: 37,000 gsf Movie Theater: 420 seats



WEEKDAY DEMAND SATURDAY DEMAND
Midday Evening Midday Evening



(1 PM to 3 PM) (7 PM to 9 PM) (1 PM to 3 PM) (7 PM to 9 PM)
OFFICE (w/ and w/out arena event)



Short-Term 1,482 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,482 daily visitor vehicle-trips 0 daily visitor vehicle-trips 0 daily visitor vehicle-trips
5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 5% of the peak demand [a] 80% of the peak demand [b] 0% of the peak demand [b]



135 short-term spaces 7 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces
Long-Term 276 gsf per employee 276 gsf per employee 276 gsf per employee 276 gsf per employee



1,864 daily employees 1,864 daily employees 416 daily employees [h] 416 daily employees [h]



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 10% of the peak demand [a] 80% of the peak demand [b] 0% of the peak demand [b]



1,033 long-term spaces 103 long-term spaces 184 long-term spaces 0 long-term spaces



Subtotal 1,168 spaces 110 spaces 184 spaces 0 spaces



RETAIL (w/ arena event)
Short-Term 600 daily visitor vehicle-trips 600 daily visitor vehicle-trips 702 daily visitor vehicle-trips 702 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 95% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 75% of the peak demand [b]



55 short-term spaces 52 short-term spaces 64 short-term spaces 48 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 95% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 80% of the peak demand [b]



59 long-term spaces 56 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 47 long-term spaces



Subtotal 114 spaces 108 spaces 123 spaces 95 spaces



RETAIL (w/out arena event)
Short-Term 1,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,405 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,405 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 95% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 75% of the peak demand [b]



109 short-term spaces 104 short-term spaces 128 short-term spaces 96 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 95% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 80% of the peak demand [b]



59 long-term spaces 56 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 47 long-term spaces



Subtotal 168 spaces 160 spaces 187 spaces 143 spaces
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS



QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (w/ arena event)
Short-Term 1,767 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,767 daily visitor vehicle-trips 2,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips 2,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 80% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 80% of the peak demand [b]



161 short-term spaces 129 short-term spaces 200 short-term spaces 160 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 90% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 90% of the peak demand [b]



59 long-term spaces 53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 53 long-term spaces



Subtotal 220 spaces 182 spaces 259 spaces 213 spaces



QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (w/out arena event)
Short-Term 1,767 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,767 daily visitor vehicle-trips 2,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips 2,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 0% of the peak demand [j] 100% of the peak demand [b] 0% of the peak demand [j]



161 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces 200 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 0% of the peak demand [j] 100% of the peak demand [b] 0% of the peak demand [j]



59 long-term spaces 0 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 0 long-term spaces



Subtotal 220 spaces 0 spaces 259 spaces 0 spaces



SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (w/ arena event)
Short-Term 589 daily visitor vehicle-trips 589 daily visitor vehicle-trips 734 daily visitor vehicle-trips 734 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



75% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 75% of the peak demand [c] 100% of the peak demand [c]



40 short-term spaces 54 short-term spaces 50 short-term spaces 67 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



90% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 90% of the peak demand [c] 100% of the peak demand [c]



53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces



Subtotal 93 spaces 113 spaces 103 spaces 126 spaces



SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (w/out arena event)
Short-Term 1,178 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,178 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,467 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,467 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



75% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 75% of the peak demand [c] 100% of the peak demand [c]



80 short-term spaces 107 short-term spaces 100 short-term spaces 133 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



90% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 90% of the peak demand [c] 100% of the peak demand [c]



53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces



Subtotal 133 spaces 166 spaces 153 spaces 192 spaces
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS



LIVE THEATER (w/ and w/out arena event)
Short-Term 298 daily visitor vehicle-trips 298 daily visitor vehicle-trips 597 daily visitor vehicle-trips 597 daily visitor vehicle-trips



1.0 turn-over rate 1.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate



1% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 70% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b]



1 short-term spaces 149 short-term spaces 104 short-term spaces 149 short-term spaces
Long-Term 175 daily employees 175 daily employees 175.0 daily employees 175 daily employees



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



30% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 100% of the peak demand [b]



29 long-term spaces 97 long-term spaces 97 long-term spaces 97 long-term spaces



Subtotal 30 spaces 246 spaces 201 spaces 246 spaces



MOVIE THEATER (w/ and w/out arena event)
Short-Term 113 daily visitor vehicle-trips 113 daily visitor vehicle-trips 194 daily visitor vehicle-trips 194 daily visitor vehicle-trips



2.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [d] 100% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [d] 100% of the peak demand [b]



28 short-term spaces 28 short-term spaces 48 short-term spaces 48 short-term spaces
Long-Term 0.023 employees/seat 0.023 employees/seat 0.023 employees/seat 0.023 employees/seat



10 daily employees 10 daily employees 10 daily employees 10 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



60% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 60% of the peak demand [b] 100% of the peak demand [b]



3 long-term spaces 5 long-term spaces 3 long-term spaces 5 long-term spaces



Subtotal 31 spaces 33 spaces 51 spaces 53 spaces
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS



ARENA (No Event)
Short-Term 0 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces
Long-Term 100 daily employees 100 daily employees 100 daily employees 100 daily employees



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [e] 10% of the peak demand [e] 100% of the peak demand [e] 10% of the peak demand [e]



55 long-term spaces 6 long-term spaces 55 long-term spaces 6 long-term spaces



Subtotal 55 spaces 6 spaces 55 spaces 6 spaces



ARENA (Basketball Game)
Short-Term 5,040 daily visitor vehicle-trips 5,040 daily visitor vehicle-trips 5,622 daily visitor vehicle-trips 5,622 daily visitor vehicle-trips



1 turn-over rate 1 turn-over rate 1 turn-over rate 1 turn-over rate



2% of the peak demand [f] 100% of the peak demand [a] 2% of the peak demand [f] 100% of the peak demand [g]



50 short-term spaces 2,520 short-term spaces 56 short-term spaces 2,811 short-term spaces
Long-Term 825 daily employees 825 daily employees 825 daily employees 825 daily employees



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



30% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 30% of the peak demand [g] 100% of the peak demand [g]



137 long-term spaces 457 long-term spaces 137 long-term spaces 457 long-term spaces



Subtotal 187 spaces 2,977 spaces 193 spaces 3,268 spaces



ARENA (Convention Event)
Short-Term 3,590 daily visitor vehicle-trips 3,590 daily visitor vehicle-trips



1.5 turn-over rate 1.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 30% of the peak demand [a]



1,197 short-term spaces 359 short-term spaces
Long-Term 675 daily employees 675 daily employees



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 25% of the peak demand [a]



374 long-term spaces 94 long-term spaces



Subtotal 1,571 spaces 453 spaces
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS



TOTAL PARKING DEMAND SUMMARY



WEEKDAY DEMAND SATURDAY DEMAND
Midday Evening Midday Evening



(1 PM to 3 PM) (7 PM to 9 PM) (1 PM to 3 PM) (7 PM to 9 PM)
No Arena Event



Short-Term 514 spaces 395 spaces 580 spaces 426 spaces
Long-Term 1,291 spaces 326 spaces 510 spaces 214 spaces



TOTAL 1,805 spaces 721 spaces 1,090 spaces 640 spaces



Basketball Game
Short-Term 470 spaces 2,939 spaces 522 spaces 3,283 spaces
Long-Term 1,373 spaces 830 spaces 592 spaces 718 spaces



TOTAL 1,843 spaces 3,769 spaces 1,114 spaces 4,001 spaces



Convention Event
Short-Term 1,617 spaces 778 spaces
Long-Term 1,610 spaces 467 spaces



TOTAL 3,227 spaces 1,245 spaces



Notes
[a] Table 2-5 Recommended Time-of-Day Factores for Weekdays (pp. 16 and 17), Shared Parking, Second Edition, Urban Land Institute, 2005.
[b] Table 2-6 Recommended Time-of-Day Factores for Weekends (pp. 18 and 19), Shared Parking, Second Edition, Urban Land Institute, 2005.
[c] Based on more conservatively weekday time-of-day factors; Table 2-6 from ULI indicates 55% of the short-term peak parking demand and 75% of the long-term peak parking demand.
[d] Parking Generation, 4th Edition (p. 109), ITE, 2010.
[e] Based on weekday time-of-day factors for office land uses.
 [f] Derived from more conservative assumptions; Table 2-6 from ULI indicates 1 percent of the peak demand for short-term parking.
[g] Weekday time-of-day factors from ULI Shared Parking Table 2-5 have been used since ULI weekend data presented in Table 2-6 includes a matinee event.
[h] A Saturday-to-Weekday ratio based on ITE office trip generation rates has been applied to derive the number of office employees on a Saturday.
 [i] Appendix G; Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, SF Planning Department, 2002.
 [j] Closed on no event days.



Sources: SF Guidelines, ULI Shared Parking, ITE Parking Generation, Golden State Warriors
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DMJM Harris 
155 Grand Avenue, Suite 700, Oakland, CA 94612 
T 510.763.2929   F 510.834.5220  www.dmjmharris.com 



Memorandum 



Date: October 18, 2007 



To: Pat Siefers, Department of Major Environmental Assessment 



From:
Tim Erney 
Geoffrey Rubendall 



Subject: CityPlace Cross Shopping Survey Results 



Introduction
DMJM Harris is pleased to submit this memorandum summarizing the results from the cross-shopping 
survey conducted as part of the transportation study for the project proposed for 935 Market Street 
(referred to as “CityPlace”).  As specified in the approved scope of work dated September 6, 2007, DMJM 
Harris was commissioned to conduct surveys at two existing retail stores in the Union Square area to 
identify the level of cross-shopping (visitors visiting multiple stores in one shopping trip) in the project 
area.  This survey was conducted to verify the results of another study commissioned by the project 
sponsor that found that visitors to large value-oriented shopping centers (like those proposed as part of 
this project) typically visit 1.8 stores per trip. 



Survey Methodology 



Approach: 



During each survey, DMJM Harris staff were stationed at the doorway of each store and asked shoppers 
how many stores they planned to visit during their shopping trip.  The responses from all shoppers were 
documented and tabulated.   



Stores:



DMJM Harris conducted surveys at two stores in the Union Square area that are similar to those likely to 
be included in the proposed project.  Through discussions with the project sponsor, the two stores chosen 
for the survey were the Ross store located at 799 Market Street and the H&M store located at 149 Powell 
Street.



Time Periods: 



The surveys were conducted over a two-hour period at each store during the following three time periods: 



 Weekend Midday Peak Period: 11am to 1pm – Saturday, September 22, 2007 
 Weekday Midday Peak Period: 11am to 1pm – Wednesday, September 26, 2007 
 Weekday PM Peak Period: 4pm to 6pm – Wednesday, September 26, 2007 



Ms. Pat Siefers 
October 18, 2007 
CityPlace Cross Shopping Survey Results 
Page 2 



Survey Results 
The results of the surveys are presented in Table 1.  As shown, the average shopper to these two stores 
planned to visit an average of about 2 ½ to 3 stores regardless of the time period of the shopping trip.  
The detailed results of the surveys are graphically illustrated in Figure 1.  It should be noted that at both 
stores, weekend visitors typically visited more stores during their trips than weekday visitors. 



Table 1: Survey Results 



Weekend Midday Peak 
Saturday, 9/22/07 



11am to 1pm 



Weekday Midday Peak 
Wednesday, 9/26/07 



 11am to 1pm 



Weekday PM Peak 
Wednesday, 9/26/07 



 4pm to 6pm 
Store



# of 
Responses



Avg # 
Stores
Visited



# of 
Responses



Avg # 
Stores
Visited



# of 
Responses



Avg # 
Stores
Visited



H&M 107 3.4 119 3.1 117 2.9



Ross 250 3.1 267 2.4 248 2.5



Total 357 3.2 386 2.6 365 2.6



Overall 1,108 2.8



Source: DMJM Harris – October 2007 



It should be noted that responses that were greater than five stores were put into a “5+” category.  The 
above averages were calculated using the “5+” as five.  Therefore, the averages presented in the above 
table are slightly underestimated.  



Conclusions and Recommendations 
As shown in the previous table and following charts, it was found that the stores surveyed exceeded the 
1.8 stores per visit figure that was found in the previous survey commissioned by the project sponsor.  
Therefore, it is DMJM Harris’ recommendation that the 1.8 cross-shopping factor is appropriate for the 
analysis to account for linked trips to other retail stores in the Union Square area.  The 1.8 factor is a 
more conservative value than the factors calculated in this doorway survey, and was determined by a 
more detailed survey and supplemental research.   
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Figure 1: Survey Results 
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Average: 3.05 
Total # of responses: 250 



Average: 3.36 
Total # of responses: 107 



Average: 2.45 
Total # of responses: 267



Average: 2.52 
Total # of responses: 248



Average: 3.07 
Total # of responses: 119



Average: 2.88 
Total # of responses: 117



Saturday 
11am to 1pm 



Wednesday 
11am to 1pm 



Wednesday 
4pm to 6pm 
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Philip Habib & Associates



Engineers and Planners • 226 W est 26th S treet • New York, NY  10001 • 212 929 5656 • 212 929 5605 (fax)



May 4, 2006



TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM



TO: Files



FROM: Stuart Gewirtzman



DATE: May 4, 2006



PROJECT: Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment (PHA No. 0343E)



RE: Transportation Planning Assumptions



This memorandum summarizes the transportation planning assumptions to be used for the
analysis of traffic, parking, transit and pedestrian conditions for the proposed Atlantic Yards
Arena and Redevelopment project.  Estimates of the proposed project’s peak hour travel
demand and trip assignment patterns are provided, along with discussions of the traffic,
parking, transit and pedestrian study areas for the impact analyses.



PROJECT PROGRAM



The proposed Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment project would be located on an
approximately 22-acre site in the Atlantic Terminal area of Brooklyn, roughly bounded by
Flatbush and Fourth Avenues on the west, Vanderbilt Avenue on the east, Atlantic Avenue
on the north, and Dean Street on the south (see Figure 1). In addition to an approximately
850,000 gross-square-foot (gsf) arena for use by the Nets professional basketball team and
other sporting and cultural events, it is anticipated that the proposed project would include
residential, office, hotel, and local retail uses, approximately seven acres of publicly accessible
open space, approximately 3,800 parking spaces, and an improved Long Island Rail Road
(LIRR) yard.  In addition to the arena, a total of 16 buildings would be constructed on the
eight blocks comprising the project site.  These buildings are referred to as Site 5 and
Buildings 1 through 15.



The proposed development considers two program variations: residential mixed-use and
commercial mixed-use (shown in Figures 2a and 2b, respectively).  The variations reflect
the fact that the programs for three of the project’s 17 buildings are not fixed and could be
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Residential Mixed-Use Variation Site Plan
Figure 2a
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used for a mixture of residential and commercial uses.  Under the commercial mixed-use
variation additional commercial space would substitute for the hotel use and a majority of
the residential space in Buildings 1 and 2 on the arena site (blocks 1118, 1119, and 1127)
and on Site 5 (Block 927).  The other buildings and uses on the project site (the arena and
Buildings 3 through 15) would remain the same under both the residential mixed-use and
commercial mixed-use variations.  Table 1 compares the development programs for the
proposed project’s two variations.  As shown in Table 1, along with the 18,000-seat arena
(for basketball), the residential mixed-use variation would consist of a total of approximately
6,860 dwelling units, 606,000 gsf of commercial office space, a 180-room hotel, and 247,000
gsf of ground floor local retail space that would be distributed among Site 5 and Buildings
1 through 15.  A total of approximately 3,800 parking spaces would also be provided in on-site
parking garages.  By contrast, the commercial mixed-use variation would include
approximately 5,790 dwelling units, 1,829,000 gsf of commercial office space, and no hotel
use, as well as a total of approximately 3,800 parking spaces.  The arena and local retail
uses would remain the same under both scenarios.



Table 1



Project Development Program



Component



Residential



Mixed-Use



Variation



Commercial



Mixed-Use



Variation



Arena 850,000 gsf



(18,000 seats)



850,000 sf



(18,000 seats)



Residential 6,860 D.U. 5,790 D.U.



Office 606,000 gsf 1,829,000 gsf



Local Retail 247,000 gsf 247,000 gsf



Hotel 165,000 gsf



(180 rooms)



0 gsf



Parking 3,800 spaces 3,800 spaces



Both the residential mixed-use and the commercial mixed-use variations are expected to
include community facility uses, including a health care center and an intergenerational
community center offering child care and youth and senior activities.  Community facilities
built as part of the proposed project would occupy some portion of the 247,000 gsf of space
included as local retail in Table 1.  For the purposes of the travel demand forecast, all of
this space is assumed to be local retail (i.e., retail establishments serving the needs of workers
and residents in the neighborhood).



It is anticipated that the proposed project would be developed in two phases.  Phase I, to
be completed in 2010, would include the arena, Site 5, Buildings 1 through 4, and a new
on-site entrance to the Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street subway station complex on Block 1118
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at the intersection of Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues.  Two parking garages located on Site
5 and the Arena Block would be constructed, along with interim parking elsewhere on the
project site.  Also included in this phase would be the closure of the existing LIRR yard at
the west end of the site and the development of an improved LIRR yard at the east end of
the site along with a new portal for direct train access between the new yard and the LIRR’s
Atlantic Terminal.  The remainder of the project, which includes construction of Buildings
5 through 15 and additional permanent parking, would be completed by 2016.



In addition to the development program outlined above, the proposed project would entail
a number of permanent roadway closures and changes in street direction, including:



� the closure of Pacific Street between Flatbush Avenue and Sixth Avenue, and
between Carlton and Vanderbilt Avenues;



� the closure of Fifth Avenue between Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues;



� the conversion of Sixth Avenue between Atlantic and Flatbush Avenues from one-
way southbound to two-way operation (partly in response to the closure of Fifth
Avenue); and



� the conversion of Carlton Avenue from one-way northbound to two-way operation
between Atlantic Avenue and Pacific Street.



SELECTION OF PEAK HOURS FOR ANALYSIS



On weekdays, the proposed project’s residential, office and local retail components are
expected to generate their highest demand during the traditional 8-9 AM and 5-6 PM
commuter periods as well as the 12-1 PM midday (lunch time) period.  By contrast, a Nets
basketball game at the arena would generate much of its travel demand during the weekday
evening and nighttime periods and on weekends.  On weekdays, for example, it is anticipated
that a Nets basketball game or other event at the arena would typically start at 7:30 PM or
8 PM.  A 7-8 PM peak hour was therefore selected for the analysis of weekday pre-game
conditions as it is during this period that residual commuter demand and peak demand en
route to a basketball game or other event at the arena would most likely overlap. The 10-11
PM peak hour was selected for the weekday nighttime period to coincide with the peak
demand generated at the end of a basketball game or other event at the arena. For the
weekend period, the 1-2 PM and 4-5 PM peak hours on a Saturday were selected for analysis
to coincide with the start and end times of a weekend afternoon basketball game, respectively,
as well as peak retail-based travel demand from on-site and other nearby retail uses in
Downtown Brooklyn (Atlantic Center, for example).



The EIS traffic analyses will examine conditions in all seven peak hours identified above.
Transit (subway and bus) analyses generally examine conditions during the weekday AM
and PM peak commuter periods as it is during these times that overall transit demand (and
the potential for significant adverse impacts) is typically greatest.  As there would be some
overlap between trips en route to the arena and commuter demand during the 7-8 PM pre-
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game period, this peak hour will also be analyzed to identify potential impacts at subway
station processors (e.g., entrance stairways, fare arrays, etc.).  In addition to the weekday
AM and PM peak commuter hours, the pedestrian analysis will also focus on the 7-8 PM
pre-game and Saturday 1-2 PM midday peak hours as it is during these periods that trips
en route to the arena would coincide with elevated demand on study area pedestrian facilities
(from commuters and shoppers, respectively).



TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS



The transportation planning assumptions used to forecast travel demand from the project’s
residential, office, hotel, local retail and arena components are summarized in Table 2 and
discussed below.  The trip generation rates, temporal distributions and mode choice
assumptions shown in Table 2 were based on accepted CEQR criteria, standard professional
references, and studies that have been done for similar uses in Downtown Brooklyn and
Manhattan. These sources were supplemented by data from the 2000 Census, and Employee
Commute Options survey data from firms and governmental/educational institutions in
Downtown Brooklyn.



Residential



The forecasts of travel demand from the project’s residential components were based on
trip rates from Urban Space for Pedestrians (Pushkarev & Zupan, 1975) and Trip Generation,
7th Edition (ITE), and vehicle occupancy and temporal and directional distribution data from
the Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS (April 2004).  The weekday modal split assumed
for the residential components reflects journey-to-work data from the 2000 Census.  Although
residential-based trips in the midday would likely be more local in nature than in the peak
commuter hours (and therefore have a higher walk share, for example), the modal split based
on census journey-to-work data is conservatively assumed for all analyzed weekday peak
periods.  The modal split for the Saturday peak periods was adjusted to reflect anticipated
higher walk and auto shares compared to the weekday periods.



Office



The travel demand forecasts for the project’s office components were based on trip rates
and temporal distributions from Urban Space for Pedestrians and the Coliseum
Redevelopment FSEIS (July 1997).  The estimated modal split and vehicle occupancies
were derived from NYCDOT Employee Commute Options survey data from office firms and
governmental/educational institutions in Downtown Brooklyn, as well as data from the
Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS.



Hotel



The travel demand forecast for the hotel that would be developed under the residential mixed-
use variation (but not the commercial mixed-use variation) was based on data from the
Renaissance Plaza Expansion EAS (March 2003) and from the Marriott Hotel Transportation



Table 2
Transportation Planning Assumptions for Project Components



Land Use:



Trip Generation: Weekday



(Person-trips) Saturday



Temporal Distribution: AM (8-9)



MD (12-1)



PM (5-6)



Pre-game (7-8 PM)



Post-game (10-11 PM)



Saturday (1-2 PM)



Saturday (4-5 PM)



Sat



Modal Split: In Out All Periods Weekday Sat AM/PM/EVE MD/Sat MD



Auto 34.8% 35.9% 40.0% 14.0% 20.0% 12.0% 2.0%
Taxi 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%



Subway 49.7% 46.7% 44.0% 72.0% 45.0% 65.0% 7.0%
LIRR 7.7% 9.6% 8.0% 1.0% 1.0% 12.0% 0.0%
Bus 2.1% 2.1% 2.0% 3.0% 3.0% 6.0% 7.0%



Walk 2.7% 2.7% 3.0% 9.0% 30.0% 4.0% 83.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



(16)



Sat



Vehicle Occupancy: Auto 2.75
Taxi 2.75



Directional In Out In Out In Out In Out In Out



Distribution: AM (8-9) 96% 4% 20% 80% 96% 4% 41% 59% 50% 50%
MD (12-1) 39% 61% 51% 49% 39% 61% 68% 32% 50% 50%



PM (5-6) 85% 15% 65% 35% 5% 95% 59% 41% 50% 50%
Pre-game (7-8 PM) 99% 1% 70% 30% 20% 80% 60% 40% 50% 50%



Post-game (10-11 PM) 1% 99% 95% 5% 20% 80% 95% 5% 50% 50%
Saturday (1-2 PM) 99% 1% 50% 50% 60% 40% 56% 44% 55% 45%
Saturday (4-5 PM) 1% 99% 50% 50% 15% 85% 56% 44% 45% 55%



Daily Truck Trip Weekday



Generation: Saturday



Truck Trip AM (8-9)



Temporal Distribution: MD (12-1)



PM (5-6)



Pre-game (7-8 PM)



Post-game (10-11 PM)



Saturday (1-2 PM)



Saturday (4-5 PM)



Notes:
(1) Although a sell-out basketball game typically has 90% attendance, a trip rate of 2 trips/seat for all 18,000 seats is assumed in order to account for trips by spectators



      as well as employees, players, coaches, team staff and other visitors.



(2) Source: Pushkarev & Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians .



(3) Saturday residential trip rate based on ratio of weekday/Saturday trip rates from ITE Trip Generation , 7th Edition , Land Use: 220 (Apartment).



(4) Source: Renaissance Plaza Expansion EAS , March 2003 and data from Marriott Hotel Transportation Survey , AKRF, August 1999.



(5) Based on Saturday data from Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS , July 1997.



(6) Source: City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manua l, Appendix 3, 2001.



(7) Weekday trip generation rate assumed for Saturday as per Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS , July 1997.



(8) Based on data from Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis , August 26, 2003.



(9) Post-game arena temporal distribution based on MTA data on subway ridership patterns at stations serving Madison Square Garden.



(10) Source: Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS , July 1997.



(11) Saturday trip generation assumed to be 5% of weekday generation, consistent with assumptions in the Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS , July 1997.



(12) Reflects the anticipated origin/destination distribution of arena spectators and the accessibility by transit of the proposed arena site in Downtown Brooklyn.



(13) Source: Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS , April 2004.



(14) Source:  NYCDOT ECO Survey data for Downtown Brooklyn.



(15) Source for midday modal split data: Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS , April 2004.  Weekday midday modal split assumed for Saturday midday.



(16) Based on data from Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis and data from a PHA parking survey prior to a Knicks game at MSG on March 9, 2003.



(17) PM and pre-game directional distribution for arena trips assumed to be predominantly inbound; post-game predominantly outbound.



(18) Weekday 10-11 PM directional distribution assumed based on pattern for residential uses.



(19) Source: Curbside Pickup & Delivery Operations & Arterial Traffic Impacts , FHWA, February 1981.



(20) Weekday office truck trip rate and temporal distribution based on PHA June 10, 2004 survey at existing office buildings in Midtown and Lower Manhattan.



(21) Based on FCRC projections for Arena loading dock usage.



(22) Based on 2000 Census journey-to-work data.  Saturday modal split adjusted to reflect anticipated higher walk and auto shares compared to a weekday.



(23) Saturday 4-5 PM based on Sunday 4-5 PM data from the No. 7 Subway Extension - Hudson Yards Rezoning and Development Program FGEIS , Nov. 2004.



(12)



(13,17)



(16)



Weekday



2.35
2.35



37.5%
42.5%
37.5%
42.5%



(8,9)



1.0%
1.0%
5.0%



Arena



(1)



2.00
2.00



0%
0%
9%



0%
0%
20%



2%
11%



0%
0%



11%



0%
0%
9%



2%
2%3%



12%
9%
0%



7%
7%



8%
11%



0.010.01
0.07
0.02



0.16
0.02



(trips/1,000 gsf)



0.06



(21) (5,19)



(trips/1,000 gsf)



(19) (5,20) (5,19)



0.35



(22)



(13,22)



(5,13)



1.18
1.40



All Periods



3.0%



All Periods



2.0%
All Periods



30.1%
12.3%



(4)



(4,5)



18.00



(trips/1,000 gsf)



0.90



(2,10)



205
205



(trips/1,000 gsf)



12%
14%
3%



(14)



(21)



All Periods



(5,13) (5,20)



(2,5,13)



2%



12%
9%



0.07
0.01



(5,19)(5,19)



1.42
1.42



2.00
2.00



5.0%
70.0%



(4,18) (10)



(4)



100.0%100.0%



(13)



All Periods All Periods



0.5%



(14,15) (13)



9.5%



1.0%
9.5%



(4)



20.0%
0.0%



11.8%
14.5%
13.7%



15.0%



3.1%
19.0%
9.6%
3.0%



33.3%



8.3%
7.7%
6.6%
2.0%
7.5%



0.0%
5.5%



18.8%



9.1%
4.7%



10.7%
8.3%
3.3%
7.0%



(trips/room)



5.82
8.61



(2,23) (2)



4.0%



6.6%



(trips/dwelling unit)(trips/seat)



Local Retail



8.075
7.679



Residential Office Hotel



(3,6) (6,11) (6,7)



7.2% 15.0% 7.5%



0%



Weekday



1.60
1.40



(trips/1,000 gsf) (trips/1,000 gsf)(trips/dwelling unit)



2%0% 3% 0%
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Survey (AKRF, August 1999).  Saturday temporal distribution and truck trip generation
assumptions were based on data from the Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS.



Local Retail



The retail uses developed under both the residential mixed-use variation and the commercial
mixed-use variation would be local (or “neighborhood”) retail, attracting trips primarily from
the residential and worker populations on-site and in surrounding neighborhoods.  It is
therefore anticipated that the majority of these trips would be via the walk mode, and that
many would be “linked” trips (e.g., a trip with multiple purposes, such as stopping at a retail
store while commuting to or from work) and would therefore not represent the addition of
new discrete trips to the study area transportation systems.  For the purposes of the travel
demand forecast, it is conservatively assumed that 40 percent of retail trips would be such
“linked” trips, consistent with the rates assumed for other retail developments in New York
City.  The travel demand forecasts for local retail uses were based on data from a variety
of sources, including the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual (2001),
Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS, and Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS.



Arena



The proposed 850,000 gsf Atlantic Yards Arena would accommodate 18,000 to 20,500 seats,
depending on the event. The capacity for a basketball game, for example, would be 18,000
seats, whereas for a concert, ethnic event or religious/motivational show, additional space
for seating could be available on the arena floor. As a reasonable worst case for the EIS
transportation analyses, the weekday and Saturday travel demand forecasts examine the
demand that would be generated by a Nets basketball game at the arena.  A Nets basketball
game was selected as a reasonable worst case scenario based on both the frequency of
home games and the relatively high level of travel demand that such games are expected
to generate compared to most other uses.  Using the 2005-2006 season as a guide,
approximately 41 games would occur at the arena during a typical basketball season from
early November to late April (not including playoff games which could continue through June).
Approximately 26 of these games would occur on a weekday, four on a weekend afternoon
(Saturday or Sunday) and 11 on a weekend evening.  Non-basketball events, such as
concerts, ethnic shows, general fixed fee rentals (graduations, receptions, job fairs, etc.),
religious/motivational shows, other sporting events, family shows and community events,
are each expected to occur with less frequency, would often attract fewer spectators, and
would typically generate a lower level of travel demand than a Nets basketball game.



The travel demand forecast for the arena assumes a sold-out game with 100 percent
attendance for all 18,000 seats, and a daily trip generation rate of two trips per seat.  It should
be noted, however, that the actual number of spectators at a game is typically fewer than
the number of tickets distributed, and that even a sold-out game typically has about 90 percent
attendance. The daily trip generation rate of two trips per seat for all 18,000 seats therefore
also accounts for trips by employees, players, coaches, team staff and other such non-
spectator demand.
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Data on the arrival patterns for spectators at a Knicks basketball game at Madison Square
Garden reported in the August 26, 2003 Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis study
was utilized to estimate the temporal distribution for trips to the Atlantic Yards Arena.  Based
on these data, it is estimated that approximately 75 percent of spectators en route to a
basketball game would arrive in the peak one-hour period.  The temporal distribution of post-
game peak hour trips was estimated based on MTA subway ridership data for stations serving
Madison Square Garden.  Using a comparison of the subway ridership on both game days
and non-game days, and the hourly variation in the demand attributable to Madison Square
Garden, it is estimated that approximately 85 percent of spectators would typically depart
the Atlantic Yards Arena in the peak one hour at the end of a basketball game.



In addition to trips by spectators before and after a Nets basketball game, it is anticipated
that arena employees, players, coaches, team staff and other non-spectator visitors to the
arena would generate trips outside of the immediate pre-game and post-game periods.
As shown in the temporal distribution in Table 2, it is assumed that one percent of daily trips
generated by the arena would occur in each of the weekday AM and midday peak hours,
and five percent during the weekday 5-6 PM peak hour.



Trip origin and modal split assumptions for the Atlantic Yards Arena reflect the anticipated
origin/destination distribution of arena spectators and the accessibility by transit of the
proposed arena site in Downtown Brooklyn.  The assumptions were developed from trip
origin and modal split data reported in the Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis
study, along with data specific to Downtown Brooklyn developed for other studies such as
the Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS.  The derivations of the trip origin/destination
and modal split assumptions for both a weekday and weekend sporting event at the proposed
arena are presented in Appendix A.  For example, it is anticipated that there would be a
higher percentage of trips en route to the Atlantic Yards Arena from Brooklyn than for Madison
Square Garden (30 percent versus 7 percent, respectively), and a lower percentage of trips
with Manhattan origins (25 percent versus 36 percent, respectively).  With its proximity to
Penn Station, the Port Authority Bus Terminal, the PATH terminal at West 33rd Street and
the Lincoln Tunnel, a sporting event at Madison Square Garden likely attracts a higher
percentage of spectators from New Jersey than would be the case for an arena located in
Downtown Brooklyn.  The analysis therefore assumes that 13 percent of trips would be en
route from New Jersey compared to 21 percent for Madison Square Garden.



As with trip origins, modal splits were correspondingly adjusted to reflect both the anticipated
trip origins and the differences in transit access.  For example, the combined weekday auto
share from all origins was increased to 34.8 percent from the 29.7 percent experienced at
Madison Square Garden, while the taxi share (which includes livery or “black” cars) was
reduced (from 7.5 percent to 3.0 percent) in part to reflect the generally higher availability
and usage of taxis in Manhattan.  Trips from the northern and western suburbs served by
PATH, NJ Transit and Metro-North were assumed to complete their journeys via the subway
mode, accounting in part for a higher subway mode share than for Madison Square Garden
(49.7 percent versus 23.6 percent on weekdays).  A smaller percentage of trips were assumed
to travel to the Atlantic Yards Arena via Long Island Rail Road compared to Madison Square
Garden as there is no direct access to the LIRR’s Brooklyn terminus from the Port Washington
Branch.  Walk-only trips were also assumed to be lower compared to Madison Square Garden
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given the higher concentration of office space and overall employment in the Garden’s
midtown Manhattan location compared to Downtown Brooklyn.



Based on discussions with MTA New York City Transit concerning the anticipated travel
characteristics of arena patrons, separate trip origin/destination and modal split assumptions
have been assumed for persons arriving and departing the arena.  On weekdays it is likely
that some spectators would travel to the arena from workplaces in one borough or county,
and then depart en route to residences in a different borough or county at the conclusion
of a game, sometimes by a different mode of travel.  For example, it is likely that some
spectators would travel to the arena from Manhattan by subway, and then to homes on Long
Island via the Long Island Rail Road’s Atlantic Terminal.  Others may walk from workplaces
in Downtown Brooklyn and then drive home to New Jersey.  These work-based trips en route
to the arena are more likely to be made by transit (primarily subway) than would be the case
for post-game trips en route home which are more likely to have higher auto and commuter
rail shares.  The trip destination and modal split assumptions shown in Appendix A for persons
departing the arena on a weekday therefore reflect a lower Manhattan share than for trips
en route to the arena (20 percent versus 25 percent), and a lower subway share (46.7 percent
versus 49.7 percent).  The auto mode share is slightly higher for trips departing the arena
(35.9 percent versus 34.8 percent) as is the LIRR share (9.8 percent versus 7.8 percent),
reflecting the expected higher percentage of trips with end points outside of Manhattan in
the post-game period.  As work-based trips would be minimal on weekends, the travel demand
forecast assumes a general balance of trip origins and destinations for the Saturday peak
hours.



Truck Trips



Truck trip generation rates and temporal distributions for the project’s residential, hotel and
local retail components were based on data from the Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS and
from Curbside Pick-Up & Delivery Operations and Arterial Traffic Impacts (FHWA, February
1981).  Truck travel demand for the project’s office component was based on data from
surveys at existing office buildings in Midtown and Lower Manhattan.  The truck trip generation
forecast for the arena was derived from projections for arena loading dock usage provided
by the project sponsors.  These truck trips include deliveries of food and supplies, general
deliveries (e.g., UPS, Fed Ex, etc.), and trucks associated with television broadcasts.



TRIP GENERATION



Tables 3 and 4 show the trip generation in peak hour person trips that would result in 2016
from the full build-out of the residential mixed-use and commercial mixed-use variations,
respectively.  A comparison of the total peak hour person trips generated by each scenario
is presented in Table 5 along with the total numbers of peak hour vehicle trips (auto, taxi
and truck) and person trips by transit (subway, bus and LIRR).



It should be noted that the residential mixed-use variation and the commercial mixed-use
variation would both displace existing land uses on the project site, such as the 46,913 square
feet of retail (a Modell’s Sporting Goods store and a P.C. Richards consumer electronics



Table 3
Travel Demand Forecast for the Residential Mixed-Use Variation - 2016



(Person Trips)



Person Trips by Mode: In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total



AM (8-9) Auto 74 29 103 120 5 125 135 186 321 99 378 477 428 598 1,026
Taxi 9 5 14 10 0 10 16 20 36 16 35 51 51 60 111



Subway 407 156 563 172 7 179 684 913 1,597 537 1,969 2,506 1,800 3,045 4,845
LIRR 66 5 71 27 1 28 85 15 100 7 26 33 185 47 232
Bus 38 10 48 7 0 7 56 44 100 35 95 130 136 149 285



Walk 89 79 168 9 0 9 122 183 305 269 448 717 489 710 1,199
Total 683 284 967 345 13 358 1,098 1,361 2,459 963 2,951 3,914 3,089 4,609 7,698



MD (12-1) Auto 24 28 52 49 79 128 91 82 173 160 153 313 324 342 666
Taxi 20 21 41 4 7 11 29 27 56 64 64 128 117 119 236



Subway 170 179 349 70 103 173 424 420 844 994 969 1,963 1,658 1,671 3,329
LIRR 1 1 2 11 21 32 4 4 8 9 9 18 25 35 60
Bus 48 59 107 3 5 8 65 76 141 118 118 236 234 258 492



Walk 617 746 1,363 4 6 10 701 848 1,549 1,354 1,352 2,706 2,676 2,952 5,628
Total 880 1,034 1,914 141 221 362 1,314 1,457 2,771 2,699 2,665 5,364 5,034 5,377 10,411



PM (5-6) Auto 33 94 127 532 97 629 185 196 381 374 210 584 1,124 597 1,721
Taxi 10 15 25 46 8 54 26 26 52 54 41 95 136 90 226



Subway 195 529 724 760 126 886 919 1,016 1,935 2,010 1,168 3,178 3,884 2,839 6,723
LIRR 6 77 83 118 26 144 17 100 117 26 13 39 167 216 383
Bus 21 55 76 32 6 38 53 81 134 122 88 210 228 230 458



Walk 210 227 437 41 7 48 304 280 584 873 768 1,641 1,428 1,282 2,710
Total 475 997 1,472 1,529 270 1,799 1,504 1,699 3,203 3,459 2,288 5,747 6,967 5,254 12,221



Pre-game (7-8 PM) Auto 26 29 55 4,651 48 4,699 155 91 246 301 132 433 5,133 300 5,433
Taxi 4 6 10 401 4 405 17 11 28 30 18 48 452 39 491



Subway 140 160 300 6,642 63 6,705 749 444 1,193 1,583 712 2,295 9,114 1,379 10,493
LIRR 6 20 26 1,029 13 1,042 16 27 43 21 9 30 1,072 69 1,141
Bus 10 15 25 281 3 284 38 30 68 78 42 120 407 90 497



Walk 75 72 147 361 4 365 160 111 271 391 282 673 987 469 1,456
Total 261 302 563 13,365 135 13,500 1,135 714 1,849 2,404 1,195 3,599 17,165 2,346 19,511



Post-game (10-11 PM) Auto 12 4 16 53 5,438 5,491 81 8 89 162 11 173 308 5,461 5,769
Taxi 2 1 3 5 454 459 8 1 9 15 3 18 30 459 489



Subway 62 22 84 76 7,074 7,150 387 41 428 842 64 906 1,367 7,201 8,568
LIRR 2 2 4 12 1,454 1,466 6 3 9 12 0 12 32 1,459 1,491
Bus 3 2 5 3 318 321 18 3 21 39 7 46 63 330 393



Walk 27 21 48 4 409 413 73 22 95 171 72 243 275 524 799
Total 108 52 160 153 15,147 15,300 573 78 651 1,241 157 1,398 2,075 15,434 17,509



Saturday (1-2 PM) Auto 22 21 43 5,346 54 5,400 137 130 267 263 258 521 5,768 463 6,231
Taxi 10 8 18 401 4 405 22 19 41 43 38 81 476 69 545



Subway 97 85 182 5,881 59 5,940 319 305 624 747 710 1,457 7,044 1,159 8,203
LIRR 1 1 2 1,069 11 1,080 6 6 12 13 13 26 1,089 31 1,120
Bus 19 15 34 267 3 270 37 33 70 86 77 163 409 128 537



Walk 252 208 460 401 4 405 409 360 769 1,065 938 2,003 2,127 1,510 3,637
Total 401 338 739 13,365 135 13,500 930 853 1,783 2,217 2,034 4,251 16,913 3,360 20,273



Saturday (4-5 PM) Auto 22 26 48 61 6,059 6,120 140 140 280 265 270 535 488 6,495 6,983
Taxi 8 10 18 5 454 459 21 20 41 38 43 81 72 527 599



Subway 85 98 183 67 6,665 6,732 318 348 666 725 762 1,487 1,195 7,873 9,068
LIRR 1 1 2 12 1,212 1,224 7 11 18 13 13 26 33 1,237 1,270
Bus 14 19 33 3 303 306 33 36 69 77 86 163 127 444 571



Walk 202 261 463 5 454 459 354 387 741 950 1,077 2,027 1,511 2,179 3,690
Total 332 415 747 153 15,147 15,300 873 942 1,815 2,068 2,251 4,319 3,426 18,755 22,181



Notes:
(1) Includes blocks 1120, 1121, 1128, 1129.
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Table 4
Travel Demand Forecast for the Commercial Mixed-Use Variation - 2016



(Person Trips)



Person Trips by Mode: In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total



AM (8-9) Auto 139 8 147 120 5 125 339 120 459 99 378 477 697 511 1,208
Taxi 14 3 17 10 0 10 31 11 42 16 35 51 71 49 120



Subway 758 49 807 172 7 179 1,836 626 2,462 537 1,969 2,506 3,303 2,651 5,954
LIRR 137 6 143 27 1 28 313 20 333 7 26 33 484 53 537
Bus 72 7 79 7 0 7 165 32 197 35 95 130 279 134 413



Walk 109 65 174 9 0 9 180 130 310 269 448 717 567 643 1,210
Total 1,229 138 1,367 345 13 358 2,864 939 3,803 963 2,951 3,914 5,401 4,041 9,442



MD (12-1) Auto 22 29 51 49 79 128 70 83 153 160 153 313 301 344 645
Taxi 22 25 47 4 7 11 30 37 67 64 64 128 120 133 253



Subway 150 172 322 70 103 173 371 415 786 994 969 1,963 1,585 1,659 3,244
LIRR 0 0 0 11 21 32 2 2 4 9 9 18 22 32 54
Bus 67 89 156 3 5 8 124 175 299 118 118 236 312 387 699



Walk 855 1,121 1,976 4 6 10 1,457 2,061 3,518 1,354 1,352 2,706 3,670 4,540 8,210
Total 1,116 1,436 2,552 141 221 362 2,054 2,773 4,827 2,699 2,665 5,364 6,010 7,095 13,105



PM (5-6) Auto 14 163 177 532 97 629 124 416 540 374 210 584 1,044 886 1,930
Taxi 9 21 30 46 8 54 17 42 59 54 41 95 126 112 238



Subway 100 905 1,005 760 126 886 669 2,264 2,933 2,010 1,168 3,178 3,539 4,463 8,002
LIRR 8 157 165 118 26 144 26 361 387 26 13 39 178 557 735
Bus 18 92 110 32 6 38 43 204 247 122 88 210 215 390 605



Walk 197 246 443 41 7 48 252 336 588 873 768 1,641 1,363 1,357 2,720
Total 346 1,584 1,930 1,529 270 1,799 1,131 3,623 4,754 3,459 2,288 5,747 6,465 7,765 14,230



Pre-game (7-8 PM) Auto 12 41 53 4,651 48 4,699 108 126 234 301 132 433 5,072 347 5,419
Taxi 4 6 10 401 4 405 10 12 22 30 18 48 445 40 485



Subway 69 226 295 6,642 63 6,705 565 676 1,241 1,583 712 2,295 8,859 1,677 10,536
LIRR 10 39 49 1,029 13 1,042 28 91 119 21 9 30 1,088 152 1,240
Bus 9 23 32 281 3 284 33 56 89 78 42 120 401 124 525



Walk 64 74 138 361 4 365 118 109 227 391 282 673 934 469 1,403
Total 168 409 577 13,365 135 13,500 862 1,070 1,932 2,404 1,195 3,599 16,799 2,809 19,608



Post-game (10-11 PM) Auto 2 6 8 53 5,438 5,491 49 14 63 162 11 173 266 5,469 5,735
Taxi 1 1 2 5 454 459 4 2 6 15 3 18 25 460 485



Subway 13 32 45 76 7,074 7,150 252 76 328 842 64 906 1,183 7,246 8,429
LIRR 1 5 6 12 1,454 1,466 6 11 17 12 0 12 31 1,470 1,501
Bus 2 3 5 3 318 321 12 7 19 39 7 46 56 335 391



Walk 20 22 42 4 409 413 49 25 74 171 72 243 244 528 772
Total 39 69 108 153 15,147 15,300 372 135 507 1,241 157 1,398 1,805 15,508 17,313



Saturday (1-2 PM) Auto 7 6 13 5,346 54 5,400 76 74 150 263 258 521 5,692 392 6,084
Taxi 9 7 16 401 4 405 12 11 23 43 38 81 465 60 525



Subway 63 51 114 5,881 59 5,940 218 205 423 747 710 1,457 6,909 1,025 7,934
LIRR 0 0 0 1,069 11 1,080 3 3 6 13 13 26 1,085 27 1,112
Bus 18 14 32 267 3 270 31 27 58 86 77 163 402 121 523



Walk 249 198 447 401 4 405 386 322 708 1,065 938 2,003 2,101 1,462 3,563
Total 346 276 622 13,365 135 13,500 726 642 1,368 2,217 2,034 4,251 16,654 3,087 19,741



Saturday (4-5 PM) Auto 6 14 20 61 6,059 6,120 78 93 171 265 270 535 410 6,436 6,846
Taxi 7 10 17 5 454 459 11 13 24 38 43 81 61 520 581



Subway 56 102 158 67 6,665 6,732 221 310 531 725 762 1,487 1,069 7,839 8,908
LIRR 1 8 9 12 1,212 1,224 7 21 28 13 13 26 33 1,254 1,287
Bus 13 19 32 3 303 306 25 34 59 77 86 163 118 442 560



Walk 173 214 387 5 454 459 269 310 579 950 1,077 2,027 1,397 2,055 3,452
Total 256 367 623 153 15,147 15,300 611 781 1,392 2,068 2,251 4,319 3,088 18,546 21,634



Notes:
(1) Includes blocks 1120, 1121, 1128, 1129.



Site 5 Residential Blocks (1)Arena Block
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Table 5



Comparison of 2016 Peak Hour Travel



Residential Variation vs. Commercial Variation



Person Trips



Peak Hour



Residential



Variation



Commercial



Variation



Net



Difference



%



Difference



8-9 AM 7,698 9,442 (1,744) (23%)



12-1 PM (midday) 10,411 13,105 (2,694) (26%)



5-6 PM 12,221 14,230 (2,009) (16%)



7-8 PM (pre-game) 19,511 19,608 (97) (1%)



10-11 PM (post-game) 17,509 17,313 196 1%



Saturday 1-2 PM 20,273 19,741 532 3%



Saturday 4-5 PM 22,181 21,634 547 3%



Vehicle Trips (Auto/Taxi/Truck)



Peak Hour



Residential



Variation



Commercial



Variation



Net



Difference



%



Difference



8-9 AM 972 1,099 (127) (13%)



12-1 PM (midday) 718 728 (10) (1%)



5-6 PM 1,331 1,489 (158) (12%)



7-8 PM (pre-game) 3,020 2,989 31 1%



10-11 PM (post-game) 2,981 2,952 29 1%



Saturday 1-2 PM 3,050 2,919 131 4%



Saturday 4-5 PM 3,380 3,251 129 4%



Transit Trips (Subway/Bus/LIRR)



Peak Hour



Residential



Variation



Commercial



Variation



Net



Difference



%



Difference



8-9 AM 5,362 6,904 (1,542) (29%)



12-1 PM (midday) 3,881 3,997 (116) (3%)



5-6 PM 7,564 9,342 (1,778) (24%)



7-8 PM (pre-game) 12,131 12,301 (170) (1%)



10-11 PM (post-game) 10,452 10,321 131 1%



Saturday 1-2 PM 9,860 9,569 291 3%



Saturday 4-5 PM 10,909 10,755 154 1%
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store) currently located on Block 927 (Site 5).  However, the travel demand forecast
conservatively assumes no credit for the travel demand from these existing uses that would
be displaced in the Build condition.



As shown in Table 5, the number of person trips generated by the residential mixed-use
variation (inbound and outbound combined) would range from 7,698 in the AM peak hour
to 22,181 in the Saturday 4-5 PM post-game peak hour.  The commercial mixed-use variation,
would generate from 9,442 peak hour person trips (in the AM) to 21,634 (in the Saturday
4-5 PM post-game).  The commercial mixed-use variation would generate 1,744 more trips
than the proposed project in the weekday AM peak hour, 2,694 more trips in the midday,
2,009 more trips in the PM peak hour.  By contrast, the residential mixed-use variation would
generate 532 more person trips than the commercial mixed-use variation during the Saturday
1-2 PM pre-game peak hour, and 547 more trips in the Saturday 4-5 PM post-game peak
hour.  During the weekday 7-8 PM pre-game and 10-11 PM post-game periods, the travel
demand from the two variations would differ by roughly one percent (fewer than 200 trips).



The numbers of peak hour vehicle trips that would be generated by the residential mixed-use
variation and the commercial mixed-use variation are also summarized in Table 5, and are
shown in detail in Tables 6 and 7, respectively.  As was the case for person trips, the
commercial mixed-use variation would generate more vehicle trips (from 10 to 158 more)
in the AM, midday and PM peak hours, while the residential mixed-use variation would
generate a higher number of trips in the Saturday pre-game and post-game peak hours (131
and 129 more, respectively).  During the weekday 7-8 PM pre-game and 10-11 PM post-game
periods, the number of vehicle trips generated by the two variations are virtually the same,
differing by roughly one percent (31 and 29 trips, respectively).



As demonstrated by the data in Table 5, the commercial mixed-use variation would generate
a substantially higher level of total travel demand (from 16 to 26 percent higher) compared
to the residential mixed-use variation in the key weekday AM, midday and PM peak hours.
During the weekday 7-8 PM and 10-11 PM periods, the demand from the two variations
would be roughly equivalent, differing by approximately one percent.  By contrast, on
Saturdays the residential mixed-use variation would generate approximately three percent
more trips than the commercial mixed-use variation during the 1-2 PM and 4-5 PM peak
hours.  The commercial mixed-use variation was therefore selected as the reasonable worst
case scenario (RWCS) for the weekday transportation analyses, while the residential mixed-
use variation is analyzed as the RWCS for the two Saturday peak hours.



As shown in Table 4, under the commercial mixed-use variation, new trips by subway are
expected to total 5,954, 8,002 and 10,536 during the analyzed weekday 8-9 AM, 5-6 PM
and 7-8 PM peak hours, respectively.  New bus trips would total 413 and 605 during the
weekday 8-9 AM and 5-6 PM peak hours analyzed for potential bus impacts.  New weekday
peak hour trips on the Long Island Rail Road would range from 54 (in the midday) to 1,501
(in the 10-11 PM post-game peak hour).  As shown in Table 7, the commercial mixed-use
variation is expected to add between 438 and 2,581 autos to the study area street system
in each weekday peak hour, and from 120 to 412 new taxi trips.  Peak hour truck trips would
increase by from 6 to 84 in each weekday peak hour.  In general, the highest numbers of
new weekday vehicle trips would occur during the 7-8 PM (pre-game) and 10-11 PM (post-



T
ab



le
 6



T
ra



ve
l D



em
an



d
 F



o
re



ca
st



 f
o



r 
th



e 
R



es
id



en
ti



al
 M



ix
ed



-U
se



 V
ar



ia
ti



o
n



 -
 2



01
6



(V
eh



ic
le



 T
ri



p
s)



P
ea



k 
H



o
u



r 
V



eh
ic



le
 T



ri
p



s
In



O
u



t
T



o
ta



l
In



O
u



t
T



o
ta



l
In



O
u



t
T



o
ta



l
In



O
u



t
T



o
ta



l
In



O
u



t
T



o
ta



l



A
M



 (
8-



9)
A



u
to



5
3



2
3



7
6



5
1



2
5



3
1



0
0



1
5



4
2



5
4



8
1



3
1



8
3



9
9



2
8



5
4



9
7



7
8



2
T



a
x



i
(1



)
5



5
1



0
3



3
6



1
8



1
8



3
6



2
7



2
7



5
4



5
3



5
3



1
0



6
T



ru
c



k
4



4
8



4
4



8
1



3
1



3
2



6
2



1
2



1
4



2
4



2
4



2
8



4
T



o
ta



l
6



2
3



2
9



4
5



8
9



6
7



1
3



1
1



8
5



3
1



6
1



2
9



3
6



6
4



9
5



3
8



0
5



9
2



9
7



2



M
D



 (
12



-1
 P



M
)



A
u



to
1



6
1



7
3



3
2



1
3



4
5



5
6



8
6



3
1



3
1



1
2



2
1



1
7



2
3



9
2



2
7



2
3



1
4



5
8



T
a



x
i



(1
)



1
6



1
6



3
2



4
4



8
2



6
2



6
5



2
5



0
5



0
1



0
0



9
6



9
6



1
9



2
T



ru
c



k
4



4
8



4
4



8
9



9
1



8
1



7
1



7
3



4
3



4
3



4
6



8
T



o
ta



l
3



6
3



7
7



3
2



9
4



2
7



1
1



0
3



9
8



2
0



1
1



8
9



1
8



4
3



7
3



3
5



7
3



6
1



7
1



8



P
M



 (
5-



6 
P



M
)



A
u



to
2



5
6



6
9



1
2



2
7



4
1



2
6



8
1



5
2



1
4



9
3



0
1



3
0



9
1



7
0



4
7



9
7



1
3



4
2



6
1



,1
3



9
T



a
x



i
(1



)
1



2
1



2
2



4
1



6
1



6
3



2
2



2
2



2
4



4
3



9
3



9
7



8
8



9
8



9
1



7
8



T
ru



c
k



1
1



2
1



1
2



2
2



4
3



3
6



7
7



1
4



T
o



ta
l



3
8



7
9



1
1



7
2



4
4



5
8



3
0



2
1



7
6



1
7



3
3



4
9



3
5



1
2



1
2



5
6



3
8



0
9



5
2



2
1



,3
3



1



P
re



-G
am



e 
(7



-8
 P



M
)



A
u



to
2



0
2



1
4



1
1



,9
7



9
2



1
2,



0
0



0
1



2
7



7
1



1
9



8
2



5
5



1
1



0
3



6
5



2
,3



8
1



2
2



3
2



,6
0



4
T



a
x



i
(1



)
3



3
6



1
6



5
1



6
5



3
3



0
1



8
1



8
3



6
2



0
2



0
4



0
2



0
6



2
0



6
4



1
2



T
ru



c
k



1
1



2
0



0
0



1
1



2
0



0
0



2
2



4
T



o
ta



l
2



4
2



5
4



9
2



,1
4



4
1



8
6



2
,3



3
0



1
4



6
9



0
2



3
6



2
7



5
1



3
0



4
0



5
2



,5
8



9
4



3
1



3
,0



2
0



P
o



st
-G



am
e 



(1
0-



11
 P



M
)



A
u



to
9



2
1



1
2



3
2



,3
1



4
2,



3
3



7
6



7
5



7
2



1
3



6
7



1
4



3
2



3
5



2
,3



2
8



2,
5



6
3



T
a



x
i



(1
)



1
1



2
1



9
1



1
9



1
3



8
2



6
6



1
2



1
0



1
0



2
0



2
0



8
2



0
8



4
1



6
T



ru
c



k
0



0
0



0
0



0
1



1
2



0
0



0
1



1
2



T
o



ta
l



1
0



3
1



3
2



1
4



2
,5



0
5



2,
7



1
9



7
4



1
2



8
6



1
4



6
1



7
1



6
3



4
4



4
2



,5
3



7
2,



9
8



1



S
at



u
rd



ay
 (



1-
2 



P
M



)
A



u
to



1
6



1
5



3
1



1
,9



4
4



2
0



1,
9



6
4



1
0



9
1



0
6



2
1



5
2



1
4



2
1



4
4



2
8



2
,2



8
3



3
5



5
2



,6
3



8
T



a
x



i
(1



)
8



8
1



6
1



3
7



1
3



7
2



7
4



2
3



2
3



4
6



3
3



3
3



6
6



2
0



1
2



0
1



4
0



2
T



ru
c



k
0



0
0



2
2



4
1



1
2



2
2



4
5



5
1



0
T



o
ta



l
2



4
2



3
4



7
2



,0
8



3
1



5
9



2
,2



4
2



1
3



3
1



3
0



2
6



3
2



4
9



2
4



9
4



9
8



2
,4



8
9



5
6



1
3



,0
5



0



S
at



u
rd



ay
 (



4-
5 



P
M



)
A



u
to



1
6



2
0



3
6



2
2



2
,2



0
3



2,
2



2
5



1
1



1
1



1
2



2
2



3
2



1
9



2
1



9
4



3
8



3
6



8
2



,5
5



4
2,



9
2



2
T



a
x



i
(1



)
9



9
1



8
1



6
1



1
6



1
3



2
2



2
4



2
4



4
8



3
5



3
5



7
0



2
2



9
2



2
9



4
5



8
T



ru
c



k
0



0
0



0
0



0
0



0
0



0
0



0
0



0
0



T
o



ta
l



2
5



2
9



5
4



1
8



3
2



,3
6



4
2,



5
4



7
1



3
5



1
3



6
2



7
1



2
5



4
2



5
4



5
0



8
5



9
7



2
,7



8
3



3,
3



8
0



N
o



te
s



:
(1



)  B
al



an
ce



d 
ta



xi
 tr



ip
s 



sh
ow



n.
(2



)  In
cl



u
d



e
s 



b
lo



ck
s 



1
1



2
0



, 1
1



2
1



, 1
1



2
8



, 1
1



2
9



.



T
o



ta
l T



ri
p



s



S
it



e 
5



O
ff



ic
e



/L
o



ca
l R



e
ta



il
O



ff
ic



e
/H



o
te



l/L
o



ca
l R



e
ta



il



R
es



id
en



ti
al



 B
lo



ck
s 



(2
)



R
es



id
en



tia
l/R



et
ai



l
R



es
id



en
tia



l/
A



re
na



R
es



id
en



tia
l/



A
re



n
a 



B
lo



ck



 1
3



A-84











T
ab



le
 7



T
ra



ve
l D



em
an



d
 F



o
re



ca
st



 f
o



r 
th



e 
C



o
m



m
er



ci
al



 M
ix



ed
-U



se
 V



ar
ia



ti
o



n
 -



 2
01



6
(V



eh
ic



le
 T



ri
p



s)



P
ea



k 
H



o
u



r 
V



eh
ic



le
 T



ri
p



s
In



O
u



t
T



o
ta



l
In



O
u



t
T



o
ta



l
In



O
u



t
T



o
ta



l
In



O
u



t
T



o
ta



l
In



O
u



t
T



o
ta



l



A
M



 (
8-



9)
A



u
to



9
7



5
1



0
2



5
1



2
5



3
2



4
2



9
9



3
4



1
8



1
3



1
8



3
9



9
4



7
1



4
2



4
8



9
5



T
a



x
i



(1
)



9
9



1
8



3
3



6
2



1
2



1
4



2
2



7
2



7
5



4
6



0
6



0
1



2
0



T
ru



c
k



4
4



8
4



4
8



1
3



1
3



2
6



2
1



2
1



4
2



4
2



4
2



8
4



T
o



ta
l



1
1



0
1



8
1



2
8



5
8



9
6



7
2



7
6



1
3



3
4



0
9



1
2



9
3



6
6



4
9



5
5



7
3



5
2



6
1



,0
9



9



M
D



 (
12



-1
 P



M
)



A
u



to
1



3
1



8
3



1
2



1
3



4
5



5
5



2
6



1
1



1
3



1
2



2
1



1
7



2
3



9
2



0
8



2
3



0
4



3
8



T
a



x
i



(1
)



2
0



2
0



4
0



4
4



8
3



4
3



4
6



8
5



0
5



0
1



0
0



1
0



8
1



0
8



2
1



6
T



ru
c



k
4



4
8



4
4



8
1



2
1



2
2



4
1



7
1



7
3



4
3



7
3



7
7



4
T



o
ta



l
3



7
4



2
7



9
2



9
4



2
7



1
9



8
1



0
7



2
0



5
1



8
9



1
8



4
3



7
3



3
5



3
3



7
5



7
2



8



P
M



 (
5-



6 
P



M
)



A
u



to
9



1
1



3
1



2
2



2
2



7
4



1
2



6
8



1
0



1
3



0
1



4
0



2
3



0
9



1
7



0
4



7
9



6
4



6
6



2
5



1
,2



7
1



T
a



x
i



(1
)



1
5



1
5



3
0



1
7



1
7



3
4



2
9



2
9



5
8



3
9



3
9



7
8



1
0



0
1



0
0



2
0



0
T



ru
c



k
1



1
2



1
1



2
4



4
8



3
3



6
9



9
1



8
T



o
ta



l
2



5
1



2
9



1
5



4
2



4
5



5
9



3
0



4
1



3
4



3
3



4
4



6
8



3
5



1
2



1
2



5
6



3
7



5
5



7
3



4
1



,4
8



9



P
re



-G
am



e 
(7



-8
 P



M
)



A
u



to
8



2
8



3
6



1,
9



7
9



2
1



2
,0



0
0



8
7



9
3



1
8



0
2



5
5



1
1



0
3



6
5



2
,3



2
9



2
5



2
2



,5
8



1
T



a
x



i
(1



)
4



4
8



1
6



4
1



6
4



3
2



8
1



3
1



3
2



6
2



0
2



0
4



0
2



0
1



2
0



1
4



0
2



T
ru



c
k



1
1



2
0



0
0



2
2



4
0



0
0



3
3



6
T



o
ta



l
1



3
3



3
4



6
2



,1
4



3
1



8
5



2
,3



2
8



1
0



2
1



0
8



2
1



0
2



7
5



1
3



0
4



0
5



2
,5



3
3



4
5



6
2



,9
8



9



P
o



st
-G



am
e 



(1
0-



11
 P



M
)



A
u



to
1



3
4



2
3



2,
31



4
2,



33
7



4
0



1
0



5
0



13
6



7
14



3
20



0
2,



33
4



2,
53



4
T



a
x



i
(1



)
0



0
0



1
9



3
1



9
3



3
8



6
3



3
6



1
0



1
0



2
0



2
0



6
2



0
6



4
1



2
T



ru
c



k
1



1
2



0
0



0
2



2
4



0
0



0
3



3
6



T
o



ta
l



2
4



6
2



1
6



2
,5



0
7



2,
7



2
3



4
5



1
5



6
0



1
4



6
1



7
1



6
3



4
0



9
2



,5
4



3
2,



9
5



2



S
at



u
rd



ay
 (



1-
2 



P
M



)
A



u
to



4
2



6
1,



9
4



4
2



0
1



,9
6



4
6



2
6



1
1



2
3



2
1



4
2



1
4



4
2



8
2



,2
2



4
2



9
7



2
,5



2
1



T
a



x
i



(1
)



7
7



1
4



1
4



1
1



4
1



2
8



2
1



2
1



2
2



4
3



3
3



3
6



6
1



9
3



1
9



3
3



8
6



T
ru



c
k



0
0



0
2



2
4



2
2



4
2



2
4



6
6



1
2



T
o



ta
l



1
1



9
2



0
2,



0
8



7
1



6
3



2
,2



5
0



7
6



7
5



1
5



1
2



4
9



2
4



9
4



9
8



2
,4



2
3



4
9



6
2



,9
1



9



S
at



u
rd



ay
 (



4-
5 



P
M



)
A



u
to



3
8



1
1



2
2



2
,2



0
3



2,
2



2
5



6
4



7
5



1
3



9
2



1
9



2
1



9
4



3
8



3
0



8
2



,5
0



5
2,



8
1



3
T



a
x



i
(1



)
7



7
1



4
1



6
3



1
6



3
3



2
6



1
4



1
4



2
8



3
5



3
5



7
0



2
1



9
2



1
9



4
3



8
T



ru
c



k
0



0
0



0
0



0
0



0
0



0
0



0
0



0
0



T
o



ta
l



1
0



1
5



2
5



1
8



5
2



,3
6



6
2,



5
5



1
7



8
8



9
1



6
7



2
5



4
2



5
4



5
0



8
5



2
7



2
,7



2
4



3,
2



5
1



N
o



te
s



:
(1



)  B
al



an
ce



d 
ta



xi
 tr



ip
s 



sh
ow



n.
(2



)  In
cl



u
d



e
s 



b
lo



ck
s 



1
1



2
0



, 1
1



2
1



, 1
1



2
8



, 1
1



2
9



.S
it



e 
5



A
re



n
a 



B
lo



ck
A



re
n



a 
B



lo
ck



R
es



id
en



ti
al



 B
lo



ck
s 



(2
)



O
ff



ic
e



/L
o



ca
l R



e
ta



il
R



e
si



d
e



n
tia



l/O
ff



ic
e



/
R



e
si



d
e



n
tia



l/L
o



ca
l R



e
ta



il
T



o
ta



l T
ri



p
s



Lo
ca



l R
et



ai
l



A
re



na



 1
4



15 May 4, 2006



game) peak hours, primarily as a result of demand en route to and from the arena.  As shown
in Table 6, on Saturdays, the residential mixed-use variation (the RWCS for the Saturday
analyses) would add an estimated 2,638 auto, 402 taxi and 10 truck trips to the street system
in the 1-2 PM peak hour, and 2,922 auto, 458 taxi and no truck trips in the 4-5 PM peak
hour.



PARKING DEMAND



Based on the travel demand assumptions discussed above, the proposed arena is expected
to generate a daily parking demand of approximately 2,800 spaces on a typical Nets weekday
game day, and approximately 2,600 spaces on weekends.  Although some of this parking
demand would be generated by arena employees and non-spectator visitors over the course
of a day, the majority of the demand would occur during game times on weekday evenings,
as well as on weekends.



Parking demand generated by new residential development will be forecast assuming a
rate of 0.4 spaces per dwelling unit based on auto ownership data from the 2000 Census
for neighborhoods in the vicinity of the site.  (This rate is also consistent with the rate assumed
for the residential component of the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.)  The rate
assumed for parking demand from new hotel space – 0.20 spaces per room overnight –
is based on data from the Renaissance Plaza Expansion EAS.  Parking demand from new
office and retail space will be derived from the forecasts of daily auto trips for these uses.



To accommodate projected parking demand, it is anticipated that both the residential mixed-
use variation and the commercial mixed-used variation would include approximately 3,800
spaces in parking garages located on Site 5, the Arena Block and blocks 1120, 1128 and
1129.  These shared parking facilities would service demand from all project components
– arena, residential and commercial.  Office and retail demand would peak in the midday
period and decline during the afternoon and evening, allowing for additional capacity to be
used for residential and hotel demand (which typically peak in the overnight) and for demand
from the arena.  With the exception of the arena, parking demand generated under either
variation would be fully accommodated in the off-street parking facilities that would be
developed on-site.  Accounting for commercial and residential demand, it is anticipated that
approximately 1,100 spaces would be available on-site on weekdays to accommodate the
parking needs of the arena, while the remaining arena demand (totaling approximately 1,700
spaces) would be accommodated at public off-street parking facilities located in the vicinity.
The analysis of off-street parking will therefore examine conditions at public off-street parking
facilities within a 1/2-mile radius of the arena.  On-street parking conditions within 1/4-mile
of the site will also be examined to determined the effects of street closures and other
changes in on-street parking supply in the vicinity of the project site.
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TRIP ASSIGNMENT



Auto/Taxi



The distribution of auto and taxi trips for each project component (office, residential, hotel,
local retail and arena) by borough/county or region is shown in Table 8.  The distributions
for office, residential and hotel uses were based on data from the 2000 Census, while the
assignment for the arena component was based on data from both the Downtown Brooklyn
Development project and the expected geographical distribution of demand to the arena
(see “Transportation Planning Assumptions,” above).  Given the differences in their travel
demand characteristics, each project component is expected to have a unique trip assignment
pattern.  For example, a majority of the auto trips generated by the residential and hotel
components are expected to have endpoints in Manhattan (60%) and Brooklyn (33%), while
office trips are expected to be more widely dispersed, with five percent en route to/from
Manhattan, 53 percent to/from Brooklyn, 17 percent to/from Queens, eight percent to/from
Long Island and five percent to/from New Jersey.  The arena is expected to draw not only
from Brooklyn, Queens and Manhattan, but also from New Jersey and Long Island. As
previously discussed, separate assignments for trips arriving and departing the arena on
weekdays are assumed in order to reflect the fact that on weekdays some spectators would
likely travel to the arena from their workplaces, and then depart to residences in a different
borough or county at the conclusion of a game.  As the project’s retail component is expected
to consist primarily of local retail uses serving the surrounding worker and residential
populations, all of its trips are expected to be local Brooklyn-based.



Auto and taxi trips will be assigned to the primary corridors providing access to and from
the project site based on their origin or destination as well as the most direct routes to major
access points such as the Brooklyn-Queens Expressway and Brooklyn and Manhattan
bridges.  The auto and taxi trip assignment patterns along the corridors providing access
to Site 5 and the Arena Block are illustrated in Appendix B, while the assignments for auto
and taxi trips en route to and from Blocks 1120, 1121, 1128 and 1129 are provided in
Appendix C.  The assignments of auto and taxi (as well as truck) trips will take into account
changes to the study area traffic network that are expected to occur by the 2010 and 2016
Build years as a result of No Build developments and initiatives by NYCDOT and other
agencies.  These include street closures and changes in street directions proposed as
mitigation for the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.



As discussed above, it is anticipated that approximately 1,100 spaces would be available
on-site to accommodate the parking needs of the arena, while the remaining arena demand
(totaling approximately 1,700 spaces on weekdays) would be accommodated at public off-
street facilities located in the vicinity.  The assignment of arena auto trips will therefore reflect
this distribution of trips to both on-site parking facilities and directly to off-site parking facilities.



Truck



Truck trips en route to and from the site will be assigned to designated local and through
truck routes in Downtown Brooklyn.  These include Atlantic, Flatbush, Third, and Fourth
Avenues, and portions of Fifth Avenue and Bergen Street.
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Diverted Traffic



In addition to the project’s generating new travel demand by autos, taxis and trucks,
permanent roadway closures and changes in street direction associated with the proposed
project would alter traffic flows in the vicinity of the project site in the 2010 and 2016 analysis
years.  These would include the permanent closure of Pacific Street between Flatbush and
Sixth Avenues, and between Carlton and Vanderbilt Avenues; and the permanent closure
of Fifth Avenue between Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues.  Sixth Avenue would be converted
from one-way southbound to two-way operation between Atlantic and Flatbush Avenues
both to facilitate access to and from the project site and to provide an alternative route for
some of the traffic diverted off of Fifth Avenue.  Carlton Avenue would be converted from
one-way northbound to two-way operation between Atlantic Avenue and Pacific Street, also
to provide for local circulation.  The analysis of 2010 and 2016 Build traffic conditions will
assume that No Build traffic diverted off of Fifth Avenue would be distributed among parallel
north-south corridors, including Fourth Avenue, Flatbush Avenue and Sixth Avenue.  As
the segments of Pacific Street to be closed primarily provide access to adjacent land uses,
diversions as a result of these closures are expected to be localized.



Transit/Pedestrian



The distribution of project-generated subway trips for each project component by
borough/county or region is shown in Table 9.  As was the case for auto and taxi trips, these
assignment patterns were based on Census data and data from the Downtown Brooklyn
Development project and the arena demand distribution.  They differ from the assignment
of auto trips primarily with respect to the project’s arena component.  As shown in Table
9, from 36 to 43 percent of subway trips generated by the arena are expected to be en route
to or from Manhattan, 24 to 26 percent en route to or from Brooklyn and 10 to 12 percent
en route to or from Queens.  Arena spectators en route to or from New Jersey via PATH
or NJ Transit trains and buses would account for approximately 14 to 18 percent of subway
trips.



Project-generated bus and walk trips are assumed to be local within Brooklyn.  Trips by
commuter rail (i.e., Long Island Rail Road) are assumed to have origins or destinations
primarily in Nassau or Suffolk counties.



TRAFFIC STUDY AREA



As shown in Figure 3, the traffic study area, which extends upwards of 1.2 miles from the
project site, is bounded on the north by Tillary Street/Park Avenue, on the south by Eastern
Parkway/Union Street, on the east by Grand Avenue, and on the west by Hicks Street.  The
study area encompasses a total of 93 intersections along local streets proximate to the project
site or that would likely be affected by project-related changes to the street network, as well
as along arterials that would provide access to or from the site.  Given the numerous corridors
providing access to the project site, including Atlantic, Flatbush, Carlton, Vanderbilt,
Washington, Third, Fourth, Fifth and Sixth avenues, project-generated traffic is expected
to be widely dispersed to the north, south, east and west, and is expected to become rapidly
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less concentrated with increasing distance from the project site. The traffic study area
therefore focuses on locations where new traffic is expected to be most concentrated, and
does not include more distant locations along regional access corridors such as the BQE,
Brooklyn-Battery Tunnel or across the East River Bridges to Manhattan. The study area
does, however, include key intersections along corridors connecting these regional access
routes and the project site (including all intersections along Flatbush Avenue Extension as
far north as Tillary Street).



SUBWAY STATIONS SELECTED FOR ANALYSIS



As part of the proposed project, improvements to the Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street subway
station complex would provide direct access between the project site and the subway routes
serving this facility (the B, D, M, N, Q, R and Nos. 2, 3, 4 and 5 trains).  The large majority
of project-generated subway trips are therefore expected to utilize this station
complex.  However, some trips are also expected to occur at other stations that are either
served by trains not accessible at Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street or that would also provide
reasonably convenient access to the project site.  For example, some trips by Nos. (2) and
(3) trains would likely use the Bergen Street station given its proximity to the proposed
buildings along Sixth Avenue and on blocks to the east.  The Fulton Street (G) station, the
Lafayette Avenue (C) station, and the Washington-Clinton Avenues (C) station would also
be used by project-generated trips as neither (C) train nor (G) train service is available at
Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street.



Table 10 shows the numbers of new entering and exiting subway trips that would be generated
by the commercial mixed-use variation at each of these stations in the three peak hours
analyzed for subway station impacts (weekday AM, PM and 7-8 PM pre-game).  The CEQR
Technical Manual typically requires a detailed analysis of a subway station when the
incremental increase in peak hour trips totals 200 persons per hour or more.   As shown
in Table 10, new subway trips generated by the commercial mixed-use variation would exceed
this threshold in one or more analyzed peak hours at the Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street station
complex (upwards of 9,549 new trips in each peak hour), Bergen Street station (upwards
of 346 new trips in each analyzed peak hour), the Lafayette Avenue station (upwards of
467 new trips in each peak hour), and the Fulton Street station (246 and 254 new trips in
the 5-6 PM and 7-8 PM peak hours, respectively).  These stations were therefore selected
for quantitative analysis in the EIS.



The analysis of subway station conditions will examine key station elements, including
stairways, escalators, walkways and fare arrays, under peak 15-minute flow conditions.
As subway demand generated by the arena is expected to be heavily surged, especially
at the conclusion of an event such as a Nets basketball game, the analysis will incorporate
peaking factors of 1.36 for arena subway trips during the 7-8 PM pre-game period and 1.84
for trips during the 10-11 PM post-game period.  These factors were derived from data in
the Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis study and MTA ridership data from stations
serving Madison Square Garden.



A-88











21 May 4, 2006



Table 10



2016 Peak Hour Trips Generated by the



Commercial Mixed-Use Variation at Area Subway Stations



Subway Station



8-9 AM



Peak Hour



5-6 PM



Peak Hour



7-8 PM (Pre-Game)



Peak Hour



Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total



Atlantic Ave



(2,3,4,5)



1,241 1,334 2,575 1,794 1,671 3,465 716 4,737 5,453



Atlantic Ave (B,Q) 515 567 1,082 783 694 1,477 306 1,782 2,088



Pacific St



(D,M,N,R)



501 915 1,416 1,202 698 1,900 402 1,606 2,008



Bergen St (2,3) 157 107 264 178 168 346 79 129 208



Lafayette Ave (C) 122 236 358 305 162 467 101 354 455



Clinton-W ash.



Aves (C)



60 17 77 38 64 102 22 48 70



Fulton St (G) 56 126 182 163 83 246 52 202 254



Total 2,652 3,302 5,954 4,463 3,540 8,003 1,678 8,858 10,536



ASSIGNMENT OF PROJECT-GENERATED BUS TRIPS



Downtown Brooklyn is well served by numerous bus routes operated by MTA New York
City Transit (NYC Transit), and many of these routes operate in close proximity to the project
site along Atlantic, Flatbush, Third, Fifth and Vanderbilt Avenues, and Dean, Bergen and
Fulton Streets.  Bus patrons en route to and from the project site would therefore likely find
it unnecessary to walk substantial distances to access a needed bus service.  Consequently,
the analysis of project-generated bus trips focuses on the 12 routes located within 1/4-mile
of the site, as it is on these routes that project trips would be most heavily concentrated.
These routes include the B25, B26, B37, B38, B41, B45, B52, B63, B65, B67, B69 and B103.
Assignment of project increment bus trips to individual routes will be based on existing
demand patterns and the relative proximity of each route to the proposed development blocks.



ASSIGNMENT OF PROJECT-GENERATED PEDESTRIAN TRIPS



Figure 4 shows the sidewalk, corner area and crosswalk locations selected for analysis of
potential pedestrian impacts.  These locations were selected as they serve as key links
between the project site and the surrounding street system, and/or would be used by
concentrations of project-generated pedestrian demand linked to other modes (i.e., en route
to subway stations, bus stops or off-site parking garages).  The majority of subway-linked
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pedestrian trips would be assigned to the proposed new on-site entrance to the Atlantic
Avenue/Pacific Street station complex.  Additional subway-linked pedestrian trips would
be assigned to corridors connecting the site to other nearby stations.  Pedestrians linked
to the bus mode are expected to be most concentrated along Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues
where stops for many of the routes are located.  Some pedestrian trips are also expected
to cross Atlantic Avenue to access bus routes operating along Fulton Street.  Pedestrians
walking between off-site parking facilities and the arena are expected to be most concentrated
at the crosswalks at the intersection of Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues as the majority of
off-site parking facilities are located to the north and west of the project site.  Parking demand
from the project’s commercial and residential components would be fully accommodated
at on-site facilities, and are not expected to generate substantial walk trips outside of the
project site.  Walk-only trips (i.e., walk trips not associated with other modes) would be widely
dispersed among links between the project site and the surrounding street system.



APPENDIX A



TRIP ORIGIN AND MODAL SPLIT ASSUMPTIONS FOR WEEKDAY AND WEEKEND



SPORTING EVENTS AT THE PROPOSED ATLANTIC YARDS ARENA
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Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment Project



Atlantic Yards Arena Trip Origin/Destination and Modal Split Assumptions
Weekday Sporting Event (Arriving)



Atlantic Yards 
Arena Estimated 



Range
Manhattan 36% 15%-25%
Bronx 4% 2%-4%
Brooklyn 7% 25%-35%
Queens 6% 8%-10%
Staten Island 3% 4%-6%
Nassau/Suffolk 12% 12%-18%
Westchester 5% 2%-4%
New Jersey 21% 10%-20%
Other 6% 0%
Total 100%



MSG:  Modal Split by Origin (1) MSG:  Trip Distribution by Origin and Mode



Origin Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 9% 18% 41% 3% 29% 0% 0% 100% 3.2% 6.5% 14.8% 1.1% 10.4% 0.0% 0.0% 36%
Bronx 58% 0% 37% 4% 0% 0% 1% 100% 2.3% 0.0% 1.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4%
Brooklyn 51% 3% 42% 1% 3% 0% 0% 100% 3.6% 0.2% 2.9% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 7%
Queens 37% 0% 45% 5% 0% 13% 0% 100% 2.2% 0.0% 2.7% 0.3% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 6%
Staten Island 72% 2% 16% 10% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.2% 0.1% 0.5% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3%
Nassau/Suffolk 21% 0% 2% 0% 0% 77% 0% 100% 2.5% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 9.2% 0.0% 12%
Westchester 56% 2% 4% 0% 0% 0% 38% 100% 2.8% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 5%
New Jersey 38% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 59% 100% 8.0% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.4% 21%
Other 48% 3% 9% 3% 3% 15% 19% 100% 2.9% 0.2% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.9% 1.1% 6%



29.7% 7.5% 23.6% 2.1% 10.8% 10.9% 15.5% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards Arena:  Modal Split by Origin/Destination (2) Atlantic Yards Arena:  Distribution by Origin/Destination and Mode



Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 12% 4% 84% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.0% 1.0% 21.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0%
Bronx 64% 1% 35% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.9% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
Brooklyn 40% 4% 40% 7% 9% 0% 0% 100% 12.0% 1.2% 12.0% 2.1% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 30.0%
Queens 39% 1% 60% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.5% 0.1% 5.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0%
Staten Island 73% 2% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.7% 0.1% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0%
Nassau/Suffolk 28% 2% 5% 0% 0% 65% 0% 100% 3.4% 0.2% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 7.8% 0.0% 12.0%
Westchester 58% 2% 40% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.7% 0.1% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
New Jersey 43% 2% 55% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 5.6% 0.3% 7.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 13.0%



34.8% 3.0% 49.7% 2.1% 2.7% 7.8% 0.0% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards
MSG:  Total Modal Split Arena:  Total Modal Split Atlantic Yards Arena: Trip Assignment by Mode



Auto 29.7% Auto 34.8% Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR
Taxi 7.5% Taxi 3.0% Manhattan 8.6% 33.6% 42.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Subway 23.6% Subway 49.7% Bronx 5.5% 1.0% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bus 2.1% Bus 2.1% Brooklyn 34.5% 40.3% 24.2% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%



Walk 10.8% Walk 2.7% Queens 10.1% 3.0% 10.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
LIRR 10.9% LIRR 7.8% Staten Island 10.5% 3.4% 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Other (3) 15.5% Other (3) 0.0% Nassau/Suffolk 9.7% 8.1% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 100.0% Total 100.0% Westchester 5.0% 2.0% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



New Jersey 16.1% 8.7% 14.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Notes:
(1) Source: Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, August 26, 2003.
(2) Based on data developed for the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.
(3) "Other" category for MSG includes: PATH, Metro-North, NJ Transit.
    Patrons attending Atlantic Yards Arena events who use these "Other" transit modes are assumed to arrive/depart Downtown Brooklyn via subway.
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Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment Project



Atlantic Yards Arena Trip Origin/Destination and Modal Split Assumptions
Weekday Sporting Event (Departing)



Atlantic Yards 
Arena Estimated 



Range
Manhattan 36% 15%-25%
Bronx 4% 2%-4%
Brooklyn 7% 25%-35%
Queens 6% 8%-10%
Staten Island 3% 4%-6%
Nassau/Suffolk 12% 12%-18%
Westchester 5% 2%-4%
New Jersey 21% 10%-20%
Other 6% 0%
Total 100%



MSG:  Modal Split by Origin (1) MSG:  Trip Distribution by Origin and Mode



Origin Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 9% 18% 41% 3% 29% 0% 0% 100% 3.2% 6.5% 14.8% 1.1% 10.4% 0.0% 0.0% 36%
Bronx 58% 0% 37% 4% 0% 0% 1% 100% 2.3% 0.0% 1.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4%
Brooklyn 51% 3% 42% 1% 3% 0% 0% 100% 3.6% 0.2% 2.9% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 7%
Queens 37% 0% 45% 5% 0% 13% 0% 100% 2.2% 0.0% 2.7% 0.3% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 6%
Staten Island 72% 2% 16% 10% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.2% 0.1% 0.5% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3%
Nassau/Suffolk 21% 0% 2% 0% 0% 77% 0% 100% 2.5% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 9.2% 0.0% 12%
Westchester 56% 2% 4% 0% 0% 0% 38% 100% 2.8% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 5%
New Jersey 38% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 59% 100% 8.0% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.4% 21%
Other 48% 3% 9% 3% 3% 15% 19% 100% 2.9% 0.2% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.9% 1.1% 6%



29.7% 7.5% 23.6% 2.1% 10.8% 10.9% 15.5% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards Arena:  Modal Split by Origin/Destination (2) Atlantic Yards Arena:  Distribution by Origin/Destination and Mode



Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 12% 4% 84% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.4% 0.8% 16.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0%
Bronx 64% 1% 35% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.9% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
Brooklyn 40% 4% 40% 7% 9% 0% 0% 100% 12.0% 1.2% 12.0% 2.1% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 30.0%
Queens 39% 1% 60% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.5% 0.1% 5.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0%
Staten Island 73% 2% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.7% 0.1% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0%
Nassau/Suffolk 28% 2% 5% 0% 0% 65% 0% 100% 4.2% 0.3% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 9.8% 0.0% 15.0%
Westchester 58% 2% 40% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.7% 0.1% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
New Jersey 43% 2% 55% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 6.5% 0.3% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.0%



35.9% 2.9% 46.7% 2.1% 2.7% 9.8% 0.0% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards
MSG:  Total Modal Split Arena:  Total Modal Split Atlantic Yards Arena: Trip Assignment by Mode



Auto 29.7% Auto 35.9% Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR
Taxi 7.5% Taxi 2.9% Manhattan 6.7% 27.8% 36.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Subway 23.6% Subway 46.7% Bronx 5.4% 1.0% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bus 2.1% Bus 2.1% Brooklyn 33.5% 41.7% 25.7% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%



Walk 10.8% Walk 2.7% Queens 9.8% 3.1% 11.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
LIRR 10.9% LIRR 9.8% Staten Island 10.2% 3.5% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Other (3) 15.5% Other (3) 0.0% Nassau/Suffolk 11.7% 10.4% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 100.0% Total 100.0% Westchester 4.9% 2.1% 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



New Jersey 18.0% 10.4% 17.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Notes:
(1) Source: Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, August 26, 2003.
(2) Based on data developed for the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.
(3) "Other" category for MSG includes: PATH, Metro-North, NJ Transit.
    Patrons attending Atlantic Yards Arena events who use these "Other" transit modes are assumed to arrive/depart Downtown Brooklyn via subway.
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Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment Project



Atlantic Yards Arena Trip Origin/Destination and Modal Split Assumptions
Weekend Sporting Event (Arriving and Departing)



Atlantic Yards 
Arena Estimated 



Range
Manhattan 30% 15%-25%
Bronx 3% 2%-4%
Brooklyn 9% 25%-35%
Queens 7% 8%-10%
Staten Island 1% 4%-6%
Nassau/Suffolk 14% 12%-18%
Westchester 7% 2%-4%
New Jersey 23% 10%-20%
Other 6% 0%
Total 100%



MSG:  Modal Split by Origin (1) MSG:  Trip Distribution by Origin and Mode



Origin Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 14% 23% 28% 2% 33% 0% 0% 100% 4.2% 6.9% 8.4% 0.6% 9.9% 0.0% 0.0% 30%
Bronx 50% 0% 41% 8% 0% 0% 1% 100% 1.5% 0.0% 1.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3%
Brooklyn 51% 3% 46% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 4.6% 0.3% 4.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9%
Queens 54% 4% 28% 0% 0% 14% 0% 100% 3.8% 0.3% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 7%
Staten Island 83% 0% 17% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0.8% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1%
Nassau/Suffolk 33% 2% 0% 0% 0% 65% 0% 100% 4.6% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.1% 0.0% 14%
Westchester 92% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 100% 6.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 7%
New Jersey 54% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 46% 100% 12.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.6% 23%
Other 61% 6% 8% 0% 0% 6% 19% 100% 3.7% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 1.1% 6%



42.0% 8.1% 16.4% 0.8% 9.9% 10.4% 12.3% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards Arena:  Modal Split by Origin (2) Atlantic Yards Arena:  Distribution by Origin/Destination and Mode



Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 12% 4% 84% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.4% 0.8% 16.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0%
Bronx 55% 1% 44% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.7% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
Brooklyn 40% 4% 40% 6% 10% 0% 0% 100% 12.0% 1.2% 12.0% 1.8% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 30.0%
Queens 38% 2% 58% 2% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.4% 0.2% 5.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0%
Staten Island 80% 2% 18% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 4.0% 0.1% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0%
Nassau/Suffolk 40% 2% 4% 0% 0% 54% 0% 100% 6.0% 0.3% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 8.1% 0.0% 15.0%
Westchester 80% 2% 18% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.4% 0.1% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
New Jersey 55% 2% 43% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 8.2% 0.3% 6.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.0%



40.1% 3.0% 43.8% 2.0% 3.0% 8.1% 0.0% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards
MSG:  Total Modal Split Arena:  Total Modal Split Atlantic Yards Arena: Trip Assignment by Mode



Auto 42.0% Auto 40.1% Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR
Taxi 8.1% Taxi 3.0% Manhattan 6.0% 26.9% 38.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Subway 16.4% Subway 43.8% Bronx 4.1% 1.0% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bus 0.8% Bus 2.0% Brooklyn 29.9% 40.4% 27.4% 90.9% 100.0% 0.0%



Walk 9.9% Walk 3.0% Queens 8.5% 6.1% 11.9% 9.1% 0.0% 0.0%
LIRR 10.4% LIRR 8.1% Staten Island 10.0% 3.4% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Other (3) 12.3% Other (3) 0.0% Nassau/Suffolk 15.0% 10.1% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 100.0% Total 100.0% Westchester 6.0% 2.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



New Jersey 20.5% 10.1% 14.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Notes:
(1) Source: Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, August 26, 2003.
(2) Based on data developed for the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.
(3) "Other" category for MSG includes: PATH, Metro-North, NJ Transit.
    Patrons attending Atlantic Yards Arena events who use these "Other" transit modes are assumed to arrive/depart Downtown Brooklyn via subway.
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PB Team NYCT – Number 7 Extension Project
 2 Broadway-5th Floor, Mailbox 519 
 New York, NY  10004 
 Fax:  646-252-2063 



 
                                FINAL        MEMORANDUM 



 
TO:  G. Price, NYC Department of City Planning 
  M. Amjadi, NYC Department of City Planning 



FROM: E. Metzger 
 
DATE:  November 11, 2003 
   
RE:  CM-1189R/C-26501– Preparation of a Draft and Final Environmental Impact 



Statement and Provision of Transit Engineering Services for the Proposed No. 7 
Subway Extension-Far West Midtown Manhattan Rezoning 



 
SUBJECT: Madison Square Garden Relocation and Expansion Transportation Planning 



Assumptions 
 
CIN:  MTA-NYC Transit/CM 1189R-C26501-00-C-1.00-DCP-03F-1689 
 
 
This technical memorandum provides a summary of the transportation planning assumptions 
proposed to be utilized for a potential relocation and expansion of Madison Square Garden 
(MSG) in the traffic, parking, transit, and pedestrian analyses of the DGEIS. Under the proposed 
action, MSG – currently located on the western portion of the block bounded by West 31st 
Street, West 33rd Street, Seventh Avenue, and Eighth Avenue – would move approximately one 
and a half blocks to the west (to the eastern portion of the block bounded by West 31st Street, 
West 33rd Street, Ninth Avenue, and Tenth Avenue). Regardless of its future location1, the 
DGEIS will also assume that the overall seating capacity of MSG would be increased.2 
 
Background 
MSG is the home of three sports franchises: the New York Rangers (NHL hockey), New York 
Knicks (NBA basketball), and New York Liberty (WNBA basketball). Its 19,500-seat3 arena 
serves as a venue for a number of other events including concerts, college basketball games, 
and the circus. MSG also includes a theater that can accommodate up to 5,600 spectators, 
which currently hosts concerts, boxing, family shows, and annual events such as the NBA and 
NFL drafts. A 36,000 square foot expo center is located adjacent to the arena and is used for 
trade shows, consumer fairs, and also provides additional storage space for certain events held 
on the arena floor. 
 
A comprehensive list of all events held at MSG in 2002 (including events held in the arena, 
theater, and expo center) is provided in Table 1. For clarity, dark days (days when no events 
were scheduled), including days reserved for loading, unloading, and storage activities are 
designated by shading. As shown in Table 1, MSG’s peak period throughout the year generally 
coincides with the New York Rangers’ and New York Knicks’ seasons during the late fall, winter, 
and early spring. In 2002, a total of 266 arena events were held on 224 days (there were 30 
days on which multiple events were held; nearly half of these days involved circus 



                                                 
1 An alternative to the proposed action includes MSG remaining at its present location. 
2 The NYCDCP Hudson Yards Development Scenarios indicate that the arena seating capacity of MSG would 
increase from 19,500 to 23,000. 
3 Actual attendance capacity varies by event (see Table 5). 



Event Start Time Event Start Time Event Start Time
1/1/02 Tuesday
1/2/02 Wednesday Load-Out
1/3/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Dallas 7:30 PM Load-Out
1/4/02 Friday Load-Out



1/5/02 Saturday College Basketball: St. John's vs. West Virginia               
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Boston



2:00 PM     
7:30 PM Load-Out



1/6/02 Sunday Load-In
1/7/02 Monday Wrestling: WWF RAW 7:45 PM Restoration
1/8/02 Tuesday Wrestling: WWF Smackdown 7:30 PM Restoration
1/9/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Los Angeles 8:00 PM Restoration
1/10/02 Thursday Restoration
1/11/02 Friday Restoration
1/12/02 Saturday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Milwaukee 7:30 PM
1/13/02 Sunday
1/14/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Columbus 7:00 PM
1/15/02 Tuesday
1/16/02 Wednesday Comedy: David Brenner (lobby) 8:00 PM Load-In
1/17/02 Thursday Comedy: David Brenner (lobby) 8:00 PM Load-In



1/18/02 Friday Comedy: David Brenner (lobby)              
Comedy: David Brenner (lobby)



8:00 PM    
10:30 PM Burlington Coat Sale 9:00 AM



1/19/02 Saturday Ice Show: Super Skate 7:00 PM Comedy: David Brenner (lobby)              
Comedy: David Brenner (lobby)



8:00 PM    
10:30 PM Burlington Coat Sale 9:00 AM



1/20/02 Sunday College Basketball: St. John's vs. Villanova 2:00 PM Comedy You Can't Refuse (lobby)          
Comedy You Can't Refuse (lobby)



7:00 PM    
10:00 PM Burlington Coat Sale 11:00 AM



1/21/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Charlotte 1:00 PM Burlington Coat Sale 9:00 AM
1/22/02 Tuesday Load-Out
1/23/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Boston 7:00 PM
1/24/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Phoenix 7:30 PM
1/25/02 Friday Rangers Skating Party 9:00 AM Load-In Rangers Skating Party 9:00 AM



1/26/02 Saturday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Washington                             
College Basketball: St. John's vs. Providence



1:00 PM     
9:00 PM Boxing: Mosley vs. Forrest 7:00 PM



1/27/02 Sunday Rangers Skating Party 9:00 AM Rangers Skating Party 9:00 AM
1/28/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Tampa Bay 7:00 PM Track Storage
1/29/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Philadelphia 7:30 PM Awards: Archer 6:30 PM Track Storage
1/30/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. NY Islanders 7:00 PM Track Storage
1/31/02 Thursday Load-In Track Storage



2/1/02 Friday Millrose Games 5:00 PM Comedy: Class Clowns (lobby)               
Comedy: Class Clowns (lobby)



8:00 PM    
11:00 PM Warmup Area N/A



2/2/02 Saturday Colgate Track 11:00 AM Warmup Area & Carnival N/A
2/3/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Miami 12:00 PM
2/4/02 Monday Ice Maintenance
2/5/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. LA Clippers 7:30 PM Load-In Load-In
2/6/02 Wednesday Dog Show Setup
2/7/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Atlanta 7:30 PM Family Show: Sesame Street 10:30 AM Dog Show Setup



2/8/02 Friday Dream Game                                                                     
Harlem Globetrotters



12:00 PM    
7:00 PM



Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM Dog Show Benching



2/9/02 Saturday College Basketball: St. John's vs. Connecticut 7:00 PM
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:30 PM



Dog Show Benching



2/10/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Pittsburgh 1:00 PM
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:30 PM



Dog Show Benching



2/11/02 Monday Dog Show 8:00 AM Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:00 AM   
2:00 PM Dog Show Benching



2/12/02 Tuesday Dog Show 8:00 AM Storage Dog Show Benching
2/13/02 Wednesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Toronto 7:30 PM Family Show: Sesame Street 10:30 AM Load-Out
2/14/02 Thursday Concert: Luis Miguel 8:00 PM Family Show: Sesame Street 10:30 AM
2/15/02 Friday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Detroit 7:30 PM Family Show: Sesame Street 10:30 AM



2/16/02 Saturday Concert: Concierto Del Amor 8:00 PM
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:30 PM



2/17/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Utah 7:00 PM
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:30 PM



2/18/02 Monday College Basketball: St. John's vs. Boston College 7:00 PM Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM



2/19/02 Tuesday Maintenance
2/20/02 Wednesday Maintenance
2/21/02 Thursday Maintenance
2/22/02 Friday Concert: Crosby, Stills, Nash & Young 8:00 PM
2/23/02 Saturday Concert: Crosby, Stills, Nash & Young 8:00 PM
2/24/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. LA Lakers 12:00 PM
2/25/02 Monday Ice Maintenance Load-In
2/26/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. New Jersey 7:00 PM NYS Bar Exam 9:00 AM
2/27/02 Wednesday College Basketball: St. John's vs. Notre Dame 7:30 PM NYS Bar Exam 9:00 AM
2/28/02 Thursday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Ottawa 7:00 PM
3/1/02 Friday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Seattle 7:30 PM Load-In



3/2/02 Saturday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Philadelphia                           
NYPD vs. FDNY



3:00 PM     
8:00 PM Teachers' Exam 8:30 AM



3/3/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. San Antonio 3:00 PM Knicks Kids' Day 1:00 PM
3/4/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Calgary 7:00 PM Load-In
3/5/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Milwaukee 7:30 PM Press



3/6/02 Wednesday College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader                      
College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader



12:00 PM    
7:00 PM Press



3/7/02 Thursday College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader                      
College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader



12:00 PM    
7:00 PM Press



3/8/02 Friday College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader 7:00 PM Concert: Beres Hammond 8:00 PM Press
3/9/02 Saturday College Basketball: Big East Championship 8:00 PM Press
3/10/02 Sunday
3/11/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Montreal 7:30 PM
3/12/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Philadelphia 7:30 PM
3/13/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Boston 8:00 PM
3/14/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Sacramento 7:30 PM
3/15/02 Friday Concert: Billy Joel & Elton John 7:30 PM



3/16/02 Saturday
PSAL                                                                                  
PSAL                                                                                  
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Cleveland



11:00 AM    
1:00 PM     
7:30 PM



3/17/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Detroit 3:00 PM
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Date Day of Week
3/18/02 Monday Circus Stabling
3/19/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Vancouver 7:00 PM Circus Stabling
3/20/02 Wednesday Circus Stabling
3/21/02 Thursday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey 7:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/22/02 Friday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Atlanta



10:30 AM    
7:00 PM AFT Mayor's Circus N/A Circus Stabling



3/23/02 Saturday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Concert: El Vacilon 8:00 PM Circus Stabling



3/24/02 Sunday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



3/25/02 Monday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Denver



10:30 AM    
7:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/26/02 Tuesday College Basketball: NIT Doubleheader 7:00 PM Circus Stabling



3/27/02 Wednesday Graduation: NYPD                                                             
NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Philadelpia



11:00 AM    
8:00 PM Circus Stabling



3/28/02 Thursday College Basketball: NIT Doubleheader 6:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/29/02 Friday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Minnesota



12:00 PM    
7:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/30/02 Saturday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby)     
Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby)



8:00 PM    
10:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/31/02 Sunday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



4/1/02 Monday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Concert: Hot 97 8:00 PM Circus Stabling



4/2/02 Tuesday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Charlotte



12:00 PM    
8:00 PM Load-In Circus Stabling



4/3/02 Wednesday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



12:00 PM    
7:30 PM Press Conference 12:00 PM Circus Stabling



4/4/02 Thursday Basketball: McDonald's Games                                         
Basketball: McDonald's Games



5:00 PM     
8:00 PM Circus Stabling



4/5/02 Friday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



4/6/02 Saturday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



4/7/02 Sunday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



4/8/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Pittsburgh 7:00 PM Clean



4/9/02 Tuesday Dream Game                                                                     
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Orlando



1:00 PM     
7:30 PM Comedy: KISS-FM (lobby) 8:00 PM Clean



4/10/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Toronto 7:00 PM Load-In Clean
4/11/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Chicago 7:30 PM Boxing: Golden Gloves 7:30 PM Clean
4/12/02 Friday Concert: Luis Miguel 8:00 PM Boxing: Golden Gloves 7:30 PM
4/13/02 Saturday Ice Show: Target Stars on Ice 8:00 PM Load-In
4/14/02 Sunday Load-In
4/15/02 Monday Load-In
4/16/02 Tuesday Load-In
4/17/02 Wednesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. New Jersey 7:30 PM Meeting: Coca-Cola Shareholders 9:30 AM
4/18/02 Thursday Load-In
4/19/02 Friday Load-In
4/20/02 Saturday Concert: Hola New York 8:00 PM NFL Draft 12:00 PM
4/21/02 Sunday NFL Draft 12:00 PM
4/22/02 Monday Load-In
4/23/02 Tuesday Comedy: KISS-FM (lobby) 8:00 PM Job Fair 11:00 AM
4/24/02 Wednesday Load-In
4/25/02 Thursday Destinations Showcase 12:00 PM
4/26/02 Friday Concert: Paul McCartney 8:00 PM Load-In



4/27/02 Saturday Concert: Paul McCartney 8:00 PM CPR Seminar (lobby)                              
Boxing: McCline vs. Briggs



9:00 AM    
6:30 PM



4/28/02 Sunday
4/29/02 Monday Liberty Media Day 10:00 AM
4/30/02 Tuesday
5/1/02 Wednesday Religious: Bountiful Blessings 7:00 PM



5/2/02 Thursday Religious: Bountiful Blessings                 
Religious: Bountiful Blessings



11:00 AM   
7:00 PM Load-In



5/3/02 Friday Religious: Bountiful Blessings                 
Religious: Bountiful Blessings



11:00 AM   
7:00 PM Load-In



5/4/02 Saturday Storage
5/5/02 Sunday Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
5/6/02 Monday Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
5/7/02 Tuesday Comedy: KISS-FM (lobby) 8:00 PM Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
5/8/02 Wednesday Load-In Load-Out
5/9/02 Thursday Meeting: Regional Coke 10:00 AM
5/10/02 Friday Concert: Kid Rock 8:00 PM Load-In Set-Up
5/11/02 Saturday Load-In Teachers' Exam 8:30 AM
5/12/02 Sunday Load-In
5/13/02 Monday Load-In
5/14/02 Tuesday Load-In
5/15/02 Wednesday Load-In
5/16/02 Thursday Set-Up UPN Event 10:30 AM Set-Up
5/17/02 Friday Emmys Dinner 5:30 PM Awards: Daytime Emmys 9:00 PM Emmys Dinner 5:30 PM
5/18/02 Saturday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Houston (preseason) 4:00 PM Load-Out Local 3 Elections 6:00 AM
5/19/02 Sunday
5/20/02 Monday Liberty Open Practice 7:00 PM Graduation: NYU Law 10:30 AM Court Repair
5/21/02 Tuesday Comedy: KISS-FM (lobby) 8:00 PM Court Repair
5/22/02 Wednesday Graduation: New School 3:00 PM Court Repair
5/23/02 Thursday Graduation: Yeshiva 11:00 AM Court Repair
5/24/02 Friday Graduation: College of Dentistry 10:30 AM Court Repair
5/25/02 Saturday Concert: Latin Show 8:00 PM Comedy: Eddie Griffin 8:00 PM Court Repair
5/26/02 Sunday Religious: Yogeshwar 3:00 PM Religious: Yogeshwar N/A Court Repair
5/27/02 Monday Court Repair
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Date Day of Week
5/28/02 Tuesday Concert: Dave Mathews 7:30 PM Court Repair



5/29/02 Wednesday Concert: Dave Mathews 7:30 PM Graduation: Baruch                                 
Graduation: Baruch



11:00 AM   
3:30 PM Court Repair



5/30/02 Thursday Graduation: John Jay 10:30 AM Court Repair
5/31/02 Friday Concert: Blink 182 & Green Day 7:30 PM Graduation: BMCC 11:30 AM Court Repair
6/1/02 Saturday Court Repair
6/2/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Miami 12:00 PM Court Repair
6/3/02 Monday Graduation: NYC Tech 1:00 PM Court Repair
6/4/02 Tuesday Meeting (lobby) 10:00 AM Court Repair
6/5/02 Wednesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Detroit 7:30 PM Court Repair
6/6/02 Thursday Court Repair
6/7/02 Friday Court Repair



6/8/02 Saturday Comedy: Chuck Nice                               
Comedy: Chuck Nice



8:00 PM    
10:30 PM Court Repair



6/9/02 Sunday Court Repair
6/10/02 Monday Court Repair
6/11/02 Tuesday Meeting: Port Authority 10:00 AM Court Repair
6/12/02 Wednesday Court Repair
6/13/02 Thursday Concert: Andrea Bocelli 8:00 PM Comedy: Grrl Genius Night (lobby) 8:00 PM Court Repair
6/14/02 Friday Comedy Forum (lobby) N/A Court Repair
6/15/02 Saturday Court Repair
6/16/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Charlotte 2:00 PM Court Repair
6/17/02 Monday Dream Game 5:00 PM Court Repair
6/18/02 Tuesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Orlando 7:30 PM Court Repair
6/19/02 Wednesday Dinner (lobby) 5:30 PM Court Repair
6/20/02 Thursday Graduation: Edward R. Murrow 6:30 PM Court Repair
6/21/02 Friday Concert: Incubus 8:00 PM Court Repair
6/22/02 Saturday Concert: Latin Concert 8:00 PM Court Repair
6/23/02 Sunday Court Repair
6/24/02 Monday Concert: Korn 8:00 PM Load-In Court Repair
6/25/02 Tuesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Indiana 7:30 PM Load-In Court Repair
6/26/02 Wednesday Concert: Cher 8:00 PM NBA Draft 7:00 PM Court Repair
6/27/02 Thursday Concert: Cher 8:00 PM Graduation (lobby) 11:00 AM Load-In
6/28/02 Friday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Cleveland 7:30 PM Comic & Fantasy Expo 3:00 PM
6/29/02 Saturday Wrestling: WWE RAW 8:00 PM Comic & Fantasy Expo 10:00 AM
6/30/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Portland 4:00 PM Comic & Fantasy Expo 10:00 AM
7/1/02 Monday Film Shoot 12:00 PM Film Shoot 8:00 AM Load-Out
7/2/02 Tuesday
7/3/02 Wednesday
7/4/02 Thursday
7/5/02 Friday
7/6/02 Saturday
7/7/02 Sunday
7/8/02 Monday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Phoenix 7:30 PM Load-In
7/9/02 Tuesday Load-In
7/10/02 Wednesday Load-In
7/11/02 Thursday N/A 9:45 AM
7/12/02 Friday Concert: Marc Anthony 7:30 PM Load-In
7/13/02 Saturday Tampax Tour 1:00 PM Tour Exhibit 3:00 PM
7/14/02 Sunday Concert: Chayanne 8:00 PM
7/15/02 Monday
7/16/02 Tuesday
7/17/02 Wednesday
7/18/02 Thursday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Los Angeles 8:00 PM Blood Drive (lobby) 9:00 AM
7/19/02 Friday
7/20/02 Saturday Concert: PA Colombia 7:30 PM Teachers' Exam 8:30 AM
7/21/02 Sunday



7/22/02 Monday Dream Game                                                                     
WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Cleveland



1:00 PM     
7:30 PM



7/23/02 Tuesday Load-In Load-In
7/24/02 Wednesday Load-In Load-In



7/25/02 Thursday
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar



9:30 AM     
2:00 PM     
7:00 PM



Religious: Creflo Dollar N/A



7/26/02 Friday
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar



9:30 AM     
2:00 PM     
7:00 PM



Religious: Creflo Dollar N/A



7/27/02 Saturday
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar



9:30 AM     
2:00 PM     
7:00 PM



Religious: Creflo Dollar N/A



7/28/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Houston 2:00 PM



7/29/02 Monday
Dream Games                                                                   
Dream Games                                                                   
Dream Games



1:00 PM     
6:00 PM     
8:00 PM



7/30/02 Tuesday Liberty Open Practice 7:00 PM Storage
7/31/02 Wednesday Concert: The Who 7:30 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Storage
8/1/02 Thursday Concert: The Who 7:30 PM Storage
8/2/02 Friday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Miami 7:30 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Storage
8/3/02 Saturday Concert: The Who 7:30 PM Storage
8/4/02 Sunday Concert: The Who 7:30 PM Storage
8/5/02 Monday
8/6/02 Tuesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Minnesota 7:30 PM
8/7/02 Wednesday Concert: Lil Bow Wow 7:30 PM
8/8/02 Thursday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Washington 7:30 PM
8/9/02 Friday
8/10/02 Saturday Wedding Expo 11:00 AM
8/11/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Charlotte 4:00 PM
8/12/02 Monday Concert: Bruce Springsteen 7:30 PM Storage
8/13/02 Tuesday Knicks City Dancer Auditions N/A Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
8/14/02 Wednesday Knicks City Dancer Auditions N/A Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
8/15/02 Thursday
8/16/02 Friday Avon Launch N/A
8/17/02 Saturday
8/18/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Indiana (playoffs) 12:00 PM
8/19/02 Monday
8/20/02 Tuesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Indiana (playoffs) 8:00 PM
8/21/02 Wednesday
8/22/02 Thursday Teacher's Seminar 9:00 AM Teacher's Exhibits 12:00 PM



A-96











Event Start Time Event Start Time Event Start Time
ARENA



Table 1: 2002 Madison Square Garden Events
THEATER (includes lobby) EXPO CENTER



Date Day of Week
8/23/02 Friday
8/24/02 Saturday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Washington (playoffs) 8:00 PM
8/25/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Washington (playoffs) 7:00 PM
8/26/02 Monday Wrestling: WWE RAW 7:45 PM
8/27/02 Tuesday
8/28/02 Wednesday
8/29/02 Thursday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Los Angeles (playoffs) 7:30 PM
8/30/02 Friday Concert: Carribean Concert 7:00 PM
8/31/02 Saturday
9/1/02 Sunday
9/2/02 Monday
9/3/02 Tuesday
9/4/02 Wednesday
9/5/02 Thursday
9/6/02 Friday
9/7/02 Saturday Concert: Salsa Fest 8:00 PM
9/8/02 Sunday
9/9/02 Monday Load-In
9/10/02 Tuesday Load-In Job Fair 11:00 AM
9/11/02 Wednesday Day of Hope and Healing 7:00 PM Holding Area
9/12/02 Thursday
9/13/02 Friday Load-In Set-up
9/14/02 Saturday Religious: 7th Day Adventists 9:30 AM Religious: Adventists' Luncheon 1:30 PM
9/15/02 Sunday Ice Maintenance
9/16/02 Monday Ice Maintenance
9/17/02 Tuesday Basketball: Wheelchair Basketball Classic 7:00 PM
9/18/02 Wednesday Ice Maintenance
9/19/02 Thursday Load-In Season Opener (lobby) 5:30 PM
9/20/02 Friday Ice Show: Stars, Stripes & Skates 8:00 PM Load-In
9/21/02 Saturday Concert: Viva Mexico 7:30 PM Fannie Mae Home Fair 10:00 AM
9/22/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Philadelphia (preseason) 5:00 PM
9/23/02 Monday Concert: Billy Joel & Elton John 7:30 PM
9/24/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. New Jersey (preseason) 7:00 PM Graduation: LaGuardia 10:30 AM
9/25/02 Wednesday Load-In Storage
9/26/02 Thursday Concert: Rolling Stones 8:00 PM Storage
9/27/02 Friday Concert: Enrique Iglesias 8:00 PM Load-In
9/28/02 Saturday Comedy: Vacilon 69 8:00 PM
9/29/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Boston (preseason) 5:00 PM
9/30/02 Monday Load-In
10/1/02 Tuesday Concert: One Night With Light 8:00 PM
10/2/02 Wednesday
10/3/02 Thursday
10/4/02 Friday
10/5/02 Saturday Concert: Marc Anthony & Carlos Vives 8:00 PM
10/6/02 Sunday Concert: Radio Jesus 3:00 PM
10/7/02 Monday Set-Up
10/8/02 Tuesday Concert: Music to My Ears 7:30 PM Storage
10/9/02 Wednesday Set-Up Employee Dinner (lobby) 5:30 PM
10/10/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. San Antonio (preseason) 7:30 PM Load-In
10/11/02 Friday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Montreal 7:00 PM Load-In



10/12/02 Saturday FDNY Memorial                                                                 
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Phoenix (preseason)



10:00 AM    
7:30 PM Bar Mitzvah (lobby) 8:00 PM Load-In



10/13/02 Sunday Girl Scouts' Anniversary 2:00 PM Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
10/14/02 Monday Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
10/15/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Toronto 7:00 PM Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
10/16/02 Wednesday Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Load-Out
10/17/02 Thursday Concert: Cher 8:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Storage
10/18/02 Friday Concert: Cher 8:00 PM Comedy: Dave Chappelle 8:00 PM Storage
10/19/02 Saturday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Nashville 7:00 PM Concert: Rock & Roll Revival 7:30 PM
10/20/02 Sunday Concert: Vicente & Alejandro Fernandez 7:00 PM Bar Mitzvah (lobby) 12:00 PM
10/21/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Tampa Bay 7:00 PM
10/22/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Utah (preseason) 7:30 PM Learning Annex 6:30 PM
10/23/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Washington 7:00 PM Big East Media Day (lobby) 9:30 AM
10/24/02 Thursday Concert: Rush 8:00 PM Awards: AFB (lobby) 5:30 PM
10/25/02 Friday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Los Angeles 7:00 PM Religious: Church of Christ 7:00 PM



10/26/02 Saturday
Religious: Church of Christ                     
Religious: Church of Christ                     
Religious: Church of Christ



9:00 AM    
2:00 PM    
7:00 PM



10/27/02 Sunday Religious: Church of Christ 3:00 PM
10/28/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Phoenix 7:00 PM Concert: Mana 8:00 PM
10/29/02 Tuesday
10/30/02 Wednesday
10/31/02 Thursday
11/1/02 Friday Concert: Hopeville Tour 8:00 PM
11/2/02 Saturday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Boston 7:30 PM Comedy: J. Anthony Brown 7:30 PM
11/3/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. St. Louis 5:00 PM
11/4/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Milwaukee 7:30 PM
11/5/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Edmonton 7:00 PM
11/6/02 Wednesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Sacramento 7:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
11/7/02 Thursday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Calgary 7:00 PM Load-In
11/8/02 Friday Basketball: St. John's vs. Harlem Globetrotters 7:30 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
11/9/02 Saturday Concert: Hispanos Unidos 8:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
11/10/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. New Orleans 4:00 PM Load-In
11/11/02 Monday Concert: Bob Dylan 8:00 PM Load-In Storage
11/12/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Utah 7:30 PM Load-In Storage
11/13/02 Wednesday Concert: Bob Dylan 8:00 PM Load-In Storage
11/14/02 Thursday College Basketball: AT&T Doubleheader 7:00 PM Load-In
11/15/02 Friday College Basketball: AT&T Doubleheader 6:30 PM Load-In
11/16/02 Saturday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Philadelphia 1:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 9:00 PM Storage
11/17/02 Sunday Wrestling: WWE Survivor Series 7:45 PM Load-In Storage
11/18/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Detroit 7:30 PM Load-In
11/19/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Anaheim 7:00 PM Load-In
11/20/02 Wednesday Concert: Shakira 9:00 PM Load-In Storage
11/21/02 Thursday Concert: Peter Gabriel 8:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Storage
11/22/02 Friday Load-In
11/23/02 Saturday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. NY Islanders 1:00 PM Rehearsal
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Date Day of Week
11/24/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Minnesota 7:00 PM Rehearsal
11/25/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Carolina 7:00 PM Rehearsal
11/26/02 Tuesday Concert: The Other Ones 7:30 PM Rehearsal Storage
11/27/02 Wednesday College Basketball: NIT Doubleheader 7:00 PM Rehearsal
11/28/02 Thursday



11/29/02 Friday College Basketball: NIT Doubleheader 6:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



1:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



11/30/02 Saturday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. New Orleans 1:00 PM



Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



12/1/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Tampa Bay 1:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/2/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Cleveland 7:30 PM
12/3/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Columbus 7:00 PM



12/4/02 Wednesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Orlando 7:30 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



2:00 PM    
7:30 PM



12/5/02 Thursday Concert: Guns & Roses 7:30 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
7:30 PM Storage



12/6/02 Friday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Buffalo 7:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Load-In



12/7/02 Saturday College Basketball Tripleheader 12:00 PM



Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Teachers' Exam 8:30 AM



12/8/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Boston 1:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/9/02 Monday Concert: KISS-FM R&B Jam 7:00 PM Storage
12/10/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Seattle 7:30 PM



12/11/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Chicago 8:00 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



2:00 PM    
7:30 PM Storage



12/12/02 Thursday Concert: Z-100 Jingle Ball 7:00 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
7:30 PM Storage



12/13/02 Friday Concert: Tom Petty 7:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Storage



12/14/02 Saturday College Basketball Doubleheader                                 
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Boston



12:00 PM    
7:30 PM



Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



12/15/02 Sunday
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/16/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. San Jose 7:00 PM
12/17/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. New Jersey 7:30 PM



12/18/02 Wednesday Concert: WKTU's Miracle on 34th Street 7:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
7:30 PM



Storage



12/19/02 Thursday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Montreal 7:00 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
7:30 PM



12/20/02 Friday Concert: Dave Mathews 7:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Storage



12/21/02 Saturday Concert: Dave Mathews 7:30 PM



Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Storage



12/22/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Miami 7:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/23/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. New Jersey 7:00 PM Set-Up
12/24/02 Tuesday Set-Up
12/25/02 Wednesday Musical: A Christmas Carol 2:00 PM Day of Giving Dinner 2:00 PM



12/26/02 Thursday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Pittsburgh 7:00 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/27/02 Friday College Basketball: Holiday Festival Doubleheader 6:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/28/02 Saturday College Basketball: Holiday Festival Doubleheader 3:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



12/29/02 Sunday
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/30/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. San Antonio 7:30 PM
12/31/02 Tuesday Concert: Phish 8:00 PM Storage



Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003.



Color Key:
Dark Day (includes loading, unloading, and/or storage activities)
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performances). Over the course of the year, 141 
dark days occurred at the arena (109 on weekdays, 13 on Saturdays, and 19 on Sundays). 
 
Table 1 also illustrates the pattern in the scheduling of events held at the theater and expo 
center. Out of the 177 events held at the theater in 2002, 83 involved performances of “Sesame 
Street Live” and “A Christmas Carol”, two productions that primarily occurred during the months 
of February and December, respectively. Multiple performances of these shows (typically three) 
were usually held on the same day. For this reason, there were only 120 days on which events 
where scheduled (there were 39 days on which multiple events were held – 22 of these involved 
performances of “A Christmas Carol”). Over the course of the year, there were 245 days on 
which there was no event at the theater (178 of the dark days were on weekdays, 27 were on 
Saturdays, and 40 were on Sundays). As shown in Table 1, when compared to the arena and 
theater, there were relatively few public events held at the expo center over the course of the 
entire year (there were only 38 days with events). 
 
Arena events in 2002 were tabulated by event type based on the schedule shown in Table 1 
and additionally sorted by weekdays, Saturdays, and Sundays. Table 2 shows that the majority 
of weekday events involve basketball games, hockey games, concerts, and circus 
performances; the pattern of events on Sundays is more pronounced and primarily involves 
basketball and hockey games. Most of the weekend concerts tended to occur on Saturdays.4  
 



Table 2: Distribution of 2002 MSG Arena Events 
Event Type Weekday Saturday Sunday Total 
Basketball (College) 13 7 1 21 
Basketball (NBA) 29 8 7 44 
Basketball (Other) 5 0 0 5 
Basketball (WNBA) 12 2 7 21 
Circus 14 9 9 32 
Concert 38 13 3 54 
Dog Show 2 0 0 2 
Graduation 2 0 0 2 
Ice Show 1 2 0 3 
Hockey (NHL) 32 4 7 43 
Other 15 4 2 21 
Religious 6 3 2 11 
Track 1 1 0 2 
Wrestling 3 1 1 5 
Totals 173 54 39 266 



    Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
 
Table 3 provides a similar tabulation of 2002 events held in the theater, which is also sorted by 
weekdays, Saturdays, and Sundays. This table indicates that nearly half of all theater events 
involved performances of “Sesame Street Live” (categorized as a family show) or “A Christmas 
Carol” (categorized as a musical). Although there were a significant amount of comedy events 
(34), many of these were competitions that took place in the theater lobby (which has a smaller 
seating capacity of approximately 500-600). A review of Table 3 shows that there were 
substantially fewer events at the theater on Sundays (26) compared to Saturdays (49) and that 
approximately 80% of the Sunday events involved performances of the family show or musical. 



                                                 
4 Although there were a total of 9 Sunday circus performances, these occurred over a period of 3 Sundays (multiple 
shows were held on each date). 
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Table 3: Distribution of 2002 MSG Theater Events 
Event Type Weekday Saturday Sunday Total 
Awards 3 0 0 3 
Boxing 2 2 0 4 
Comedy 22 10 2 34 
Concert 5 3 1 9 
Draft 1 1 1 3 
Family Show 10 6 6 22 
Graduation 11 0 0 11 
Meeting 4 0 0 4 
Musical 27 19 15 61 
Other 12 4 0 16 
Religious 5 4 1 10 
Totals 102 49 26 177 



     Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
 
Table 4 shows the distribution of arena and theater events that were held on the same day at 
MSG in 2002 and compares their differences in start times. Events with overlapping arrival 
periods were assumed to include all events with differences in start times of less than one hour. 
As shown in Table 4, there were overlaps on slightly less than half of the weekdays when 
events were held at the two venues. A review of these events indicates that approximately half 
of these overlaps involve events in the theater lobby. As shown in Table 4, there were no 
overlapping events on Sundays since all events had differences in start times of one hour or 
greater.  
 



Table 4: Relationship between 2002 Arena and Theater Events Held On Same Day 
Difference in Start Times 



Day of Week Same ½ Hour  1 Hour  > 1 Hour  
Total 



Events 
Weekday 10 10 7 25 52 
Saturday 3 6 5 6 20 
Sunday 0 0 3 4 7 
Totals 13 16 15 35 79 



            Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
 
Existing Attendance Patterns 
Table 5 presents detailed data about the major types of arena events (concerts, NBA 
basketball, WNBA basketball, college basketball, NHL hockey, and the circus). This table 
includes typical event durations, attendance capacities, and existing 85th percentile 
attendances.5 Although both the New York Knicks and New York Rangers currently tend to sell 
out many of their games, the Knicks games have the highest 85th percentile attendance out of 
all events. As shown in Table 5, the 85th percentile attendances at WNBA basketball games and 
circus performances are significantly lower compared to the other major events; for this reason 
a WNBA basketball game or circus performance would not be expected to constitute the 
reasonable worst-case scenario for the analysis of transportation-related impacts. According to 
Madison Square Garden management, although concert attendance varies, a significant 



                                                 
5 85th percentile attendances will be used to develop a reasonable worst-case scenario that would occur with enough 
frequency to warrant consideration for analysis. 



A-98











 



Rev. 02 4



PB Team NYCT – Number 7 Extension Project
 2 Broadway-5th Floor, Mailbox 519 
 New York, NY  10004 
 Fax:  646-252-2063 



number of concerts sell out every year. 
Therefore, the events that have the highest 85th percentile attendances involve NBA basketball 
games, concerts, and NHL hockey games. 
 



Table 5: Existing Arena Capacity and Approximate Duration of Events 
85th Percentile Attendances 



Event Type 
Typical 



Duration1 
Attendance 
Capacity2 Overall Weekday Weekend 



Concert 3+ hours 20,629 17,977 18,301 16,476 
NBA Basketball 2 ½ hours 20,024 19,0233 
WNBA Basketball 2 hours 20,024 11,605 11,221 12,126 
College Basketball 2 hours 20,024 16,012 14,389 16,167 
NHL Hockey 2 ¾ hours 18,295 17,3803 
Circus 2 ½ hours 18,295 13,687 13,686 13,062 
Sources: Madison Square Garden and Sam Schwartz LLC, 2003. 
Notes: (1) Listed durations are minimum times and do not include overtime or unexpected delays. (2) Includes 
seats and suites. (3) Most of these events are sold out; Sam Schwartz LLC estimates indicate that actual 
attendances range between 95% and 100% of capacity. 



  
Travel Surveys 
To establish the existing travel patterns of MSG attendees, travel surveys conducted by Vollmer 
Associates in the fall of 1987 were utilized.6 These surveys included interviews to determine 
modes of travel specific to the origins of attendees at the following three weeknight events: 



 Cars Concert (Thursday, October 29, 1987 @ 8:00 pm); 
 New York Knicks vs. Boston Celtics (Monday, November 9, 1987 @ 7:30 pm); and  
 New York Rangers vs. New Jersey Devils (Tuesday, November 10, 1987 @ 7:30 pm). 



 
Additional surveys at MSG were conducted by Sam Schwartz LLC in the spring of 2003.7 These 
surveys were used to determine temporal distributions, vehicle occupancies, and to 
approximate variations in travel patterns between a weekday and a Sunday sports event. 
Events that were surveyed included: 



 New York Knicks vs. Milwaukee Bucks (Sunday, March 16, 2003 @ 7:00 pm); 
 New York Knicks vs. Toronto Raptors (Monday, March 24, 2003 @ 7:30 pm); 
 New York Knicks vs. New Jersey Nets (Friday, March 28, 2003 @ 8:00 pm); 
 New York Rangers vs. Pittsburgh Penguins (Wednesday, March 26, 2003 @ 7:30 pm); 
 New York Rangers vs. New Jersey Devils (Friday, April 4, 2003 @ 7:30 pm); and 
 Red Hot Chili Peppers Concert (Tuesday, May 20, 2003 @ 8:00 pm). 



 
Trip Origins 
A comparison of trip origins from the three weeknight events surveyed (concert, Rangers game, 
and Knicks game) is presented in Table 6. The table also includes an average distribution of 
origins for the weeknight sports events and a projected distribution of origins for Sunday sports 
events. As shown in the table, the percentage of Manhattan origins is highest for the weeknight 
sports events; this variation is likely attributed to the large percentage of attendees that go to 
these types of MSG events directly from work in Manhattan. 
 
 
 
 



                                                 
6Technical Memorandum A-4, Madison Square Garden Attendance Profile, Vollmer Associates, 1987. 
7Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, Sam Schwartz LLC, August 26, 2003. 
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Table 6: Trip Origins of MSG Attendees 



Region 
Weeknight 



Concert 



Weeknight 
Rangers 



Game 



Weeknight 
Knicks 
Game 



Weeknight 
Sports 



Average 



Sunday 
Sports 
Event1 



Staten Island 2.7% 1.7% 1.6% 1.6% 0.5% 
Manhattan 20.8% 34.8% 38.8% 36.8% 30.3% 
Brooklyn 11.6% 7.2% 8.2% 7.7% 9.8% 
Bronx 4.6% 2.6% 3.7% 3.2% 2.3% 
Queens 14.0% 8.3% 11.8% 10.1% 11.6% 
Long Island 15.4% 13.2% 9.0% 11.1% 12.7% 
Westchester 14.2% 5.7% 4.6% 5.1% 7.1% 
Rockland 0.8% 1.1% 7.4% 4.3% 4.3% 
New Jersey 13.9% 22.1% 9.6% 15.7% 17.0% 
Connecticut 1.9% 3.2% 5.4% 4.3% 4.3% 
Sources: Vollmer Associates, 1987. 
Notes: (1) Estimated based on weeknight sports average using Sam Schwartz LLC surveys. (2) Sum of origins 
do not total 100% due to rounding. 



    
Existing and Projected Modal Splits 
In order to develop trip assignments specific for each mode of travel, modal splits expanded to a 
regional basis will be utilized. Table 7 shows modal splits by region for a weeknight concert, a 
weeknight sports event, and a Sunday sports event. The table also includes the weighted 
average modal splits, which were calculated by applying the respective trip origins (listed in 
Table 6) to the regional modal splits. The results show that overall auto usage is consistent for 
weeknight events (31.7% for the concert and 33.7% for the sports events) and is higher (48.4%) 
for a Sunday sports event. In contrast, overall transit usage is highest for a weeknight concert 
(51.8%) and lowest for a Sunday sports event (34.8%). 
 
In order to account for a potential relocation of Madison Square Garden to a location one and a 
half blocks west of its existing location, auto and taxi modal splits were increased by 7.5% and 
5%, respectively, to account for a reduced access to transit services. This is similar to the 
methodology that was used to develop modal split assumptions for sports events at the 
proposed nearby multi-use facility based the existing MSG travel surveys8. The resulting modal 
splits are shown in Table 8. It is anticipated that given the existing and projected location of 
MSG, the existing and projected modal splits would be affected by neither the No. 7 subway 
extension nor the LIRR East Side Access project. 
 
Temporal Distributions 
Table 9 shows the results of the temporal distributions obtained from the MSG door counts. 
Based on the results of these surveys, it will be assumed that approximately 75% percent of 
arrivals to sports events9 and 50% of arrivals to concerts would occur during the peak hour. 
Compared to sports events, the temporal distributions of concert events tend to exhibit less 
pronounced peaking characteristics because there are usually opening acts before the 
headliner band and a significant amount of attendees typically arrive after the concert begins. 



                                                 
8 It was assumed that arena events at the proposed multi-use facility location would have increases in auto and taxi 
splits of 15% and 10%, respectively. Since MSG would be relocated to a site approximately halfway between Penn 
Station and the proposed multi-use facility, the increases in auto/taxi modal splits were assumed to 50% of what was 
assumed for the proposed multi-use facility. 
9 To provide for a conservative analysis, data from the March 16, 2003 and March 28, 2003 New York Knicks games 
were excluded due to their lower peak hour temporal distributions. 
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Staten Island 72% 10% 0% 0% 0% 18% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 12% 28% 1% 21% 4% 34% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 44% 3% 1% 0% 0% 52% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 46% 9% 0% 3% 3% 39% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 49% 1% 2% 1% 0% 37% 10% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 22% 2% 2% 0% 0% 2% 72% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 18% 8% 0% 8% 60% 6% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 83% 0% 0% 0% 17% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 42% 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 0% 35% 16% 100%
Connecticut 39% 5% 0% 34% 0% 22% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 31.7% 8.7% 1.1% 6.7% 9.8% 22.4% 12.5% 4.9% 2.2% 100.0%
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Staten Island 80% 4% 6% 0% 2% 10% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 13% 17% 4% 24% 2% 42% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 58% 1% 0% 0% 1% 41% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 48% 2% 0% 0% 4% 47% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 42% 3% 1% 1% 1% 45% 9% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 25% 0% 1% 1% 0% 4% 70% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 52% 7% 0% 9% 19% 14% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 46% 0% 0% 5% 50% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 54% 3% 0% 2% 5% 2% 1% 25% 9% 100%
Connecticut 44% 9% 4% 8% 20% 17% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 33.7% 7.9% 1.7% 10.2% 5.6% 26.9% 8.7% 3.9% 1.4% 100.0%
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Staten Island 92% 1% 1% 0% 1% 5% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 19% 22% 4% 19% 1% 34% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 56% 1% 0% 0% 1% 42% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 41% 2% 0% 0% 4% 53% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 61% 3% 1% 1% 1% 29% 6% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 38% 0% 1% 0% 0% 3% 57% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 83% 7% 0% 2% 5% 3% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 58% 0% 0% 4% 38% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 76% 3% 0% 1% 2% 1% 0% 12% 4% 100%
Connecticut 55% 9% 4% 6% 14% 12% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 48.4% 8.4% 1.7% 6.6% 3.6% 20.5% 8.0% 2.0% 0.7% 100.0%
Source: Vollmer Associates, 1987.
Note: Sunday modal splits estimated based on weeknight sports average using Sam Schwartz LLC surveys (2003).



SUNDAY SPORTS EVENT



WEEKNIGHT CONCERT



Table 7: Existing Arrival Modal Splits By Region
(Without MSG Relocation)



WEEKNIGHT SPORTS EVENT
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Staten Island 77% 11% 0% 0% 0% 12% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 13% 29% 1% 20% 4% 33% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 47% 3% 1% 0% 0% 49% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 49% 9% 0% 3% 3% 36% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 53% 1% 2% 1% 0% 34% 9% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 24% 2% 2% 0% 0% 2% 70% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 19% 8% 0% 8% 59% 6% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 89% 0% 0% 0% 11% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 45% 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 0% 33% 15% 100%
Connecticut 42% 5% 0% 32% 0% 21% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 34.1% 9.1% 1.1% 6.4% 9.5% 21.0% 12.1% 4.6% 2.1% 100.0%
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Staten Island 85% 4% 6% 0% 1% 4% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 13% 18% 4% 23% 1% 41% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 62% 1% 0% 0% 0% 37% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 52% 2% 0% 0% 3% 43% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 45% 3% 1% 1% 1% 42% 8% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 27% 0% 1% 0% 0% 4% 68% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 55% 7% 0% 8% 17% 12% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 49% 0% 0% 5% 46% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 58% 3% 0% 2% 5% 2% 0% 23% 8% 100%
Connecticut 47% 9% 4% 7% 18% 15% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 36.2% 8.3% 1.8% 9.8% 5.1% 25.5% 8.4% 3.6% 1.3% 100.0%



Region A
ut



o



Ta
xi



Li
m



o



W
al



k



B
us



Su
bw



ay



LI
R



R
 (P



en
n 



St
at



io
n)



N
J 



Tr
an



si
t R



ai
l



PA
TH



TO
TA



L 
B



Y 
R



EG
IO



N



Staten Island 95% 1% 1% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 21% 23% 5% 18% 1% 32% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 61% 1% 0% 0% 0% 38% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 44% 2% 0% 0% 4% 50% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 65% 3% 1% 1% 1% 25% 5% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 41% 0% 1% 0% 0% 3% 54% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 89% 7% 0% 1% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 62% 0% 0% 3% 34% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 82% 3% 0% 1% 2% 1% 0% 9% 3% 100%
Connecticut 59% 9% 4% 5% 12% 10% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 52.0% 8.8% 1.8% 6.1% 3.0% 18.7% 7.6% 1.5% 0.5% 100.0%
Source: Vollmer Associates, 1987.



SUNDAY SPORTS EVENT



WEEKNIGHT CONCERT



Table 8: Projected Arrival Modal Splits By Region
(With MSG Relocation)



WEEKNIGHT SPORTS EVENT
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Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent
6:00 PM - 6:15 PM 6:00 PM - 6:15 PM
6:15 PM - 6:30 PM 1 0% 6:15 PM - 6:30 PM
6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 326 2% 6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 61 0%
6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 2,200 16% 6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 2,234 13%
7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 1,685 12% 7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 1,911 11%
7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 2,646 19% 7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 3,403 20%
7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 3,320 24% 7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 4,258 25%
7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 2,194 16% 7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 2,753 16%
8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 873 6% 8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 1,501 9%
8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 319 2% 8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 611 4%
8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 178 1% 8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 321 2%
8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 8:45 PM - 9:00 PM
9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 9:00 PM - 9:15 PM
9:15 PM - 9:30 PM 9:15 PM - 9:30 PM
9:30 PM - 9:45 PM 9:30 PM - 9:45 PM



13,742 100% 17,053 100%



Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent
6:00 PM - 6:15 PM 1 0% 6:00 PM - 6:15 PM
6:15 PM - 6:30 PM 1 0% 6:15 PM - 6:30 PM
6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 178 1% 6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 6,106 28%
6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 1,152 9% 6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 86 0%
7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 1,362 10% 7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 327 1%
7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 2,471 19% 7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 1,910 9%
7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 2,985 23% 7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 2,092 9%
7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 2,634 20% 7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 3,016 14%
8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 1,204 9% 8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 3,791 17%
8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 606 5% 8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 2,703 12%
8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 324 2% 8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 1,147 5%
8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 132 1% 8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 558 3%
9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 63 0% 9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 208 1%
9:15 PM - 9:30 PM 9:15 PM - 9:30 PM 121 1%
9:30 PM - 9:45 PM 9:30 PM - 9:45 PM



13,113 100% 22,065 100%



Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent
5:30 PM - 5:45 PM 8,330 38% 6:00 PM - 6:15 PM
5:45 PM - 6:00 PM 75 0% 6:15 PM - 6:30 PM
6:00 PM - 6:15 PM 102 0% 6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 16 0%
6:15 PM - 6:30 PM 1,288 6% 6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 561 4%
6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 1,492 7% 7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 446 3%
6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 2,706 12% 7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 1,044 7%
7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 3,436 16% 7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 1,639 11%
7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 2,445 11% 7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 2,036 13%
7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 1,119 5% 8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 1,850 12%
7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 562 3% 8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 1,857 12%
8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 271 1% 8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 1,929 13%
8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 163 1% 8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 1,403 9%
8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 57 0% 9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 1,149 7%
8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 9:15 PM - 9:30 PM 862 6%
9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 9:30 PM - 9:45 PM 599 4%



22,046 100% 15,391 100%



Source: Sam Schwartz LLC, 2003.
Note: Event start times are indicated by shading.



10,079 46% 7,672 50%(6:30-7:30 PM) (7:45-8:45 PM)



9,845 72%



9,452 72%



Peak Hour Peak Hour



(7:00-8:00 PM) (7:00-8:00 PM)



Table 9: Temporal Distribution of MSG Attendees



New York Rangers New York Rangers



New York Knicks New York Knicks



Peak Hour Peak Hour 72%12,325



(7:30-8:00 PM)



Time Period Time Period



Totals Totals



Red Hot Chili Peppers



Time Period



Totals Totals



Sunday, March 16, 2003 Tuesday, May 20, 2003
New York Knicks



Peak Hour Peak Hour 11,602(7:00-8:00 PM) 53%



Time Period



Totals



Wednesday, March 26, 2003 Friday, April 4, 2003
Time Period



Totals



Monday, March 24, 2003 Friday, March 28, 2003
Time Period
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Similar to the projections made for the proposed multi-use facility, all event staff would be 
expected to arrive 2-3 hours prior to an event at MSG and would be on post prior to the gate 
opening time. For this reason, event staff would not be expected to travel during the peak arrival 
period of attendees. 
 
Vehicle Occupancy 
Table 10 shows the vehicle occupancies that will be used for attendees at a weeknight concert, 
weeknight sports event, and Sunday sports event; these were based on the Sam Schwartz LLC 
surveys.10 
 



Table 10: Vehicle Occupancies 
 Auto Taxi 



Weeknight Concert 2.5 2.6 
Weeknight Sports Event 2.2 2.5 



Sunday Sports Event 2.8 2.8 
                          Source: Sam Schwartz LLC, 2003. 



 
Projected Attendance Increases 
Regardless of a potential relocation, the DGEIS will also consider that the overall attendance 
capacity of MSG would increase by approximately 18% (from 19,500 to 23,000). Although it has 
not been determined how this change would affect the event-specific seating capacities listed in 
Table 5, it is assumed that each capacity would increase by the same proportion. Based on a 
review of the existing 85th percentile attendances shown in Table 5, it is anticipated that the 
increased seating capacity would have an effect on three types of events (concerts, NBA 
basketball, and NHL hockey) because many of these events currently sell out and would be 
expected to draw additional attendees. As shown in Table 11, it is assumed that the 85th 
percentile attendances at these events would also increase by 18%. Conversely, events which 
do not currently sell out would not be expected to be impacted by the availability of additional 
seating. 
 
Truck Trip Generation and Distribution 
Incremental truck trips associated with the expansion of MSG will be forecasted using the 
methodologies provided within the Multi-Use Facility Transportation Planning Assumptions 
Technical Memorandum (November 11, 2003). Because there would be an 18% increase in 
attendance capacity, the number of truck deliveries on an average weekday (food, beverage, 
and other merchandise) would be expected to increase by the same proportion.11 



 
Table 11: Events with Projected Attendance Increases 



Existing 85th Percentile 
Attendances 



Projected 85th Percentile 
Attendances Event 



Type 
Existing 
Capacity 



Projected 
Capacity Overall Weekday Weekend Overall Weekday Weekend



Concert 20,629 24,332 17,977 18,301 16,476 21,204 21,586 19,433 
NBA 



Basketball 20,024 23,618 19,023 22,437 



NHL 
Hockey 18,295 21,579 17,380 20,499 



Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
Note: Projected capacities and attendances assume an 18% increase. 
 
                                                 
10 Sam Schwartz LLC, Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, August 2003. 
11 An increase in truck trips associated with equipment for concerts and other events is not expected. 
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Selection of Weekday Evening Event for 
Analysis Purposes 
The Multi-Use Facility Transportation Planning Assumptions Technical Memorandum 
(November 11, 2003) evaluated potential combinations of simultaneous weekday evening 
events that could take place at MSG (a sports event or a concert) and at the multi-use facility (a 
football game, a stadium concert, an arena concert, or an arena sports event). The results of 
this analysis showed that the largest number of total vehicle trips would result from the 
combination of arrivals to a concert at MSG and arrivals to a football game at the multi-use 
facility. This particular combination of events will be analyzed for future conditions with the 
proposed action during the weekday evening peak hour (8-9 PM). A subsequent review of the 
simultaneous events held at the arena and theater in 2002 indicates that 8 of the 38 weekday 
concerts occurred on nights with concurrent theater events (not including events held in the 
theater lobby). It is expected that the probability of a theater event occurring at the same time of 
both a weeknight football game and a concert is unlikely12; therefore a theater event is not 
recommended to be included as part of the combination of reasonable worst-case events 
selected for analysis.13 
 
Selection of Sunday Afternoon Event for Analysis Purposes 
The Convention Center Expansion Transportation Planning Assumptions Technical 
Memorandum (October 24, 2003) determined that the Sunday 4-5 PM period would be the 
worst-case scenario for trips on a weekend as it would coincide with the peak hour of activity at 
the Convention Center and departures associated with a 1 PM football game at the adjacent 
multi-use facility. As shown in Table 2, the primary events held on Sundays at MSG in 2002 
involved NBA basketball games and NHL hockey games.14 In order to determine how arrivals 
and departures to these events would interface with the selected 4-5 PM peak hour, the starting 
and ending times of these events were examined (using typical event durations provided by 
MSG); these are compared in Table 12. As shown in this table, departures associated with the 1 
PM Rangers games and arrivals associated with the 5 PM Rangers games would have the 
potential to occur during the 4-5 PM peak hour. The pattern of starting times for Knicks games 
shown in Table 12 would not be expected to result in arrivals/departures occurring during the 4-
5 PM peak hour. 
 



Table 12: Start and End Times of Sunday Sports Events at MSG in 2002 
New York Knicks New York Rangers 



Date Start Time End Time Date Start Time End Time 
2/3/02 12:00 PM 2:30 PM 2/10/02 1:00 PM 3:45 PM 



2/24/02 12:00 PM 2:30 PM 12/1/02 1:00 PM 3:45 PM 
3/3/02 3:00 PM 5:30 PM 12/8/02 1:00 PM 3:45 PM 



11/10/02 4:00 PM 6:30 PM 3/17/02 3:00 PM 5:45 PM 
2/17/02 7:00 PM 9:30 PM 9/22/02 5:00 PM 7:45 PM 



11/24/02 7:00 PM 9:30 PM 9/29/02 5:00 PM 7:45 PM 
12/22/02 7:00 PM 9:30 PM 11/3/02 5:00 PM 7:45 PM 



          Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
 



                                                 
12 Including the 2003 season, the New York Jets have only hosted a total of 14 Monday Night Football games since 
1970 (an average of less than one per year). 
13 According to Madison Square Garden management, there would not be a theater in the new arena if MSG is 
relocated. 
14 WNBA basketball games and circus performances were excluded because they had lower 85th percentile 
attendances. 
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A review of the 2003-04 Knicks’ and Rangers’ 
schedules indicates that a comparable pattern will occur on Sundays this season: the Knicks 
have one game scheduled at 1 PM, three games scheduled for 7 PM, and one game scheduled 
for 7:30 PM; all four of the Rangers games on Sunday are scheduled for 5 PM. Therefore, it is 
assumed that travel associated with Rangers games would generally have the greatest potential 
to overlap with the 4-5 PM peak hour. 
 
As previously described, it was assumed that 75% of arrivals to a sports event at MSG would 
occur during the peak arrival hour. Based on projections made by the New York Jets for the 
temporal distribution of departures from the multi-use facility in an arena configuration, it is 
assumed that 90-95% of fans would leave MSG in the hour immediately following the end of an 
event, and that these departures would be concentrated within a 20-minute period (the time it 
would take to clear the arena). Therefore, it is expected that the majority of departures 
associated with a 1 PM game would occur during the 3-4 PM period. For this reason, it is 
recommended that the travel demand associated with arrivals to a 5 PM Rangers game should 
be included as part of the Sunday afternoon peak hour (4-5 PM) as this combination of events 
would have the greatest potential for traffic implications.  
 
It should be noted that although there were no overlapping arena and theater events on 
Sundays (as shown in Table 4), there were five Sunday afternoon performances of “A 
Christmas Carol” in December (during the NFL football season) that began at 5 PM, and arrivals 
associated with this event would have a potential to overlap with the 4-5 PM peak hour. On 
these five Sundays, there were two Rangers games scheduled for 1 PM, one Knicks game 
scheduled for 7 PM, and two dark days in the arena. Because the start times of these theater 
events were staggered in such a way were did not coincide with arena events, it is not realistic 
to combine travel demand associated with both events. The travel demand associated with a 
Rangers game (an attendance capacity of 18,295) would be expected to be more conservative 
than the travel demand associated with “A Christmas Carol” (an attendance capacity of 5,600). 
Although the travel demand associated with a theater event will not be included in the Sunday 
afternoon peak hour, its associated parking demand will be included to provide for a more 
conservative analysis.  
 
cc: L. Lennon 
 D. Fields 
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Memorandum


To:	Brett Bollinger/Chris Kern/Viktoriya Wise/Kansai Uchida – SF Planning Department


	Catherine Reilly – SF Office of Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


From:	José I. Farrán – Adavant Consulting; Luba C. Wyznyckyj – LCW Consulting


Date:	August 8, 2014 	DRAFT 1– Subject to Revisions


Re:	Travel and Parking Demand Estimates for the Proposed Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development at Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32


This technical memorandum describes the methodology and assumptions used to determine the travel demand for the proposed project, and presents the estimate of project-generated person and vehicle trips that would travel to and from the proposed multi-purpose event center and ancillary development at Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32. Parking demand estimates for the proposed uses are also presented. Detailed travel demand calculation and supporting data are included in the attached Appendix.


Introduction and Background


GSW Arena LLC (GSW), an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC, which owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, proposes to develop an approximately 12-acre project located in San Francisco on land referred to as Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Project Area. The proposed project consists of a new approximately 18,000-seat multi-purpose event center and ancillary development including multiple office buildings, retail, restaurants, structured parking, plaza areas, and other amenities. The event center would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season, as well as provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The rectangular site is bound by Third Street to the west, South Street to the north, Terry François Boulevard to the east, and 16th Street to the south, as shown in an aerial map of the project site in Figure 1. It should be noted as part of the buildout of Mission Bay, Terry François Boulevard will be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 30 and 32[footnoteRef:2]. [2:  Relocation of Terry François Boulevard will be implemented as part of the Mission Bay Area South Infrastructure Plan by FOCIL-Mission Bay, the entity serving as master developer of the remaining development rights within the Mission Bay South Plan project area.] 












			[image: \\SERVER\RedirectedFolders\cmiller\Desktop\GSW Mission Bay TMP Concepts_6 23 14.bmp]





			Figure 1


Proposed Project Site Location












Proposed Project Land Uses


The proposed project includes a multi-purpose event center, general office, general retail, and restaurant uses (including both quick service and more formal sit-down restaurants) on Mission Bay Development Blocks 29 through 32.[footnoteRef:3]  In addition, both live and movie theaters would be included. The event center building would include a variety of supporting uses, including office space, practice facilities, event hall, and other event-related uses.  Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project development.  [3:  Quick service restaurants consist of full-service eating establishments with typical duration of stay of approximately one hour, while more formal sit-down restaurants have a typical duration of stay of at least one hour and generally do not serve breakfast (Source: Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington DC, 2012).] 









			Table 1


Summary of Proposed Project for Travel Demand Analysis





			


Project Component


			Characteristics





			


			Gross Square Feet / Attendance for Travel Demand Analysis


			Event Center Employment Characteristics





			Event Center


· No Event


· GS Warriors Game


· Convention


			700,500 GSF





18,064 attendees (maximum)


9,000 attendees (typical)


			


100 employees


825 employees


675 employees





			Office (GSW Administration & Mgmt.)


			20,000 GSF


			





			General Office


			494,210 GSF


			





			General Retail


			37,000 GSF


			





			Quick Service Restaurant


			37,000 GSF


			





			Sit-down Restaurant


			37,000 GSF


			





			Live Theater


			25,000 GSF – 600 seats


Matinee: 2 to 5 PM


Evening: 7:30 to 10:30 PM


40% weekdays/60% weekends


Overlap with events


			


111 daily employees + 


64 event day employees = 


175 employees





			Movie Theater


			39,000 GSF – 420 seats


Standard movie theater days and hours of operation


Overlap with events


			





			Notes:


[a] This table presents the characteristics of the proposed project uses as they are defined for travel demand analysis purposes.


[b] GSF = gross square feet.


[c] The GSW administration and management space is part of the 700,500 GSF event center area.











Event Center Attendance


An event center is a special trip generator for which travel demand characteristics (i.e., trip generation rates, peak hour factors, etc.) are not available from standard sources used for development projects in San Francisco such as the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines)[footnoteRef:4] or the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual.[footnoteRef:5]  As such, the transportation planning characteristics of the proposed event center were evaluated taking into account the expected attendance for various events at the proposed event center. [4:  Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, San Francisco Planning Department, October 2002.]  [5:  Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012.] 






Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 2; Appendix A (pp. A-7 through A-11) provides additional information about the survey data.[footnoteRef:6] The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, non-sports event), but will be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends (both weekday and weekend scenarios are included in this analysis). In the case of sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. [6:  Event types and characteristics provided by the project sponsor were based on the current event mix at the Oracle Arena in Oakland and SAP Center in San Jose, as well as information from the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York.  The project sponsor considers the Barclays Center to be a relevant comparable, as it is the most recently completed entertainment venue hosting an NBA team, is a single-tenant arena, and is in an urban setting.  Attendance estimates for conferences, corporate events, and other rentals were validated through discussion with San Francisco Travel.] 






Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball home game; concert average attendance is estimated at 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees.  As shown in Table 2, there would be approximately 220 event days in any given year. Table 2 also provides a summary of event center employment according to the type of event. 





Transportation planning analyses of special generators such as event centers typically use the 85th percentile, and sometimes the 90th percentile, of the daily attendance throughout a period of one or more years, to define the attendance for the design day.  For the analysis of the proposed event center, the use of the maximum attendance presented in Table 2 for basketball games was analyzed, as it the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees) even though during the majority of the events, it is not expected to be fully occupied. 
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			Table 2


Event Characteristics at Proposed Event Center





			Event Type


			Annual Number of Event Days at the Event Center


			Event Attendance [a]


			Event Center


Day-of-Game/Event Employment Characteristics [a]


			Season


			Event Temporal Characteristics





			


			


			Average


			Maximum


			


			


			





			Golden State Warriors Basketball Home Games


			2 to 3 preseason home games


			11,000


			18,064


			925 [b]


			two weeks mid-October


			Regular season game time: 7:30 to ~9:40 p.m. [d] 


Preseason/Postseason game time variable.
Monthly Distribution: ~7 homes games per month


Weekly Distribution: 50%/50% weekdays/weekends


Monday-Thursday:	2 to 6 home games/month


Friday: 	1 to 3 home games/month


Saturday: 	1 to 3 home games/month


Sunday: 	0 to 1 home games/month





			


			41 regular season home games


			17,000


			18,064


			925 [b]


			late October to mid-April


			





			


			0 to 16 post season home games


			18,000


			18,064


			925 [b]


			mid-April to mid-June


			





			Concerts


			Approximately 45


			12,500


			14,000 to 18,500 [e]


			775 [c]


			major concert season is Fall, Winter and early Spring; Summer is the slow season


			Concert time: typically 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m.





Weekly distribution: primarily Friday and Saturday evenings





			Family Shows [f]


			Approximately 55


			5,000


			8,200


			675 [c]


			distributed throughout the year


			Family Show characteristics: typically 10 shows over 5 days (Wednesday to Sunday):


Wednesday:	1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.


Thursday: 	1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.


Friday: 	2 shows, 10:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.; and 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.


Saturday: 	3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.; 
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and 
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.


Sunday: 	3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.; 
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and 
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.





			Other Sporting Events [g]


			Approximately 30


			7,000


			18,064


			675 [c]


			distributed throughout the year; times variable





			Conventions/ Corporate Events [h]


			Approximately 31


			9,000


			18,500 [i]


			675 [c]


			distributed throughout the year; times variable





			Notes:


[a] The event center attendance and employment estimates used for travel demand calculations and analysis are shown in bold and italics.


[b]  This estimate includes approximately 825 event center day-of-game non-Warriors employees, and approximately 100 Warriors employees that would work at the Warriors games.  This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors management offices in the event center during the day, non-Warriors employees of the retail buildings on Piers 30-32, or the visiting team and their support staff at the event center.


[c] This estimate includes event center day-of-game/event non-Warriors employees.  This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors management offices in the event center during the day, non-Warriors employees of the retail buildings on Piers 30-32, or the visiting team/event performers and their support staff at the event center.


[d] The large majority of Golden State Warriors regular season home games would start at 7:30 p.m. For example, over the course of the most recent full three NBA regular seasons (2010‐11, 2012‐13, and 2013-14; the 2011-12 NBA season was shortened due to delays in signing of a collective bargaining agreement between NBA owners and players and consequently is not included), 90 percent of Golden State Warriors home games started at 7:30 p.m., 6 percent of homes games started at 6:00 p.m., and the balance (accounting for one home game or less per season) started at either 1:00 p.m. (on Martin Luther King holiday), 5:00 p.m., or 7:00 p.m.


[e] Nearly 90 percent of annual concerts at the event center would be with maximum end‐stage concert configuration attendance of 14,000, and 10 percent (no more than four annually) would be with a 360‐degree configuration which would allow for a maximum attendance of about 18,500.


[f] Family shows provide theatrical entertainment geared towards children and families; examples include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live.


[g] Other sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts.  These could be professional, collegiate, amateur, high school/youth, local, regional, or international competition.


[h] Conventions/Corporate Events examples include conventions, conferences, cultural events, and corporate events. It is not anticipated that the event center would host entire conferences, but rather it would act as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center in those instances when an event or speaker requires more space than can be accommodated there.


[i] The maximum attendance of 18,500 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated at the event center in a configuration similar to a center stage concert (see footnote e). However, the event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people.





			Source: Golden Gate Warriors, Strada Investment Group based on current event mix at the Oracle Arena in Oakland and the SAP Center in San Jose, as well as information provided for the recently completed Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York – 2014
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In addition to a sell-out basketball game event, the transportation analysis also includes a convention/corporate event at the event center.  For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the maximum average attendance (i.e., the average attendance for events would be 9,000 or fewer attendees) for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:7] [7:  The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360‐degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 






The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game.  In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game.


Travel Demand


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco.  





However, as noted above, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand estimates for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center nor for the live theater. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, 2012, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance described in the previous section,[footnoteRef:8] while travel demand for the proposed live theater was based on full occupancy of the proposed number of seats during a performance (i.e., 600 seats). [8:  Survey and other relevant data supplied by the project sponsor are included in Appendix A (pp. A-7 to A-11).] 






In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, appropriate adjustments have been made to account for these factors, as described later in this memorandum.





The weekday daily PM peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides PM peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3) where the project site is located.  





Travel demand was also determined, as described in the following section, for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. Appendix A (pp. A-15 through A-20, and A-23 through A-62) contains the travel demand calculations and assumptions. For the office, retail, restaurant and movie theater uses, a weekday-to-Saturday ratio was obtained from the trip generation rates presented in ITE’s Trip Generation Manual for the proposed project uses, which was then applied to the weekday daily trip generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines in order to obtain the weekend daily rates.  For the office, retail, and restaurant uses, data from the Pushkarev and Zupan and ULI studies was used to estimate the percentage of daily trips that would occur during the weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours.  





For the movie theater use, a percentage of weekday daily trips that would occur during the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours was obtained from ITE sources.[footnoteRef:9]  For the live theater use, the analysis assumes sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday. [9:  Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1995 and Trip Generation for Entertainment Land Uses, J. Doyle, ITE 1999 Annual Meeting.] 






Project Scenarios and Time Periods of Analysis


Travel demand for the proposed event center and ancillary development at Mission Bay Development Blocks 29-32 presented in this document evaluates three different event scenarios:


No event at the event center;


Basketball game at the event center; and [footnoteRef:10] [10:  The game day analysis for weekday PM (4 to 6 PM), evening (6 to 8 PM), and Saturday evening (7 to 9 PM) will also include the evaluation of transportation conditions when a SF Giants home game occurs concurrently with a basketball game. Weekday late evening (9 to 11 PM) conditions will not be analyzed for concurrent basketball and baseball game conditions.] 



Convention event at the event center.





The expected start and end times of these project events and other characteristics are presented in Table 2 (p. 5). The travel demand for the three scenarios has been estimated for the following six time periods:


Weekday all day;


Weekday PM peak period (highest 60-minute period between 4 and 6 PM);


Weekday evening peak period (highest 60-minute period between 6 and 8 PM);


Weekday late evening period (highest 60-minute period between 9 and 11 PM);


Saturday all day; and


Saturday evening period (highest 60-minute period between 7 and 9 PM). 





Each event scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific event would occur.  For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. 





The weekday PM peak period (from 4 to 6 PM) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic in the area is highest. The weekday evening peak period (from 6 to 8 PM) was selected because basketball games typically start at 7:30 PM and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6 to 8 PM period than during the 4 to 6 PM commute peak period. The weekday late evening period (from 9 to 11 PM) was selected because it represents the period during which the highest outbound event trips would occur.  The Saturday evening period (from 7 to 9 PM) was selected because it represents the period during which the highest inbound event trips would occur.  





The “No Event” conditions reflect travel demand associated with the office uses at the event center, plus the travel demand associated with the general office, retail, restaurant (both quick service and sit-down) and movie and live theater uses for the weekday PM commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. Table 3 provides a cross-tabulation of proposed scenarios and time periods for which the project travel demand was estimated.  





			Table 3


Proposed Project Scenarios and Time Periods


for Travel Demand Estimation





			Project Scenario


			Time Period [a]





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM 


Peak Hour


(4 to 6 PM)


			Evening 


Peak Hour


(6 to 8 PM)


			Late Evening


Peak Hour 


(9 to 11 PM)


			Daily


			Evening  Peak Hour


(7 to 9 PM)





			No Event


			√


			√


			


			


			√


			√





			Basketball Game


			√


			√ [b]


			√ [b]


			√


			√


			√ [b]





			Convention Event


			√


			√


			


			


			


			





			Notes:


[a] The time periods presented in this table are those for which the project travel demand is being estimated because that is the time period during which trip volumes would be highest; they do not represent the only time periods during which an event could take place at the proposed event center. 


[b] The basketball game day analysis also includes the evaluation of peak hour transportation conditions when a SF Giants home game occurs concurrently with a basketball game.





			Source: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting – August 2014














Overall, the travel demand was calculated for seven combinations of project scenarios and peak hour time periods, five peak hour scenarios on a weekday and two peak hour scenarios on a Saturday.  In addition, the transportation impact analysis of basketball game conditions was performed for three peak hour scenarios (weekday PM, weekday evening, and Saturday evening) that also includes the evaluation of transportation conditions with the travel demand generated by a concurrent SF Giants baseball game at AT&T Park, however, this does not affect the calculation of the proposed project travel demand estimates presented in this document.





Trip Generation


The person-trip generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to Mission Bay Development Blocks 29-32 and are based on the appropriate rates as described in a previous section and summarized in Table 4.  Detailed calculations for the development of these rates are provided in Appendix A (pp. A-5 through A-22). The rates shown in Table 4 were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 GSF of office, retail and restaurant uses, and the number of movie theater and live theater seats to be built as part of the proposed project in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. 





It should be noted that the rates presented in Table 4 represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a standalone use. It is expected that some of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals already present in the area that are destined to either existing nearby uses or to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the nearby residential, research and development, office or UCSF.
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			Table 4


Proposed Project Person Trip Generation Rates by Land Use and Time Period [a]





			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


Rate


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period [b]


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period [b]


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period [c]


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour of the 7 to 9 PM period [b]





			


			


			% of Daily


			Rate


			% of Daily


			Rate


			% of Daily


			Rate


			% of Weekday


			Rate


			% of Daily


			Rate





			Event Center (per attendee)


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			2.1


			2.8%


			0.06


			34.4%


			0.72


			33.0%


			0.69


			100%


			2.1


			32.5%


			0.68





			Convention Event [d]


			3.2


			10.9%


			0.35


			N.A. [e]


			N.A. [e]


			N.A. [e]


			N.A. [e]





			General Office (per 1,000 GSF)


			18.1


			8.5%


			1.54


			1.7%


			0.31


			0.4%


			0.08


			22%


			4.0


			1.1%


			0.04





			General Retail (per 1,000 GSF)


			150.0


			9.0%


			13.50


			6.8%


			10.13


			3.2%


			4.73


			117%


			175.5


			4.0%


			7.02





			Restaurant (per 1,000 GSF)


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Quick Service Rest. (no event) [f]


			600.0


			13.5%


			81.00


			0.0%


			0.00


			0.0%


			0.00


			125%


			747.3


			0.0%


			0.00





			Quick Service Rest. (event) [f]


			600.0


			13.5%


			81.00


			20.3%


			121.50


			20.3%


			121.50


			125%


			747.3


			24.0%


			179.34





			Sit-down Restaurant


			200.0


			13.5%


			27.00


			20.3%


			40.50


			20.3%


			40.50


			125%


			249.1


			24.0%


			59.78





			Live Theater (per seat) [g]


			2.6


			15.2%


			0.39


			23.2%


			0.60


			50.0%


			1.29


			177%


			4.6


			7.9%


			0.36





			Movie Theater (per seat)


			1.1


			23.0%


			0.26


			24.4%


			0.28


			36.2%


			0.41


			171%


			1.9


			49.6%


			0.96





			Notes:


[a] See Appendix B (pp. A-23 through A-62) for detailed trip generation rate calculations.


[b] Pre-event analysis period.


[c] Post-event analysis period.


[d] The average person trip rate per attendee depends in part on the number of employees working at the event; a convention event has the lowest attendee-to-employee ratio (13) compared to a basketball game (22); in addition, it is assumed that 25 percent of the employees and 50 percent of the attendees during a convention would leave the project site during the day for lunch, shopping, errands, etc., resulting in the highest average person trip rate.


[e] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis because other scenarios would capture the potential transportation impacts during this period.


[f] Quick service restaurant uses assumed to be closed after 6 PM during no event days, but open (with the same % of daily trip generation during the peak hours as a restaurant) during an event day.


[g] Live theater demand assumes full occupancy and one evening performance on weekdays and two performances (matinee and evening) on a Saturday.





			Source: SF Guidelines, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Urban Land Institute, Pushkarev and Zupan, Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center,[footnoteRef:11] a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips), than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets,[footnoteRef:12] which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses.  [11:  San Francisco Boudin Bakery and Café at Fisherman's Wharf Transportation Study, prepared by Wilbur Smith Associates for the San Francisco Planning Department, Case Number 2003.0186, September 19, 2003.]  [12:  City Place Cross Shopping Survey Results, Technical memorandum prepared by AECOM for the SF Planning Department, October 18, 2007 (a copy of this document is included in Appendix D, p. A-71.).] 






Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event, as shown in Table 5, when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office, movie theater, and live theater uses.








			Table 5


Proposed Linked Visitor Trip Reduction Factors [a]


by Type of Land Use





			Land Use [b]


			Time Period





			


			Daily


			4 to 6 PM


			After 6 PM





			


			Event


			No Event


			Event


			No Event


			Event


			No Event





			General Retail


			67%


			33%


			75%


			33%


			95%


			33%





			Quick Service Restaurant


			67%


			67%


			75%


			67%


			95%


			closed





			Sit-down Restaurant


			67%


			33%


			75%


			33%


			95%


			33%





			Notes:


[a] As an example, a 67 percent linked trip reduction factor means that 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other project or nearby uses. No linked trip reduction factors were applied to employee work trips for any of the proposed land uses.


[b] No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office, movie theater, and live theater uses.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014














Table 6 presents the resulting number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods, once the trip rates presented in Table 4 and the linked trip factors shown in Table 5 were applied to the proposed project land uses and event attendances presented in Tables 1 and 2, respectively; the calculations and adjustments for each individual land use are shown in Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62).








			Table 6


Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Period [a]





			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour of the 7 to 9 PM period





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center [b]


			250


			21


			


			


			250


			0





			General Office


			9,312


			792


			


			


			2,077


			23





			General Retail


			3,774


			340


			


			


			4,417


			177





			Quick Service Restaurant [d]


			7,992


			1,079


			


			


			9,954


			0





			Sit-down Restaurant [d]


			5,032


			679


			


			


			6,268


			1,504





			Live Theater [e]


			1,550


			235


			


			


			2,750


			216





			Movie Theater


			475


			109


			


			


			812


			403





			Total person trips w/out event


			28,385


			3,255


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			26,528


			2,322





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			37,778


			1,042


			13,006


			12,449


			37,778


			12,284





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]





			General Office


			9,312


			792


			158


			40


			2,077


			23





			General Retail [d]


			1,998


			140


			33


			15


			2,338


			23





			Quick Service Restaurant [d]


			7,992


			839


			216


			216


			9,954


			319





			Sit-down Restaurant [d]


			2,664


			280


			132


			132


			3,318


			195





			Live Theater [e]


			1,550


			235


			360


			775


			2,750


			216





			Movie Theater


			475


			109


			116


			172


			812


			403





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			61,769


			3,436


			14,021


			13,798


			59,028


			13,461





			Convention Event


			52,679


			5,508


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]





			Notes:


[a] Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip. See Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62) for detailed trip generation calculations for each individual land use.


[b] 100 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


[d] Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


[e] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.














No Event 


As shown in Table 6, the overall daily and peak hour person trip generation on a weekday are lower than on a Saturday for all uses except for office, due to the higher Saturday trip generation rates for retail, restaurant, live theater and movie theater uses. Overall, however, the proposed project would generate more trips on a weekday than on a Saturday.





· On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 28,385 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 3,255 person trips during the weekday PM peak hour. 





· On a Saturday without an event the proposed project would generate 26,528 daily person trips and 2,322 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.





With Event


The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 61,769 trips.  Of these, 3,436 person trips would be during the PM peak hour, 14,021 person trips during the evening peak hour, and 13,798 person trips during the weekday late evening peak hour.  The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 59,028 for a basketball game (13,461 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour).





Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (37,778 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event), however, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday PM peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 52,679 trips, of which 5,508 person trips would occur during the PM peak hour.





Trip Distribution


The distribution of trips for the uses being proposed by the project was obtained from the SF Guidelines for Superdistrict 3[footnoteRef:13] (SD3), in which the project is located, for a convention event employee trips as well as for the proposed office, restaurant, retail, live theater and movie theater uses, and from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco; see Appendix A, p. A-8) for basketball events. The distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region (a map of the San Francisco Superdistricts is included in Appendix A, p. A-22). The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 7. [13:  Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).  These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix A (p. A-25).] 
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			Table 7


Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Use [a]





			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Event


			Convention Event


			General Retail


			Office/Restaurant


Movie Theater/Live Theater





			


			Workers [b]


			Visitors


			Workers [b]


			Visitors [e]


			Workers [b]


			Visitors [f]


			Workers [b]


			Visitors [g]





			


			


			Weekday Inbound [c]


			All Other [d]


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			8.3%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			8.3%


			55.0%


			8.3%


			6.0%


			8.3%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			10.6%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			10.6%


			5.0%


			10.6%


			9.0%


			10.6%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			23.9%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			23.9%


			5.0%


			23.9%


			61.0%


			23.9%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.9%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.9%


			5.0%


			7.9%


			5.0%


			7.9%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			14.3%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			14.3%


			7.5%


			14.3%


			3.0%


			14.3%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			5.6%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			5.6%


			2.5%


			5.6%


			2.0%


			5.6%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			26.9%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			26.9%


			10.0%


			26.9%


			9.0%


			26.9%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total 


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			Notes:


[a] Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


[b] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)


[c] Adjusted for trips starting at the place of employment rather than at home for a weekday evening event based on Golden State Warriors survey data (see Appendix A, p. A-8).


[d] Weekday outbound, Saturday inbound and outbound. Based on Golden State Warriors survey data for a San Francisco arena (see Appendix A, pp. A-10 and A-11).


[e] Based on Moscone Center Expansion Project EIR data.


[f] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-14 Visitor Trips to SD3 (Retail).


[g] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other).





			Sources: SF Guidelines, GS Warriors, Moscone Center, Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (50.7 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD3 (23.9 percent), followed by South Bay (26.9 percent), and then East Bay (14.3 percent) origins/destinations. 





For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations. The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence.  The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders, which is provided in Appendix A (p. A-8).  As shown in Table 7 and in the appendix, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday would increase by approximately 7.5 percentage points, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas.  





The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, restaurant and theater uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.





Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, PM peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips.  For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the no-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, restaurant, live theater and movie theater) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis.  The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel (see Appendix A, pp. A-35 through A-46), but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum.





Travel mode splits of employee and visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of event (basketball games and conventions) employee trips were also estimated using SD3 data in the SF Guidelines. 





Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR,[footnoteRef:14] with some adjustments to account for the SD3 location of the proposed project. Walk trips in SD1, SD2 and SD4 were proportionally shifted to auto and transit trips; no adjustments were made within SD3 or for trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco. [14:  Moscone Center Expansion Project – Estimation of Travel Demand, Adavant Consulting, January 9, 2014. Appendix C of Moscone Center Expansion Project Draft EIR, April 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.0154E.] 






Mode splits for basketball event attendee trips were based on weekday and Saturday game attendance data collected by the San Francisco Giants in the fall 2012, which are presented in more detail in Appendix A (p. A-14).





Table 8 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday PM peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour.





No Event


On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 2,007 person trips by automobile (61 percent), 603 person trips by transit (19 percent), and 645 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the PM peak hour.  





On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,337 person trips by automobile (58 percent), 426 person trips by transit (18 percent), and 559 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour.





With Event


The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


The overall project would generate 2,168 person trips by automobile (63 percent), 720 person trips by transit (21 percent), and 549 person trips by other modes (16 percent) during the weekday PM peak hour.


The overall project would generate 5,213 person trips by automobile (37 percent), 6,035 person trips by transit (43 percent), and 2,774 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour.  


The overall project would generate 5,821 person trips by automobile (42 percent), 5,693 person trips by transit (41 percent), and 2,284 person trips by other modes (17 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 





On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 5,884 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 6,123 person trips by transit (46 percent), and 1,495 person trips by other modes (11 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (43 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 37 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.





On a weekday with a convention event, during the PM peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (17 percent), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by taxi or convention shuttle bus.  Approximately two percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.
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			Table 8


Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period [a]





			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour


of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 7 to 9 PM period





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other[b]


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other[b]


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other[b]


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other[b]


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			15


			4


			2


			21


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			0


			0


			0


			0





			General Office


			542


			158


			91


			792


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			16


			5


			2


			23





			General Retail [e]


			219


			41


			79


			340


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			114


			22


			41


			177





			Quick Service Restaurant [e]


			623


			204


			251


			1,079


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Sit-down Restaurant [e]


			387


			128


			164


			679


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			857


			284


			363


			1,504





			Live Theater [f]


			158


			47


			30


			235


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			121


			41


			54


			216





			Movie Theater


			62


			21


			27


			109


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			229


			76


			99


			403





			Total person trips


w/out event


			2,007


			603


			645


			3,255


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			1,337


			426


			559


			2,322





			


			61%


			19%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			58%


			18%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			663


			264


			115


			1,042


			4,606


			5,842


			2,558


			13,006


			5,020


			5,436


			1,992


			12,449


			5,161


			5,901


			1,221


			12,284





			Convention Event [e]


			954


			454


			1,705


			3,113


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]





			General Office


			542


			158


			91


			792


			112


			32


			14


			158


			28


			8


			3


			40


			16


			5


			2


			23





			General Retail [e]


			91


			18


			31


			140


			22


			5


			6


			33


			10


			2


			3


			15


			15


			4


			4


			23





			Quick Service Restaurant [e]


			489


			159


			191


			839


			121


			40


			54


			216


			121


			40


			54


			216


			179


			60


			80


			319





			Sit-down Restaurant [e]


			163


			53


			64


			280


			83


			26


			23


			132


			83


			26


			23


			132


			122


			38


			34


			195





			Live Theater [f]


			158


			47


			30


			235


			202


			68


			90


			360


			461


			148


			166


			775


			121


			41


			54


			216





			Movie Theater


			62


			21


			27


			109


			66


			22


			28


			116


			97


			32


			42


			172


			229


			76


			99


			403





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			2,168


			720


			549


			3,436


			5,213


			6,035


			2,774


			14,021


			5,821


			5,693


			2,284


			13,798


			5,844


			6,123


			1,495


			13,461





			


			


			63%


			21%


			16%


			100%


			37%


			43%


			20%


			100%


			42%


			41%


			17%


			100%


			43%


			46%


			11%


			100%





			


			Convention Event


			2,459


			909


			2,139


			5,508


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]





			


			


			45%


			17%


			39%


			100%


			


			


			





			Notes:


[a] Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding; see Appendix B (pp. A-50 to A-62) for detailed trip generation calculations.





			[b] “Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, etc.


[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


[d] Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


			[e] Includes linked trip reductions.


[f] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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Vehicle Occupancies and Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, restaurant, and theater uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. 





Average Vehicle Occupancy: Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center was developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 was used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. More detailed information from the 2007 SF Giants survey is included in Appendix A (p. A-14).  The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends.[footnoteRef:15]   [15:  Table 2, p. 5; Transportation Planning Assumptions for the Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment, Technical Memorandum, Philip Habib and Associates, May 4, 2006, and Table 10, p. 6, Madison Square Garden Relocation and Expansion Transportation Planning Assumptions, Technical Memorandum from PB Team to New York City Department of City Planning, November 11, 2003; copies of these two documents are included in Appendix D, starting on pages A-75 and A-93, respectively.] 






Table 9 summarizes the average vehicle occupancy rates and number of vehicles for project trips by place of origin/destination and time period.  When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball ranges between 1.5 and 2.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour.





During the weekday PM peak hour without and with a basketball game, the average vehicle occupancy is 1.7 and 1.5 passengers per vehicle, respectively, which generally reflects the overall peak period commute average vehicle occupancies of the other project land uses (i.e., the proportion of basketball game attendees travel to the event center during the PM peak hour would be low – 2.8 percent of arrivals, as presented in Table 4).  During the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, the average vehicle occupancy increases to 2.4 persons per vehicle, as the majority of trips are event-related. During the Saturday evening peak hour for no event conditions, the average vehicle occupancy is higher, at 2.1 persons per vehicle, reflecting the generally higher average vehicle occupancy for entertainment uses (i.e., the sit-down restaurant, movie theater, and live theater), while with a basketball game the average vehicle occupancy increases to 2.6 persons per vehicle reflecting the greater number of attendees traveling to the event center by auto mode on a Saturday as compared to a weekday game.  
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			Table 9


Average Vehicle Occupancies and Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a, b]





			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 7 to 9 PM period





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention


Event [c]


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			1.7


			80


			1.6


			88


			6.1 


			241


			1.7


			129


			1.8


			112


			2.0


			53


			2.1


			105





			Superdistrict 2


			1.7


			161


			1.5


			167


			2.3


			150


			1.8


			153


			1.9


			149


			1.9


			112


			2.1


			118





			Superdistrict 3


			1.9


			326


			1.7


			332


			2.0


			265


			2.0


			132


			2.0


			166


			2.3


			205


			2.2


			130





			Superdistrict 4


			1.9


			85


			1.7


			102


			2.8


			95


			2.0


			93


			2.1


			87


			2.3


			47


			2.4


			72





			East Bay


			2.0


			113


			1.8


			149


			2.1


			160


			2.5


			319


			2.5


			339


			2.4


			59


			2.6


			317





			North Bay


			1.6


			48


			1.6


			77


			1.8


			82


			2.7


			442


			2.7


			612


			1.8


			16


			2.7


			601





			South Bay


			1.4


			302


			1.3


			455


			1.6


			421


			2.5


			994


			2.5


			1,043


			2.0


			111


			2.6


			970





			Out of Region


			1.7


			41


			1.6


			37


			1.7


			96


			4.1


			22


			3.6


			27


			1.7


			31


			2.7


			36





			Total Vehicles


			1.7


			1,155


			1.5


			1,407


			2.6


			1,510


			2.4


			2,285


			2.4


			2,535


			2.1


			635


			2.6


			2,350





			Inbound


			


			398


			


			750


			


			424


			


			2,079


			


			119


			


			315


			


			2,129





			


			


			34%


			


			53%


			


			28%


			


			91%


			


			5%


			


			50%


			


			91%





			Outbound


			


			757


			


			657


			


			1,086


			


			206


			


			2,416


			


			320


			


			221





			


			


			66%


			


			47%


			


			72%


			


			9%


			


			95%


			


			50%


			


			9%





			Notes:


[a] Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


[b] Average vehicle occupancy rates vary depending on the time of day (i.e., analysis periods) as the proportion of trips generated by the various land uses components of the project, each one with a different average vehicle occupancy rate, is different depending on the time of the day. See Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62) for detailed vehicle occupancy and vehicle trip demand calculations for each individual land use.


[c] The average vehicle occupancy rate for a convention event includes trips by shuttle bus service with an average occupancy of 25 passengers per vehicle, per the Moscone Center Expansion Project EIR.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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The average vehicle occupancy during a convention event during the weekday PM peak hour (2.6 persons per vehicle overall, 6.1 persons per vehicle for SD1) includes trips by shuttle bus with an average vehicle occupancy of 25 passengers per vehicle.





Vehicle Trips: The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination has been summarized in Table 9.





No Event 


During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 1,115 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (635 vehicle trips) would be less than during the weekday PM peak hour (1,115 vehicle trips), primarily because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal.





With Event


On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 1,407 vehicle trips during the PM peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,285 transit trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 2,535 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the PM or evening peak hours because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrate within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.  





On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,350 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 9, the greatest vehicle trip generation would occur with a Saturday basketball game than with a weekday basketball game as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). 





On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 1,510 vehicle trips during the PM peak hour. A convention event would generate fewer weekday PM peak hour vehicles trips than a basketball game, as convention events would have both the lowest typical event attendance (9,000 attendees for a convention event as compared to 18,064 attendees for a basketball game) and the highest non-automobile event-only mode use (69 percent transit/other mode for a convention event during the PM peak hour, as compared to 36 percent transit/other mode share for a basketball game during the PM peak hour; see Table 8, p. 18).





Transit Trips by Place of Origin


Table 10 summarizes the transit trips generated by the proposed project for the various scenarios and time periods.
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			Table 10


Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a]





			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 7 to 9 PM period





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			81


			94


			339


			643


			447


			57


			721





			Superdistrict 2


			72


			84


			67


			324


			248


			47


			270





			Superdistrict 3


			249


			221


			191


			370


			325


			207


			398





			Superdistrict 4


			41


			51


			48


			296


			221


			26


			256





			East Bay


			96


			167


			157


			3,313


			3,334


			61


			3,315





			North Bay


			7


			11


			7


			1


			3


			1


			1





			South Bay


			33


			65


			45


			1,018


			1,015


			11


			995





			Out of Region


			24


			26


			56


			70


			70


			15


			168





			Total Transit Trips


			603


			720


			909


			6,035


			5,693


			426


			6,123





			Inbound


			240


			424


			225


			5,959


			14


			223


			6,022





			


			40%


			59%


			25%


			99%


			0%


			52%


			98%





			Outbound


			364


			296


			684


			75


			5,679


			203


			101





			


			60%


			41%


			75%


			1%


			100%


			48%


			2%





			Notes:


[a] Numbers may not sum due to rounding.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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No Event 


During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 603 transit trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of transit trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (426 transit trips) would be less than during the weekday PM peak hour (603 transit trips).





With Event


On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 720 transit trips during the PM peak hour, and the number of transit trips would increase to 6,035 transit trips during the evening peak hour (arrivals to the event center), and to 5,693 transit trips during the late evening peak hour (departures from the event center). On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 6,123 transit trips during the evening peak hour. 





On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 909 transit trips during the PM peak hour. 





Walk/Other Trips by Place of Origin


Table 11 summarizes the walk/other trips (i.e., walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxi, and other modes) generated by the proposed project.





No Event


During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 645 walk/other trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of walk/other trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (559 walk/other trips) would be less than during the weekday PM peak hour (645 walk/other trips).





With Event


On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 549 walk/other trips during the PM peak hour, and the number of walk/other trips would increase to 2,774 walk/other trips during the evening peak hour (arrivals to the event center), and to 2,284 walk/other trips during the late evening peak hour (departures from the event center). On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 1,495 walk/other trips during the evening peak hour. 





On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 2,139 walk/other trips during the PM peak hour. 
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			Table 11


Walk/Other Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a, b]





			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 7 to 9 PM period





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			133


			126


			1,291


			1,242


			916


			122


			606





			Superdistrict 2


			61


			52


			161


			180


			142


			52


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			398


			308


			396


			510


			453


			346


			325





			Superdistrict 4


			25


			22


			120


			188


			140


			24


			79





			East Bay


			6


			7


			5


			64


			65


			4


			37





			North Bay


			2


			3


			2


			0


			1


			0


			0





			South Bay


			12


			18


			11


			151


			152


			5


			83





			Out of Region


			8


			12


			153


			438


			415


			5


			277





			Total Walk/Other Trips


			645


			549


			2,139


			2,774


			2,284


			559


			1,495





			Inbound


			302


			308


			373


			2,715


			19


			302


			1,381





			


			47%


			56%


			17%


			98%


			1%


			54%


			92%





			Outbound


			343


			240


			1,767


			59


			2,266


			257


			114





			


			53%


			44%


			83%


			2%


			99%


			46%


			8%





			Notes:


[a] Other trips include walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxi and other modes.


[b] Numbers may not sum due to rounding.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:16] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center, described above. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors).   [16:  Table 2-5 and Table 2-6 (pp. 16 and 17); Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.] 






Parking demand was estimated for the midday peak hour (1 to 3 PM) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7 to 9 PM) when parking demand is greater for the basketball game and entertainment uses (i.e., restaurant, theater).





Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses and 2 vehicles per space per day for the movie theater.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  Based on the SF Guidelines, Appendix G, page G-1.  A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day. A turnover of 2 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of two vehicles during the day.] 






Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game, convention event, and live theater function were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games, all convention events, and live theater performances on weekdays, and 2 vehicles per space per day for live theater performances on a Saturday). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event.





Table 12 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. Detailed parking demand calculations are presented in Appendix C (p. A-63).
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			Table 12


Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Period [a]





			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Peak Hour


(1 to 3 PM)


			Late Evening Peak Hour


(7 to 9 PM)


			Midday Peak Hour


(1 to 3 PM)


			Late Evening Peak Hour


(7 to 9 PM)





			


			Short-term spaces


			Long-term spaces


			Total spaces


			Short-term spaces


			Long-term spaces


			Total spaces


			Short-term spaces


			Long-term spaces


			Total spaces


			Short-term spaces


			Long-term spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			0


			55


			55


			0


			6


			6


			0


			55


			55


			0


			6


			6





			General Office


			135


			1,033


			1,168


			7


			103


			110


			0


			184


			184


			0


			0


			0





			General Retail


			109


			59


			168


			104


			56


			160


			128


			59


			187


			96


			47


			143





			Quick Service Restaurant


			161


			59


			220


			0


			0


			0


			200


			59


			259


			0


			0


			0





			Sit-down Restaurant


			80


			53


			133


			107


			59


			166


			100


			53


			153


			133


			59


			192





			Live Theater [b]


			1


			29


			30


			149


			97


			246


			104


			97


			201


			149


			97


			246





			Movie Theater


			28


			3


			31


			28


			5


			33


			48


			0


			51


			48


			5


			53





			Total spaces w/out event


			514


			1,291


			1,805


			395


			326


			721


			580


			510


			1,090


			426


			214


			640





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			50


			137


			187


			2,520


			457


			2,977


			56


			137


			193


			2,811


			457


			3,268





			Convention Event


			1,197


			374


			1,571


			359


			94


			453


			


			N.A. [c]


			 


			


			N.A. [c]


			





			General Office 


			135


			1,033


			1,168


			7


			103


			110


			0


			184


			184


			0


			0


			0





			General Retail


			55


			59


			114


			52


			56


			108


			64


			59


			123


			48


			47


			95





			Quick Service Restaurant


			161


			59


			220


			129


			53


			182


			200


			59


			259


			160


			53


			213





			Sit-down Restaurant


			40


			53


			93


			54


			59


			113


			50


			53


			103


			67


			59


			126





			Live Theater [b]


			1


			29


			30


			149


			97


			246


			104


			97


			201


			149


			97


			246





			Movie Theater


			28


			3


			31


			28


			5


			33


			48


			3


			51


			48


			5


			53





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			470


			1,373


			1,843


			2,939


			830


			3,769


			522


			592


			1,114


			3,283


			718


			4,001





			Convention Event


			1,617


			1,610


			3,227


			778


			467


			1,245


			


			N.A. [c]


			


			


			N.A. [c]


			





			Notes:


[a] See Appendix C (p. A-63) for detailed project parking demand calculations; numbers may not sum due to rounding.


[b] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday.


[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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No Event


On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,805 spaces during weekday midday period and 721 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (1,090 spaces during the midday and 640 spaces during the late evening period) would be slightly less because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less than on a weekday, however, the parking demand associated with the live theater and movie theater would be the same or slightly greater than on a weekday.





With Event


On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 3,227 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 3,769 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 





On a Saturday with an basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 PM and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event.  The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,001 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays.
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APPENDICES



Appendix A


Travel Demand Calculations
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: Draft CAC Agenda
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 8:37:00 AM


Thanks!  I have made some minor changes (forgot to redline, which is too bad since I really didn’t
have to change much).  I took out the name of the 6E until we hear from Jeff that they are ready to
go public.  You’ll see I asked to make sure that someone has let the developer know and they can
attend next week (maybe I am being paranoid…..).
 
I also sent the language off to Jesse so that the GSW could review.
 
Once I  get back from those two I’ll send to Corinne and will send out this afternoon. 
 
Thanks for all the work, sorry you were here so late, and have a great (not working) time with Luke. 
Meant to send a card with you.  Ah, well…..
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Hussain, Lila (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 10:39 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Draft CAC Agenda
 
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 



mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: MOU
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 8:54:14 AM


Hi, Chris/Viktoriya – if you are ok with it, we are thinking that we will do an amendment to our
existing MOU and attach the expanded scope for the GSW’s work (ie, include it as an exhibit).  We
are also confirming if there is a need to increase the budget of the existing MOU so we can do it at
the same time, but it is looking like we are ok.
 
Do you have any concerns about using the existing MOU vs. doing a standalone one?  We figured it
is one less contract to have to track.
 


We are looking at going to our Commission for approval at our August 19th meeting and will have a
draft of the amendment for you to review in the next few days.  What do you need to do on your
side for approvals?


I’ve cc-ed Immanuel and Lila since they are both helping with this topic.  Please give me a call if you
have any concerns/questions/etc.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 11:15 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: MOU
 
Hi Catherine,
Viktoriya asked me to check in with you re the status of the MOU for the Warriors project. Is it
ready to finalize?
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=619AB48309934C6CBD9C6E781E4D71D9-CATHERINE REILLY

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=53ddc14b15cb409584d3f7b15453f64a-Viktoriya Wise

mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/





Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Link to Feedback Form
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:02:00 AM


John – is it possible to highlight the link to the feedback form on the front page of your site for the
GSW project?  Right now you have to go to the Contact tab, and it would be good to have it on the
front page (or have a different tab name so they know where to look for it).
 
We will just do a link to the actual page from ours, but for the PPT we wanted to have an easy
website to go to and “sfgov.org/piers3032 “ would be easier than
http://sfgov.org/piers3032/mission-bay-pavilion-project-feedback-form for folks to remember.
 
Thanks so much for offering to do the heavy lifting with the active website.  We are getting closer to
updating ours (get to go to class next week).  We’ll have a link to yours for now.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: José I. Farrán
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); "Paul Mitchell";


"Joyce"; Clarke Miller; Luba C. Wyznyckyj
Cc: "Eric Womeldorff"; Chris Mitchell; Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock
Subject: GSW event center at Mission Bay - Draft 1 Travel Demand Analysis Memorandum
Date: Sunday, August 10, 2014 3:32:23 PM
Attachments: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Travel Demand Memo Draft 1 - Adavant LCW 2014 08 08.pdf


Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Travel Demand Memo Draft 1 - Adavant LCW 2014 08 08.docx


All,
 
Attached is the Draft 1 technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology, and results
of the travel demand analysis conducted by Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting for the proposed
GSW event center at Mission Bay.  Two versions of the document are attached; the PDF file includes
the entire document including appendices, while the MS Word file includes the main body of the
memorandum.
 
Let me know if you have any problems opening any of these two files.
 
_______________________________________________________
José I. Farrán, P.E.
  Adavant
         Consulting
200 Francisco St.,  2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94133
office: (415) 362-3552; mobile: (415) 990-6412
jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com
www.AdavantConsulting.com
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Memorandum 
To: Brett Bollinger/Chris Kern/Viktoriya Wise/Kansai Uchida – SF Planning Department 



 Catherine Reilly – SF Office of Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 



From: José I. Farrán – Adavant Consulting; Luba C. Wyznyckyj – LCW Consulting 



Date: August 8, 2014  DRAFT 1– Subject to Revisions 



Re: Travel and Parking Demand Estimates for the Proposed Multi-Purpose Event Center & 
Ancillary Development at Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32 



This technical memorandum describes the methodology and assumptions used to determine the 
travel demand for the proposed project, and presents the estimate of project-generated person and 
vehicle trips that would travel to and from the proposed multi-purpose event center and ancillary 
development at Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32. Parking demand estimates for the proposed uses 
are also presented. Detailed travel demand calculation and supporting data are included in the 
attached Appendix. 



INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
GSW Arena LLC (GSW), an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC, which owns and operates the 
Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, proposes to develop an 
approximately 12-acre project located in San Francisco on land referred to as Blocks 29-32 in the 
Mission Bay South Project Area. The proposed project consists of a new approximately 18,000-seat 
multi-purpose event center and ancillary development including multiple office buildings, retail, 
restaurants, structured parking, plaza areas, and other amenities. The event center would host the 
Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season, as well as provide a year-round 
venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural 
events, conferences and conventions. The rectangular site is bound by Third Street to the west, 
South Street to the north, Terry François Boulevard to the east, and 16th Street to the south, as 
shown in an aerial map of the project site in Figure 1. It should be noted as part of the buildout of 
Mission Bay, Terry François Boulevard will be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 30 
and 321. 
 



                                                 
 
1 Relocation of Terry François Boulevard will be implemented as part of the Mission Bay Area South 
Infrastructure Plan by FOCIL-Mission Bay, the entity serving as master developer of the remaining development 
rights within the Mission Bay South Plan project area. 
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Figure 1 
Proposed Project Site Location 
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PROPOSED PROJECT LAND USES 
The proposed project includes a multi-purpose event center, general office, general retail, and 
restaurant uses (including both quick service and more formal sit-down restaurants) on Mission Bay 
Development Blocks 29 through 32.2  In addition, both live and movie theaters would be included. 
The event center building would include a variety of supporting uses, including office space, practice 
facilities, event hall, and other event-related uses.  Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key 
characteristics of the project development.  
 
 



Table 1 
Summary of Proposed Project for Travel Demand Analysis 



 
Project Component 



Characteristics 



Gross Square Feet / Attendance 
for Travel Demand Analysis 



Event Center Employment 
Characteristics 



Event Center 
- No Event 
- GS Warriors Game 
- Convention 



700,500 GSF 
 



18,064 attendees (maximum) 
9,000 attendees (typical) 



 
100 employees 
825 employees 
675 employees 



Office (GSW Administration & 
Mgmt.) 



20,000 GSF  



General Office 494,210 GSF  



General Retail 37,000 GSF  
Quick Service Restaurant 37,000 GSF  



Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 GSF  



Live Theater 25,000 GSF – 600 seats 
Matinee: 2 to 5 PM 



Evening: 7:30 to 10:30 PM 
40% weekdays/60% weekends 



Overlap with events 



 
111 daily employees +  



64 event day employees =  
175 employees 



Movie Theater 39,000 GSF – 420 seats 
Standard movie theater days and 



hours of operation 
Overlap with events 



 



Notes: 
[a] This table presents the characteristics of the proposed project uses as they are defined for travel demand analysis 



purposes. 
[b] GSF = gross square feet. 
[c] The GSW administration and management space is part of the 700,500 GSF event center area. 



                                                 
 
2 Quick service restaurants consist of full-service eating establishments with typical duration of stay of 
approximately one hour, while more formal sit-down restaurants have a typical duration of stay of at least one 
hour and generally do not serve breakfast (Source: Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, Institute of 
Transportation Engineers, Washington DC, 2012). 
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EVENT CENTER ATTENDANCE 
An event center is a special trip generator for which travel demand characteristics (i.e., trip 
generation rates, peak hour factors, etc.) are not available from standard sources used for 
development projects in San Francisco such as the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines 
for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines)3 or the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip 
Generation Manual.4  As such, the transportation planning characteristics of the proposed event 
center were evaluated taking into account the expected attendance for various events at the 
proposed event center. 
 
Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center 
were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 2; Appendix A (pp. A-7 
through A-11) provides additional information about the survey data.5 The expected attendance 
would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, non-sports 
event), but will be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends (both weekday and 
weekend scenarios are included in this analysis). In the case of sporting events, the expected 
attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, 
on the popularity of the performing artists. 
 
Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 
attendees for a family show event to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season 
or post season basketball home game; concert average attendance is estimated at 12,500 
attendees for the typical end-stage configuration, and average convention attendance is 
estimated at 9,000 attendees.  As shown in Table 2, there would be approximately 220 event 
days in any given year. Table 2 also provides a summary of event center employment according 
to the type of event.  
 
Transportation planning analyses of special generators such as event centers typically use the 
85th percentile, and sometimes the 90th percentile, of the daily attendance throughout a period of 
one or more years, to define the attendance for the design day.  For the analysis of the 
proposed event center, the use of the maximum attendance presented in Table 2 for basketball 
games was analyzed, as it the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center 
would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees) even though during the majority of the events, 
it is not expected to be fully occupied.  
 



                                                 
 
3 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, San Francisco Planning Department, 
October 2002. 
4 Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012. 
5 Event types and characteristics provided by the project sponsor were based on the current event mix at the 
Oracle Arena in Oakland and SAP Center in San Jose, as well as information from the Barclays Center in 
Brooklyn, New York.  The project sponsor considers the Barclays Center to be a relevant comparable, as it is 
the most recently completed entertainment venue hosting an NBA team, is a single-tenant arena, and is in an 
urban setting.  Attendance estimates for conferences, corporate events, and other rentals were validated 
through discussion with San Francisco Travel. 
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Table 2 
Event Characteristics at Proposed Event Center 



Event Type 



Annual Number of 
Event Days at the 



Event Center 



Event Attendance [a] 
Event Center 



Day-of-Game/Event 
Employment 



Characteristics [a] Season Event Temporal Characteristics Average Maximum 



Golden State Warriors 
Basketball Home Games 



2 to 3 preseason 
home games 



11,000 18,064 925 [b] 
two weeks mid-
October 



Regular season game time: 7:30 to ~9:40 p.m. [d]  
Preseason/Postseason game time variable. 
Monthly Distribution: ~7 homes games per month 
Weekly Distribution: 50%/50% weekdays/weekends 



Monday-Thursday: 2 to 6 home games/month 
Friday:  1 to 3 home games/month 
Saturday:  1 to 3 home games/month 
Sunday:  0 to 1 home games/month 



41 regular season 
home games 



17,000 18,064 925 [b] late October to mid-
April 



0 to 16 post season 
home games 



18,000 18,064 925 [b] mid-April to mid-June 



Concerts Approximately 45 12,500 14,000 to 
18,500 [e] 



775 [c] major concert season 
is Fall, Winter and 
early Spring; 
Summer is the slow 
season 



Concert time: typically 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. 
 
Weekly distribution: primarily Friday and Saturday 



evenings 



Family Shows [f] Approximately 55 5,000 8,200 675 [c] distributed 
throughout the year 



Family Show characteristics: typically 10 shows over 
5 days (Wednesday to Sunday): 



Wednesday: 1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
Thursday:  1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
Friday:  2 shows, 10:30 a.m. to 12:00 



p.m.; and 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 
p.m. 



Saturday:  3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 
p.m.;  
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and  
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. 



Sunday:  3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 
p.m.;  
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and  
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. 



Other Sporting Events [g] Approximately 30 7,000 18,064 675 [c] distributed throughout the year; times variable 



Conventions/ Corporate 
Events [h] 



Approximately 31 9,000 18,500 [i] 675 [c] distributed throughout the year; times variable 
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Notes: 
[a] The event center attendance and employment estimates used for travel demand calculations and analysis are shown in bold and italics. 
[b]  This estimate includes approximately 825 event center day-of-game non-Warriors employees, and approximately 100 Warriors employees that would work at the Warriors games.  



This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors management offices in the event center during the day, non-Warriors employees of the 
retail buildings on Piers 30-32, or the visiting team and their support staff at the event center. 



[c] This estimate includes event center day-of-game/event non-Warriors employees.  This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors 
management offices in the event center during the day, non-Warriors employees of the retail buildings on Piers 30-32, or the visiting team/event performers and their support staff at the 
event center. 



[d] The large majority of Golden State Warriors regular season home games would start at 7:30 p.m. For example, over the course of the most recent full three NBA regular seasons 
(2010‐11, 2012‐13, and 2013-14; the 2011-12 NBA season was shortened due to delays in signing of a collective bargaining agreement between NBA owners and players and 
consequently is not included), 90 percent of Golden State Warriors home games started at 7:30 p.m., 6 percent of homes games started at 6:00 p.m., and the balance (accounting for 
one home game or less per season) started at either 1:00 p.m. (on Martin Luther King holiday), 5:00 p.m., or 7:00 p.m. 



[e] Nearly 90 percent of annual concerts at the event center would be with maximum end‐stage concert configuration attendance of 14,000, and 10 percent (no more than four annually) 
would be with a 360‐degree configuration which would allow for a maximum attendance of about 18,500. 



[f] Family shows provide theatrical entertainment geared towards children and families; examples include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live. 
[g] Other sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts.  These could be professional, 



collegiate, amateur, high school/youth, local, regional, or international competition. 
[h] Conventions/Corporate Events examples include conventions, conferences, cultural events, and corporate events. It is not anticipated that the event center would host entire 



conferences, but rather it would act as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center in those instances when an event or speaker requires more 
space than can be accommodated there. 



[i] The maximum attendance of 18,500 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated at the event center in a configuration similar to a center 
stage concert (see footnote e). However, the event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an 
attendance of 9,000 people. 



Source: Golden Gate Warriors, Strada Investment Group based on current event mix at the Oracle Arena in Oakland and the SAP Center in San Jose, as well as information provided for the 
recently completed Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York – 2014 
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In addition to a sell-out basketball game event, the transportation analysis also includes a 
convention/corporate event at the event center.  For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-
attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the maximum average 
attendance (i.e., the average attendance for events would be 9,000 or fewer attendees) for 
about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the 
convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).6 
 
The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated 
quantitatively because these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and 
require fewer employees than a basketball game.  In addition, arrival and departure travel 
patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball 
game. 



TRAVEL DEMAND 
Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the 
proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development 
projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and 
mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel 
behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally 
accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco 
development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of 
uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco.   
 
However, as noted above, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand estimates for the 
specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the 
proposed event center nor for the live theater. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as 
the Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, 2012, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), do not 
include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel 
demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated 
attendance described in the previous section,7 while travel demand for the proposed live theater was 
based on full occupancy of the proposed number of seats during a performance (i.e., 600 seats). 
 
In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation 
Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, 
because of its large scale, unique location and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses 
supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, appropriate adjustments have been made to 
account for these factors, as described later in this memorandum. 
 



                                                 
 
6 The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily 
at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in 
Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360‐
degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent. 
7 Survey and other relevant data supplied by the project sponsor are included in Appendix A (pp. A-7 to A-11). 
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The weekday daily PM peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, 
restaurant, and movie theater uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which 
provides PM peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution and average vehicle 
occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3) where the 
project site is located.   
 
Travel demand was also determined, as described in the following section, for weekday evening and 
late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates 
developed for the office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses using information obtained from 
ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and 
Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. Appendix A (pp. A-15 through A-20, and A-23 
through A-62) contains the travel demand calculations and assumptions. For the office, retail, 
restaurant and movie theater uses, a weekday-to-Saturday ratio was obtained from the trip 
generation rates presented in ITE’s Trip Generation Manual for the proposed project uses, which was 
then applied to the weekday daily trip generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines in order to 
obtain the weekend daily rates.  For the office, retail, and restaurant uses, data from the Pushkarev 
and Zupan and ULI studies was used to estimate the percentage of daily trips that would occur 
during the weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours.   
 
For the movie theater use, a percentage of weekday daily trips that would occur during the weekday 
late evening and Saturday evening peak hours was obtained from ITE sources.8  For the live theater 
use, the analysis assumes sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two 
performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday. 
 
PROJECT SCENARIOS AND TIME PERIODS OF ANALYSIS 
Travel demand for the proposed event center and ancillary development at Mission Bay 
Development Blocks 29-32 presented in this document evaluates three different event 
scenarios: 



 No event at the event center; 



 Basketball game at the event center; and 9 



 Convention event at the event center. 
 
The expected start and end times of these project events and other characteristics are 
presented in Table 2 (p. 5). The travel demand for the three scenarios has been estimated for 
the following six time periods: 



                                                 
 
8 Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1995 and Trip Generation for 
Entertainment Land Uses, J. Doyle, ITE 1999 Annual Meeting. 
9 The game day analysis for weekday PM (4 to 6 PM), evening (6 to 8 PM), and Saturday evening (7 to 9 PM) will 
also include the evaluation of transportation conditions when a SF Giants home game occurs concurrently with 
a basketball game. Weekday late evening (9 to 11 PM) conditions will not be analyzed for concurrent basketball 
and baseball game conditions. 
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 Weekday all day; 



 Weekday PM peak period (highest 60-minute period between 4 and 6 PM); 



 Weekday evening peak period (highest 60-minute period between 6 and 8 PM); 



 Weekday late evening period (highest 60-minute period between 9 and 11 PM); 



 Saturday all day; and 



 Saturday evening period (highest 60-minute period between 7 and 9 PM).  
 
Each event scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific 
event would occur.  For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday 
evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention 
events during these time periods was not conducted.  
 
The weekday PM peak period (from 4 to 6 PM) was selected because it represents the period 
during which weekday background traffic in the area is highest. The weekday evening peak 
period (from 6 to 8 PM) was selected because basketball games typically start at 7:30 PM and 
therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center 
during the 6 to 8 PM period than during the 4 to 6 PM commute peak period. The weekday late 
evening period (from 9 to 11 PM) was selected because it represents the period during which the 
highest outbound event trips would occur.  The Saturday evening period (from 7 to 9 PM) was 
selected because it represents the period during which the highest inbound event trips would 
occur.   
 
The “No Event” conditions reflect travel demand associated with the office uses at the event 
center, plus the travel demand associated with the general office, retail, restaurant (both quick 
service and sit-down) and movie and live theater uses for the weekday PM commute peak hour 
of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. Table 3 provides a cross-tabulation of 
proposed scenarios and time periods for which the project travel demand was estimated.   
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Table 3 
Proposed Project Scenarios and Time Periods 



for Travel Demand Estimation 



Project Scenario 



Time Period [a] 



Weekday Saturday 



Daily 
PM  



Peak Hour 
(4 to 6 PM) 



Evening  
Peak Hour 
(6 to 8 PM) 



Late Evening 
Peak Hour  
(9 to 11 PM) 



Daily 
Evening  



Peak Hour 
(7 to 9 PM) 



No Event √ √   √ √ 
Basketball Game √ √ [b] √ [b] √ √ √ [b] 
Convention Event √ √     



Notes: 
[a] The time periods presented in this table are those for which the project travel demand is being estimated because 



that is the time period during which trip volumes would be highest; they do not represent the only time periods 
during which an event could take place at the proposed event center.  



[b] The basketball game day analysis also includes the evaluation of peak hour transportation conditions when a SF 
Giants home game occurs concurrently with a basketball game. 



Source: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting – August 2014 
 
 
Overall, the travel demand was calculated for seven combinations of project scenarios and peak 
hour time periods, five peak hour scenarios on a weekday and two peak hour scenarios on a 
Saturday.  In addition, the transportation impact analysis of basketball game conditions was 
performed for three peak hour scenarios (weekday PM, weekday evening, and Saturday 
evening) that also includes the evaluation of transportation conditions with the travel demand 
generated by a concurrent SF Giants baseball game at AT&T Park, however, this does not 
affect the calculation of the proposed project travel demand estimates presented in this 
document. 
 
TRIP GENERATION 
The person-trip generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, 
employees, and other visitors to Mission Bay Development Blocks 29-32 and are based on the 
appropriate rates as described in a previous section and summarized in Table 4.  Detailed 
calculations for the development of these rates are provided in Appendix A (pp. A-5 through A-
22). The rates shown in Table 4 were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected 
event attendees, 1,000 GSF of office, retail and restaurant uses, and the number of movie 
theater and live theater seats to be built as part of the proposed project in order to obtain the 
number of person trips generated by each land use.  
 
It should be noted that the rates presented in Table 4 represent the number of person trips that 
would be generated by each project component as a standalone use. It is expected that some of 
the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by 
individuals already present in the area that are destined to either existing nearby uses or to 
other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the 
event center or the nearby residential, research and development, office or UCSF. 
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Table 4 
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation Rates by Land Use and Time Period [a] 



Land Use Type 



Weekday Saturday 



Daily 
Rate 



PM Peak Hour of 
the 4 to 6 PM 



period [b] 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 6 to 8 PM 



period [b] 



Late Evening Peak 
Hour of the 9 to 11 



PM period [c] Daily 



Evening Peak 
Hour of the 7 to 9 



PM period [b] 
% of 
Daily Rate 



% of 
Daily Rate % of Daily Rate 



% of 
Weekday Rate 



% of 
Daily Rate 



Event Center (per attendee)            
Basketball Game 2.1 2.8% 0.06 34.4% 0.72 33.0% 0.69 100% 2.1 32.5% 0.68 
Convention Event [d] 3.2 10.9% 0.35 N.A. [e] N.A. [e] N.A. [e] N.A. [e] 



General Office (per 1,000 GSF) 18.1 8.5% 1.54 1.7% 0.31 0.4% 0.08 22% 4.0 1.1% 0.04 
General Retail (per 1,000 GSF) 150.0 9.0% 13.50 6.8% 10.13 3.2% 4.73 117% 175.5 4.0% 7.02 
Restaurant (per 1,000 GSF)            



Quick Service Rest. (no event) [f] 600.0 13.5% 81.00 0.0% 0.00 0.0% 0.00 125% 747.3 0.0% 0.00 
Quick Service Rest. (event) [f] 600.0 13.5% 81.00 20.3% 121.50 20.3% 121.50 125% 747.3 24.0% 179.34 
Sit-down Restaurant 200.0 13.5% 27.00 20.3% 40.50 20.3% 40.50 125% 249.1 24.0% 59.78 



Live Theater (per seat) [g] 2.6 15.2% 0.39 23.2% 0.60 50.0% 1.29 177% 4.6 7.9% 0.36 
Movie Theater (per seat) 1.1 23.0% 0.26 24.4% 0.28 36.2% 0.41 171% 1.9 49.6% 0.96 
Notes: 



[a] See Appendix B (pp. A-23 through A-62) for detailed trip generation rate calculations. 
[b] Pre-event analysis period. 
[c] Post-event analysis period. 
[d] The average person trip rate per attendee depends in part on the number of employees working at the event; a convention event has the lowest attendee-to-employee 



ratio (13) compared to a basketball game (22); in addition, it is assumed that 25 percent of the employees and 50 percent of the attendees during a convention would 
leave the project site during the day for lunch, shopping, errands, etc., resulting in the highest average person trip rate. 



[e] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis because other scenarios would capture the potential transportation impacts during this period. 
[f] Quick service restaurant uses assumed to be closed after 6 PM during no event days, but open (with the same % of daily trip generation during the peak hours as a 



restaurant) during an event day. 
[g] Live theater demand assumes full occupancy and one evening performance on weekdays and two performances (matinee and evening) on a Saturday. 



Source: SF Guidelines, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Urban Land Institute, Pushkarev and Zupan, Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips 
conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses 
accessory to the event center,10 a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-
work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the 
visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other 
hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project 
retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 
percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at 
the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area). These 
assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips), than the 
data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center 
at Powell and Market Streets,11 which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses.  
 
Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an 
event, as shown in Table 5, when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would 
be expected to be lower. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to 
the office, movie theater, and live theater uses. 
 
 



Table 5 
Proposed Linked Visitor Trip Reduction Factors [a] 



by Type of Land Use 



Land Use [b] 



Time Period 



Daily 4 to 6 PM After 6 PM 



Event No Event Event No Event Event No Event 



General Retail 67% 33% 75% 33% 95% 33% 
Quick Service Restaurant 67% 67% 75% 67% 95% closed 
Sit-down Restaurant 67% 33% 75% 33% 95% 33% 



Notes: 
[a] As an example, a 67 percent linked trip reduction factor means that 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered 



new trips to the area unrelated to other project or nearby uses. No linked trip reduction factors were applied to 
employee work trips for any of the proposed land uses. 



[b] No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office, movie theater, and live theater 
uses. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014 
 
 



                                                 
 
10 San Francisco Boudin Bakery and Café at Fisherman's Wharf Transportation Study, prepared by Wilbur 
Smith Associates for the San Francisco Planning Department, Case Number 2003.0186, September 19, 2003. 
11 City Place Cross Shopping Survey Results, Technical memorandum prepared by AECOM for the SF 
Planning Department, October 18, 2007 (a copy of this document is included in Appendix D, p. A-71.). 
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Table 6 presents the resulting number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses 
for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods, once the trip rates 
presented in Table 4 and the linked trip factors shown in Table 5 were applied to the proposed 
project land uses and event attendances presented in Tables 1 and 2, respectively; the 
calculations and adjustments for each individual land use are shown in Appendix B (pp. A-50 
through A-62). 
 
 



Table 6 
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Period [a] 



Land Use Type 



Weekday Saturday 



Daily 



PM Peak 
Hour of 



the 4 to 6 
PM period 



Evening 
Peak Hour 
of the 6 to 



8 PM 
period 



Late 
Evening 



Peak Hour 
of the 9 to 



11 PM 
period 



Daily 



Evening 
Peak 



Hour of 
the 7 to 9 
PM period 



No Event       
Event Center [b] 250 21   250 0 
General Office 9,312 792   2,077 23 
General Retail 3,774 340   4,417 177 
Quick Service Restaurant [d] 7,992 1,079   9,954 0 
Sit-down Restaurant [d] 5,032 679   6,268 1,504 
Live Theater [e] 1,550 235   2,750 216 
Movie Theater 475 109   812 403 
Total person trips w/out event 28,385 3,255 N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 26,528 2,322 
With Event       
Basketball Game 37,778 1,042 13,006 12,449 37,778 12,284 
Convention Event 28,688 3,113 N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 
General Office 9,312 792 158 40 2,077 23 
General Retail [d] 1,998 140 33 15 2,338 23 
Quick Service Restaurant [d] 7,992 839 216 216 9,954 319 
Sit-down Restaurant [d] 2,664 280 132 132 3,318 195 
Live Theater [e] 1,550 235 360 775 2,750 216 
Movie Theater 475 109 116 172 812 403 
Total person trips w/ event       



Basketball Game 61,769 3,436 14,021 13,798 59,028 13,461 
Convention Event 52,679 5,508 N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 



Notes: 
[a] Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip. See Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62) for 



detailed trip generation calculations for each individual land use. 
[b] 100 employees would work at the event center on no-event days. 
[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis. 
[d] Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate. 
[e] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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No Event  
As shown in Table 6, the overall daily and peak hour person trip generation on a weekday are 
lower than on a Saturday for all uses except for office, due to the higher Saturday trip 
generation rates for retail, restaurant, live theater and movie theater uses. Overall, however, the 
proposed project would generate more trips on a weekday than on a Saturday. 
 



 On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 28,385 daily 
person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 3,255 person trips during the weekday PM 
peak hour.  
 



 On a Saturday without an event the proposed project would generate 26,528 daily 
person trips and 2,322 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 



 
With Event 
The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball 
game would be 61,769 trips.  Of these, 3,436 person trips would be during the PM peak hour, 
14,021 person trips during the evening peak hour, and 13,798 person trips during the weekday 
late evening peak hour.  The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a 
basketball game would be 59,028 for a basketball game (13,461 person trips would occur 
during the evening peak hour). 
 
Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (37,778 
person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event), however, 
the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday PM peak hour would be greater than 
during a basketball game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event 
day with a convention event would be 52,679 trips, of which 5,508 person trips would occur 
during the PM peak hour. 
 
TRIP DISTRIBUTION 
The distribution of trips for the uses being proposed by the project was obtained from the SF 
Guidelines for Superdistrict 312 (SD3), in which the project is located, for a convention event 
employee trips as well as for the proposed office, restaurant, retail, live theater and movie 
theater uses, and from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study 
assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at 
Piers 30-32 in San Francisco; see Appendix A, p. A-8) for basketball events. The distribution is 
based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then 
assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North 
Bay, South Bay and Out of Region (a map of the San Francisco Superdistricts is included in 
Appendix A, p. A-22). The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 7. 
 



                                                 
 
12 Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).  
These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the 
Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix A (p. A-25). 
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Table 7 



Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Use [a] 



Place of Trip 
Origin/Destination 



Basketball Event Convention Event General Retail 
Office/Restaurant 



Movie Theater/Live Theater 



Workers [b] 
Visitors 



Workers [b] Visitors [e] Workers [b] Visitors [f] Workers [b] Visitors [g] Weekday 
Inbound [c] 



All Other [d] 



San Francisco          
Superdistrict 1 8.3% 14.8% 11.1% 8.3% 55.0% 8.3% 6.0% 8.3% 13.0% 
Superdistrict 2 10.6% 4.6% 3.4% 10.6% 5.0% 10.6% 9.0% 10.6% 14.0% 
Superdistrict 3 23.9% 5.5% 4.2% 23.9% 5.0% 23.9% 61.0% 23.9% 44.0% 
Superdistrict 4 7.9% 4.4% 3.3% 7.9% 5.0% 7.9% 5.0% 7.9% 7.0% 



East Bay 14.3% 31.1% 33.0% 14.3% 7.5% 14.3% 3.0% 14.3% 9.0% 
North Bay 5.6% 8.9% 13.0% 5.6% 2.5% 5.6% 2.0% 5.6% 1.0% 
South Bay 26.9% 26.7% 28.0% 26.9% 10.0% 26.9% 9.0% 26.9% 9.0% 
Out of Region 2.5% 4.0% 4.0% 2.5% 10.0% 2.5% 5.0% 2.5% 3.0% 



Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Notes: 



[a] Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding. 
[b] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All) 
[c] Adjusted for trips starting at the place of employment rather than at home for a weekday evening event based on Golden State Warriors survey data (see 



Appendix A, p. A-8). 
[d] Weekday outbound, Saturday inbound and outbound. Based on Golden State Warriors survey data for a San Francisco arena (see Appendix A, pp. A-10 and A-



11). 
[e] Based on Moscone Center Expansion Project EIR data. 
[f] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-14 Visitor Trips to SD3 (Retail). 
[g] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other). 



Sources: SF Guidelines, GS Warriors, Moscone Center, Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (50.7 percent), 
with the greatest proportion within SD3 (23.9 percent), followed by South Bay (26.9 percent), 
and then East Bay (14.3 percent) origins/destinations.  
 
For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay 
origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), 
and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations. The origin/destination 
distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees 
who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence.  
The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders, which is 
provided in Appendix A (p. A-8).  As shown in Table 7 and in the appendix, the number of trips 
starting in San Francisco on a weekday would increase by approximately 7.5 percentage points, 
with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), 
North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas.   
 
The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, restaurant and theater uses 
would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), 
and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations. 
 
MODE OF TRAVEL 
The estimated daily, PM peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips 
were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi, motor 
coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips.  For event center basketball games, the “other” category 
includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the no-
event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, restaurant, live theater and movie 
theater) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis.  The bicycle trips generated by a 
basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel (see Appendix A, pp. A-35 
through A-46), but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary 
tables presented in this technical memorandum. 
 
Travel mode splits of employee and visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated 
from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (SD 3), where the project 
site is located. Travel mode splits of event (basketball games and conventions) employee trips 
were also estimated using SD3 data in the SF Guidelines.  
 
Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data 
provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion 
EIR,13 with some adjustments to account for the SD3 location of the proposed project. Walk trips 
in SD1, SD2 and SD4 were proportionally shifted to auto and transit trips; no adjustments were 
made within SD3 or for trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco. 
 



                                                 
 
13 Moscone Center Expansion Project – Estimation of Travel Demand, Adavant Consulting, January 9, 2014. 
Appendix C of Moscone Center Expansion Project Draft EIR, April 2014. A copy of this document is available 
for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 
2013.0154E. 
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Mode splits for basketball event attendee trips were based on weekday and Saturday game 
attendance data collected by the San Francisco Giants in the fall 2012, which are presented in 
more detail in Appendix A (p. A-14). 
 
Table 8 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for 
the standard weekday PM peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak 
hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. 
 
No Event 
On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 2,007 person trips by 
automobile (61 percent), 603 person trips by transit (19 percent), and 645 person trips by other 
modes (20 percent) during the PM peak hour.   
 
On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,337 person trips by 
automobile (58 percent), 426 person trips by transit (18 percent), and 559 person trips by other 
modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 
 
With Event 
The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball 
game would be as follows: 



 The overall project would generate 2,168 person trips by automobile (63 percent), 720 
person trips by transit (21 percent), and 549 person trips by other modes (16 percent) 
during the weekday PM peak hour. 



 The overall project would generate 5,213 person trips by automobile (37 percent), 6,035 
person trips by transit (43 percent), and 2,774 person trips by other modes (20 percent) 
during the weekday evening peak hour.   



 The overall project would generate 5,821 person trips by automobile (42 percent), 5,693 
person trips by transit (41 percent), and 2,284 person trips by other modes (17 percent) 
during the weekday late evening peak hour.  



 
On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 5,884 person trips 
by automobile (43 percent), 6,123 person trips by transit (46 percent), and 1,495 person trips by 
other modes (11 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project 
would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (43 percent on a 
Saturday, as compared to 37 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit 
service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San 
Francisco. 
 
On a weekday with a convention event, during the PM peak hour the proposed project would 
generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (17 percent), since about 80 percent 
of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by taxi or convention shuttle bus.  
Approximately two percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site. 
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Table 8 
Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period [a] 



Project Land Use 



Weekday Saturday 
PM Peak Hour 



of the 4 to 6 PM period 
Evening Peak Hour 



of the 6 to 8 PM period 
Late Evening Peak Hour 
of the 9 to 11 PM period 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 7 to 9 PM period 



Auto Transit 
Walk/ 



Other[b] 
Total Auto Transit 



Walk/ 
Other[b] 



Total Auto Transit 
Walk/ 



Other[b] 
Total Auto Transit 



Walk/ 
Other[b] 



Total 



No Event                 
Event Center 15 4 2 21         0 0 0 0 
General Office 542 158 91 792         16 5 2 23 
General Retail [e] 219 41 79 340         114 22 41 177 
Quick Service Restaurant [e] 623 204 251 1,079         0 0 0 0 
Sit-down Restaurant [e] 387 128 164 679         857 284 363 1,504 
Live Theater [f] 158 47 30 235         121 41 54 216 
Movie Theater 62 21 27 109         229 76 99 403 
Total person trips 
w/out event 



2,007 603 645 3,255 
N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 



1,337 426 559 2,322 
61% 19% 20% 100% 58% 18% 24% 100% 



With Event             
Basketball Game 663 264 115 1,042 4,606 5,842 2,558 13,006 5,020 5,436 1,992 12,449 5,161 5,901 1,221 12,284 
Convention Event [e] 954 454 1,705 3,113 N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 
General Office 542 158 91 792 112 32 14 158 28 8 3 40 16 5 2 23 
General Retail [e] 91 18 31 140 22 5 6 33 10 2 3 15 15 4 4 23 
Quick Service Restaurant [e] 489 159 191 839 121 40 54 216 121 40 54 216 179 60 80 319 
Sit-down Restaurant [e] 163 53 64 280 83 26 23 132 83 26 23 132 122 38 34 195 
Live Theater [f] 158 47 30 235 202 68 90 360 461 148 166 775 121 41 54 216 
Movie Theater 62 21 27 109 66 22 28 116 97 32 42 172 229 76 99 403 
Total person trips w/ event                 
 



Basketball Game 
2,168 720 549 3,436 5,213 6,035 2,774 14,021 5,821 5,693 2,284 13,798 5,844 6,123 1,495 13,461 



 63% 21% 16% 100% 37% 43% 20% 100% 42% 41% 17% 100% 43% 46% 11% 100% 
 



Convention Event 
2,459 909 2,139 5,508 



N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 
 45% 17% 39% 100% 
Notes: 



[a] Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding; see Appendix B (pp. A-50 to A-62) for detailed trip generation calculations. 
[b] “Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, etc. 
[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis. 
[d] Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle. 



[e] Includes linked trip reductions. 
[f] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one 



matinee) on a Saturday. 
Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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VEHICLE OCCUPANCIES AND VEHICLE TRIPS BY PLACE OF ORIGIN 
To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various 
scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by 
automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard 
project land uses, such as office, retail, restaurant, and theater uses were estimated in 
accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines.  
 
Average Vehicle Occupancy: Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event 
center was developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; 
data from 2007 was used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split 
ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. More detailed information from the 
2007 SF Giants survey is included in Appendix A (p. A-14).  The average vehicle occupancy for 
attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 
passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation 
planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies 
between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on 
weekends.14   
 
Table 9 summarizes the average vehicle occupancy rates and number of vehicles for project 
trips by place of origin/destination and time period.  When combined with employee trips and 
trips to/from other on-site uses the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event 
and a basketball ranges between 1.5 and 2.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, 
day of the event, and peak hour. 
 
During the weekday PM peak hour without and with a basketball game, the average vehicle 
occupancy is 1.7 and 1.5 passengers per vehicle, respectively, which generally reflects the 
overall peak period commute average vehicle occupancies of the other project land uses (i.e., 
the proportion of basketball game attendees travel to the event center during the PM peak hour 
would be low – 2.8 percent of arrivals, as presented in Table 4).  During the weekday evening 
and late evening peak hours, the average vehicle occupancy increases to 2.4 persons per 
vehicle, as the majority of trips are event-related. During the Saturday evening peak hour for no 
event conditions, the average vehicle occupancy is higher, at 2.1 persons per vehicle, reflecting 
the generally higher average vehicle occupancy for entertainment uses (i.e., the sit-down 
restaurant, movie theater, and live theater), while with a basketball game the average vehicle 
occupancy increases to 2.6 persons per vehicle reflecting the greater number of attendees 
traveling to the event center by auto mode on a Saturday as compared to a weekday game.   
 
 



                                                 
 
14 Table 2, p. 5; Transportation Planning Assumptions for the Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment, 
Technical Memorandum, Philip Habib and Associates, May 4, 2006, and Table 10, p. 6, Madison Square 
Garden Relocation and Expansion Transportation Planning Assumptions, Technical Memorandum from PB 
Team to New York City Department of City Planning, November 11, 2003; copies of these two documents are 
included in Appendix D, starting on pages A-75 and A-93, respectively. 
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Table 9 
Average Vehicle Occupancies and Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a, b] 



Place of Trip 
Origin/ 
Destination 



Weekday Saturday 



PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period 
Evening Peak 



Hour of the 6 to 8 
PM period 



Late Evening Peak 
Hour of the 9 to 11 



PM period 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 7 to 9 PM period 



No Event Basketball Game 
Convention 



Event [c] Basketball Game Basketball Game No Event Basketball Game 



Avg. 
Veh. 



Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. 
Veh. 



Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. 
Veh. 



Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. Veh. 
Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. Veh. 
Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. Veh. 
Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. Veh. 
Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



San Francisco               
Superdistrict 1 1.7 80 1.6 88 6.1  241 1.7 129 1.8 112 2.0 53 2.1 105 
Superdistrict 2 1.7 161 1.5 167 2.3 150 1.8 153 1.9 149 1.9 112 2.1 118 
Superdistrict 3 1.9 326 1.7 332 2.0 265 2.0 132 2.0 166 2.3 205 2.2 130 
Superdistrict 4 1.9 85 1.7 102 2.8 95 2.0 93 2.1 87 2.3 47 2.4 72 



East Bay 2.0 113 1.8 149 2.1 160 2.5 319 2.5 339 2.4 59 2.6 317 
North Bay 1.6 48 1.6 77 1.8 82 2.7 442 2.7 612 1.8 16 2.7 601 
South Bay 1.4 302 1.3 455 1.6 421 2.5 994 2.5 1,043 2.0 111 2.6 970 
Out of Region 1.7 41 1.6 37 1.7 96 4.1 22 3.6 27 1.7 31 2.7 36 
Total Vehicles 1.7 1,155 1.5 1,407 2.6 1,510 2.4 2,285 2.4 2,535 2.1 635 2.6 2,350 



Inbound  398  750  424  2,079  119  315  2,129 
  34%  53%  28%  91%  5%  50%  91% 
Outbound  757  657  1,086  206  2,416  320  221 
  66%  47%  72%  9%  95%  50%  9% 



Notes: 
[a] Numbers may not sum due to rounding. 
[b] Average vehicle occupancy rates vary depending on the time of day (i.e., analysis periods) as the proportion of trips generated by the various land uses components of the project, 



each one with a different average vehicle occupancy rate, is different depending on the time of the day. See Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62) for detailed vehicle occupancy and 
vehicle trip demand calculations for each individual land use. 



[c] The average vehicle occupancy rate for a convention event includes trips by shuttle bus service with an average occupancy of 25 passengers per vehicle, per the Moscone Center 
Expansion Project EIR. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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The average vehicle occupancy during a convention event during the weekday PM peak hour 
(2.6 persons per vehicle overall, 6.1 persons per vehicle for SD1) includes trips by shuttle bus 
with an average vehicle occupancy of 25 passengers per vehicle. 
 
Vehicle Trips: The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin 
and destination has been summarized in Table 9. 
 
No Event  
During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would 
generate 1,115 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during 
the Saturday evening peak hour (635 vehicle trips) would be less than during the weekday PM 
peak hour (1,115 vehicle trips), primarily because trip generation associated with the office uses 
would be minimal. 
 
With Event 
On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 1,407 vehicle trips 
during the PM peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,285 transit trips 
during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 2,535 vehicle trips 
during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips 
would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than 
during the PM or evening peak hours because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over 
a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas 
departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrate within the one hour immediately following 
the conclusion of an event.   
 
On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,350 vehicle trips 
during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 9, the greatest vehicle trip generation would 
occur with a Saturday basketball game than with a weekday basketball game as more people 
tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and 
less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays 
than on weekdays).  
 
On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 1,510 vehicle trips 
during the PM peak hour. A convention event would generate fewer weekday PM peak hour 
vehicles trips than a basketball game, as convention events would have both the lowest typical 
event attendance (9,000 attendees for a convention event as compared to 18,064 attendees for 
a basketball game) and the highest non-automobile event-only mode use (69 percent 
transit/other mode for a convention event during the PM peak hour, as compared to 36 percent 
transit/other mode share for a basketball game during the PM peak hour; see Table 8, p. 18). 
 
TRANSIT TRIPS BY PLACE OF ORIGIN 
Table 10 summarizes the transit trips generated by the proposed project for the various 
scenarios and time periods. 
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Table 10 



Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a] 



Place of Trip 
Origin/Destination 



Weekday Saturday 



PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period 
Evening Peak 



Hour of the 6 to 
8 PM period 



Late Evening 
Peak Hour of 
the 9 to 11 PM 



period 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 7 to 9 PM period 



No Event 
Basketball 



Game 
Convention 



Event 
Basketball 



Game 
Basketball 



Game 
No Event 



Basketball 
Game 



San Francisco        
Superdistrict 1 81 94 339 643 447 57 721 
Superdistrict 2 72 84 67 324 248 47 270 
Superdistrict 3 249 221 191 370 325 207 398 
Superdistrict 4 41 51 48 296 221 26 256 



East Bay 96 167 157 3,313 3,334 61 3,315 
North Bay 7 11 7 1 3 1 1 
South Bay 33 65 45 1,018 1,015 11 995 
Out of Region 24 26 56 70 70 15 168 
Total Transit Trips 603 720 909 6,035 5,693 426 6,123 



Inbound 240 424 225 5,959 14 223 6,022 
 40% 59% 25% 99% 0% 52% 98% 
Outbound 364 296 684 75 5,679 203 101 
 60% 41% 75% 1% 100% 48% 2% 



Notes: 
[a] Numbers may not sum due to rounding. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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No Event  
During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would 
generate 603 transit trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of transit trips during the 
Saturday evening peak hour (426 transit trips) would be less than during the weekday PM peak 
hour (603 transit trips). 
 
With Event 
On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 720 transit trips 
during the PM peak hour, and the number of transit trips would increase to 6,035 transit trips 
during the evening peak hour (arrivals to the event center), and to 5,693 transit trips during the 
late evening peak hour (departures from the event center). On Saturdays with a basketball 
game, the proposed project would generate 6,123 transit trips during the evening peak hour.  
 
On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 909 transit trips 
during the PM peak hour.  
 
WALK/OTHER TRIPS BY PLACE OF ORIGIN 
Table 11 summarizes the walk/other trips (i.e., walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxi, and other modes) 
generated by the proposed project. 
 
No Event 
During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would 
generate 645 walk/other trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of walk/other trips 
during the Saturday evening peak hour (559 walk/other trips) would be less than during the 
weekday PM peak hour (645 walk/other trips). 
 
With Event 
On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 549 walk/other trips 
during the PM peak hour, and the number of walk/other trips would increase to 2,774 walk/other 
trips during the evening peak hour (arrivals to the event center), and to 2,284 walk/other trips 
during the late evening peak hour (departures from the event center). On Saturdays with a 
basketball game, the proposed project would generate 1,495 walk/other trips during the evening 
peak hour.  
 
On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 2,139 walk/other 
trips during the PM peak hour.  
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Table 11 
Walk/Other Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a, b] 



Place of Trip 
Origin/Destination 



Weekday Saturday 



PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period 
Evening Peak 



Hour of the 6 to 
8 PM period 



Late Evening 
Peak Hour of 
the 9 to 11 PM 



period 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 7 to 9 PM period 



No Event 
Basketball 



Game 
Convention 



Event 
Basketball 



Game 
Basketball 



Game 
No Event 



Basketball 
Game 



San Francisco        
Superdistrict 1 133 126 1,291 1,242 916 122 606 
Superdistrict 2 61 52 161 180 142 52 89 
Superdistrict 3 398 308 396 510 453 346 325 
Superdistrict 4 25 22 120 188 140 24 79 



East Bay 6 7 5 64 65 4 37 
North Bay 2 3 2 0 1 0 0 
South Bay 12 18 11 151 152 5 83 
Out of Region 8 12 153 438 415 5 277 
Total Walk/Other Trips 645 549 2,139 2,774 2,284 559 1,495 



Inbound 302 308 373 2,715 19 302 1,381 
 47% 56% 17% 98% 1% 54% 92% 
Outbound 343 240 1,767 59 2,266 257 114 
 53% 44% 83% 2% 99% 46% 8% 



Notes: 
[a] Other trips include walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxi and other modes. 
[b] Numbers may not sum due to rounding. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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PARKING DEMAND 
Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on 
methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the 
Urban Land Institute15 and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center, 
described above. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and 
short-term demand (typically visitors).   
 
Parking demand was estimated for the midday peak hour (1 to 3 PM) when parking occupancy is 
typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7 to 9 PM) when parking 
demand is greater for the basketball game and entertainment uses (i.e., restaurant, theater). 
 
Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses was 
estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation 
estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking 
for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily 
parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses 
and 2 vehicles per space per day for the movie theater.16 
 
Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game, convention event, and live theater function 
were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., 
the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and 
an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games, all 
convention events, and live theater performances on weekdays, and 2 vehicles per space per 
day for live theater performances on a Saturday). Event employee parking demand was 
estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation 
estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each 
event. 
 
Table 12 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed 
project during the midday and late evening periods. Detailed parking demand calculations are 
presented in Appendix C (p. A-63). 
 
 



                                                 
 
15 Table 2-5 and Table 2-6 (pp. 16 and 17); Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005. 
16 Based on the SF Guidelines, Appendix G, page G-1.  A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking is utilized by 
an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day. A turnover of 2 means that each parking space is utilized by an 
average of two vehicles during the day. 
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Table 12 
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Period [a] 



Land Use Type 



Weekday Saturday 
Midday Peak Hour 



(1 to 3 PM) 
Late Evening Peak Hour 



(7 to 9 PM) 
Midday Peak Hour 



(1 to 3 PM) 
Late Evening Peak Hour 



(7 to 9 PM) 
Short-
term 



spaces 



Long-
term 



spaces 



Total 
spaces 



Short-
term 



spaces 



Long-
term 



spaces 



Total 
spaces 



Short-
term 



spaces 



Long-
term 



spaces 



Total 
spaces 



Short-
term 



spaces 



Long-
term 



spaces 



Total 
spaces 



No Event             
Event Center 0 55 55 0 6 6 0 55 55 0 6 6 
General Office 135 1,033 1,168 7 103 110 0 184 184 0 0 0 
General Retail 109 59 168 104 56 160 128 59 187 96 47 143 
Quick Service Restaurant 161 59 220 0 0 0 200 59 259 0 0 0 
Sit-down Restaurant 80 53 133 107 59 166 100 53 153 133 59 192 
Live Theater [b] 1 29 30 149 97 246 104 97 201 149 97 246 
Movie Theater 28 3 31 28 5 33 48 0 51 48 5 53 
Total spaces w/out event 514 1,291 1,805 395 326 721 580 510 1,090 426 214 640 
With Event             
Basketball Game 50 137 187 2,520 457 2,977 56 137 193 2,811 457 3,268 
Convention Event 1,197 374 1,571 359 94 453  N.A. [c]    N.A. [c]  
General Office  135 1,033 1,168 7 103 110 0 184 184 0 0 0 
General Retail 55 59 114 52 56 108 64 59 123 48 47 95 
Quick Service Restaurant 161 59 220 129 53 182 200 59 259 160 53 213 
Sit-down Restaurant 40 53 93 54 59 113 50 53 103 67 59 126 
Live Theater [b] 1 29 30 149 97 246 104 97 201 149 97 246 
Movie Theater 28 3 31 28 5 33 48 3 51 48 5 53 
Total spaces with event             



Basketball Game 470 1,373 1,843 2,939 830 3,769 522 592 1,114 3,283 718 4,001 
Convention Event 1,617 1,610 3,227 778 467 1,245  N.A. [c]   N.A. [c]  



Notes: 
[a] See Appendix C (p. A-63) for detailed project parking demand calculations; numbers may not sum due to rounding. 
[b] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday. 
[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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No Event 
On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking 
demand for 1,805 spaces during weekday midday period and 721 spaces during the late 
evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (1,090 spaces during the midday and 640 
spaces during the late evening period) would be slightly less because the parking demand 
associated with the office use would be substantially less than on a weekday, however, the 
parking demand associated with the live theater and movie theater would be the same or 
slightly greater than on a weekday. 
 
With Event 
On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand 
for 3,227 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 3,769 spaces 
during the late evening period with a basketball game.  
 
On a Saturday with an basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to 
conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 PM and game attendees would 
not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the 
midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but 
similar to conditions without an event.  The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a 
basketball game (4,001 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays due to the higher auto 
mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. 
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
Estimated Origin-Destination for GS Warriors and non-basketball Events at a San Francisco facility



GS WARRIORS SEASON TICKET HOLDERS
PLACE OF RESIDENCE BY ZIP CODE Super PLACE OF RESIDENCE SUMMARY Place of Employment



Zip Code Location District Percentage County Geographical Area Percentage Place of Residence S Francisco East Bay North Bay South Bay Out of Region Total
94102 Hayes Valley/Tenderloin/North of Market SD1 2.1% San Francisco SD1 11.1% San Francisco 21 3 0 4 0 28
94103 South of Market SD1 4.0% SD2 3.4% East Bay 15 91 0 8 3 117
94104 Downtown SD1 4.4% SD3 4.2% North Bay 5 1 10 0 0 16
94105 Downtown SD1 8.4% SD4 3.3% South Bay 8 2 0 40 0 50
94107 South of Market SD1 5.9% Total San Francisco 22.0% Outside Bay Area 0 1 0 1 7 9
94108 Chinatown SD1 3.8% Total All Areas 49 98 10 53 10 220
94109 Polk/Russian Hill SD1 4.2% Alameda East Bay 20.0%
94111 Downtown/South of Market SD1 11.1% Contra Costa East Bay 12.0%
94119 Rincon Center SD1 2.1% San Joaquin East Bay 1.0% Place of residence for GS Warriors season
94133 North Beach/Chinatown SD1 4.2% Total East Bay 33.0% LOCATION ticket holders who work in San Francisco
94141 South of Market SD1 0.2% San Francisco 21 75.0% of SF residents



TOTAL SD1 50.4% Marin North Bay 4.2% East Bay 15 12.8% of East Bay residents
Solano North Bay 4.0% North Bay 5 31.3% of North Bay residents



94115 Western Addition/Japantown SD2 1.9% Sonoma North Bay 3.8% South Bay 8 16.0% of South Bay residents
94117 Haight-Ashbury SD2 1.7% Napa North Bay 1.0% Outside Bay Area 0 0.0% of Outside Bay Area residents
94118 Inner Richmond SD2 3.2% Total North Bay 13.0% Total All Areas 49 22.3% of all residents
94121 Outer Richmond SD2 3.8%
94123 Marina SD2 4.4% Santa Clara South Bay 14.0%
94129 Presidio SD2 0.6% San Mateo South Bay 13.0% Place of employment for GS Warriors season



TOTAL SD2 15.6% Santa Cruz South Bay 1.0% LOCATION ticket holders who live in San Francisco
Total South Bay 28.0% San Francisco 21 75.0% of SF residents



94110 Inner Mission/Bernal Heights SD3 3.1% East Bay 3 10.7% of SF residents
94112 Ingleside-Excelsior/Crocker Amazon SD3 4.6% Other Outside Bay Area 4.0% North Bay 0 0.0% of SF residents
94114 Castro/Noe Valley SD3 2.3% South Bay 4 14.3% of SF residents
94124 Bayview-Hunters Point SD3 2.3% TOTAL ALL AREAS 100.0% Outside Bay Area 0 0.0% of SF residents
94128 SFO SD3 0.2% Total All Areas 28 100.0% of SF residents
94131 Twin Peaks/Glen Park SD3 2.5% Source: GS Warriors, 2013
94134 Visitacion Valley/Sunnydale SD3 1.9%
94158 Mission Bay SD3 1.7% Weekday Trip Origin Adjustment for Live/Work Locations
94188 India Basin SD3 0.4% Original SF Resid. Interim Others who Final



TOTAL SD3 18.9% LOCATION Unadjusted work else. Factor work in SF Adjusted Change
SD1 11.1% -2.8% 8.3% 6.4% 14.8% 3.7%



94116 Parkside/Forest Hill SD4 2.9% SD2 3.4% -0.9% 2.6% 2.0% 4.6% 1.1%
94122 Sunset SD4 5.5% SD3 4.2% -1.0% 3.1% 2.4% 5.5% 1.4%
94127 St Francis Wood/Miraloma/West Portal SD4 4.2% SD4 3.3% -0.8% 2.5% 1.9% 4.4% 1.1%
94132 Lake Merced SD4 2.5% East Bay 33.0% 2.4% 35.4% -4.2% 31.1% -1.9%



TOTAL SD4 15.1% North Bay 13.0% 0.0% 13.0% -4.1% 8.9% -4.1%
South Bay 28.0% 3.1% 31.1% -4.5% 26.7% -1.3%



TOTAL SAN FRANCISCO 100.0% Outside Bay Area 4.0% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0%
Total All Areas 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%



Source: Market study for SF location, GS Warriors, 2013
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TEMPORAL DISTRIBUTION OF EVENT ATTENDEES 
(Used to estimate event attendee arrival patterns) 
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
TEMPORAL DISTRIBUTION OF EVENT ATTENDEE ARRIVALS



New York Knicks (NBA) Red Hot
vs. Toronto vs. New Jersey vs. Milwaukee Chili Peppers



Start Time: @ 7:30 PM @ 8:00 PM @ 7:00 PM @ 8:00 PM Arco Golden
Monday Friday Sunday Tuesday Arena State



March 24, 2003 March 28, 2003 March 16, 2003 Average May 20, 2003 (Sacto.) Warriors
Time Period Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent Percent Arrivals Percent Avg. % Avg. %



Peak 60-min Value: 9,452       6:45 PM 11,602     7:15 PM 10,079     6:30 PM 7,672       7:30 PM
72% 53% 46% 50%



2½ hours prior to start -              -              0% -              0% 0% 0%
2 hours prior to start 1              0% 6,106       28% -              9% 0% 1%
1½ hours prior to start 179          1% 413          2% 8,405       38% 14% 7% 15% 11%
1 hour prior to start 2,514       19% 4,002       18% 1,390       6% 15% 17% 30% 20%
½ hour prior to start 5,456       42% 6,807       31% 4,198       19% 30% 25% 40% 34%
Event start time 3,838       29% 3,850       17% 5,881       27% 24% 25% 15% 34%
½ hour after start 930          7% 766          3% 1,681       8% 6% 17%
1 hour after start 195          1% 121          1% 434          2% 1% 9%
1½ hours after start -              0% -              57            0% 0%
TOTAL 13,113     100% 22,065     100% 22,046     100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development



ARENA ATTENDEES WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Estimated % of Daily Estimated % of Daily



Basketball Game Vehicles Estimated Survey Vehicles Estimated Survey
Total daily vehicle trips (in+out) 5,366       5,774       
Inbound daily vehicle trips 2,683       2,887       



Estimated Inbound peak hour 31            1.1% 1.0%
of 4 to 6 PM period
Estimated Inbound peak hour 1,833       68.3% 68.0%
of 6 to 8 PM period
Estimated Inbound peak hour 1,963       68.0% 68.0%
of 7 to 9 PM period
Estimated Outbound peak hour 1,918       71.5% 70.0%
of 9 to 11 PM period



GS WARRIORS DATA
Arrivals



Time Period Start time: 7:30 PM
5:00 PM 5:30 PM 0% 0%
5:30 PM 6:00 PM 1% 1%
6:00 PM 6:30 PM 11% 12%
6:30 PM 7:00 PM 20% 32%
7:00 PM 7:30 PM 34% 66%
7:30 PM 8:00 PM 34% 100%



TOTAL 100%



Departures
Time Period End time: 9:40 PM



9:00 PM 9:30 PM 30% 30%
9:30 PM 10:00 PM 40% 70%



10:00 PM 10:30 PM 30% 100%
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SAN FRANCISCO GIANTS SPECTATOR TRAVEL SURVEYS 
(Used to estimate event travel mode & vehicle occupancy) 
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SF GIANTS BALLPARK TRANSPORTATION SUMMARY



2000 SURVEY 2007 SURVEY 2012 SURVEY
WEEKDAY WEEKEND ALL DAYS WEEKDAY WEEKEND ALL DAYS WEEKDAY WEEKEND ALL DAYS



Afternoon Evening Afternoon COMBINED Afternoon Evening Afternoon Evening COMBINED Afternoon Evening Afternoon Evening COMBINED
ORIGIN OF TRIP
Home 68.0% 72.0% 97.0% 79.0% 76.5% 76.0% 96.5% 77.0% 81.5% 84.2% 71.7% 91.0% 91.1% 84.5%
Work 32.0% 28.0% 3.0% 21.0% 19.0% 20.0% 0.0% 19.0% 14.5% 6.5% 7.1% 6.9% 6.0% 6.6%
Other included in home included in home 4.5% 4.0% 3.5% 4.0% 4.0% 9.3% 21.2% 2.2% 2.8% 8.9%
All Origins 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



San Francisco 26.7% 40.4% 24.8% 27.0% 29.7%
East Bay 29.0% 20.5% 27.6% 26.6% 25.9%
North Bay 19.4% 10.8% 17.6% 14.8% 15.6%
South Bay 24.9% 28.3% 30.0% 31.7% 28.7%
All Origins 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



MODE OF TRAVEL
Auto 49.8% 54.0% 59.0% 53.0% 53.9% 40.9% 33.0% 51.8% 51.3% 44.2%
Charter bus included above included above 0.7% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.3%
Muni 10.9% 11.6% 11.0% 9.8% 10.8% 11.0% 19.2% 7.7% 9.7% 11.9%
BART 12.8% 10.3% 11.9% 14.4% 12.3% 20.3% 15.3% 13.4% 13.1% 15.5%
Caltrain 12.2% 11.6% 9.5% 9.4% 10.7% 9.6% 12.8% 12.7% 12.4% 11.9%
Ferry 5.5% 3.0% 4.1% 6.2% 4.7% 7.6% 6.9% 8.1% 3.7% 6.6%
Taxi 0.8% 1.5% 0.9% 1.2% 1.1% 2.0% 2.0% 0.4% 2.3% 1.7%
Walk 6.0% 5.0% 2.0% 6.0% 4.8% 3.3% 6.4% 2.1% 2.7% 3.6%
Bike included above included above 2.0% 1.0% 1.4% 1.7% 1.5%
Other 2.0% 3.0% 1.5% 0.0% 1.6% 2.7% 3.4% 2.1% 3.0% 2.8%
All Modes 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Auto 48.0% 50.0% 57.5% 51.8% 49.8% 54.0% 59.0% 53.0% 53.9% 40.9% 33.0% 51.8% 51.3% 44.2%
Transit 41.0% 37.0% 33.5% 37.2% 41.4% 36.5% 36.6% 39.8% 38.6% 49.2% 54.2% 42.3% 38.9% 46.1%
Taxi included in other included in other 0.8% 1.5% 0.9% 1.2% 1.1% 2.0% 2.0% 0.4% 2.3% 1.7%
Walk 8.0% 7.0% 5.0% 6.7% 6.0% 5.0% 2.0% 6.0% 4.8% 3.3% 6.4% 2.1% 2.7% 3.6%
Other 3.0% 6.0% 4.0% 4.3% 2.0% 3.0% 1.5% 0.0% 1.6% 4.7% 4.4% 3.5% 4.7% 4.3%
All Modes 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



PARKING LOCATION
SF Giants facilities 76.0% 60.0% 61.0% 65.7% 40.0% 33.0% 33.4% 38.0% 36.1% 45.6% 31.5% 35.9% 24.8% 34.5%
On-street 21.0% 36.0% 29.3% 38.0% 31.1% 12.8% 30.1% 20.5% 26.1% 22.4%
Other off-street facilities 39.0% 31.0% 37.4% 24.0% 32.8% 41.6% 38.4% 43.6% 49.1% 43.2%
All parking locations 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Avg. number of people in car 2.80            2.48          2.67          2.48          2.67          2.57             



Avg. time of arrival before start 36 min 35 min 42 min 37 min 37 min



Sources:
San Francisco's New Downtown Ballpark: A home run for public transit; G. Robbins, A. Felder, W. Hurrell; 2001 Institute of Transportation Engineers Annual Meeting.
San Francisco Giants Transportation Survey; SF Giants; August 2007.
San Francisco Giants Transportation Survey; SF Giants; October 2012.
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TEMPORAL DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECT LAND USES 
(Used to estimate non-event land use arrival patterns) 
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION



WEEKDAY SATURDAY
TABLE 1 PM Peak Hour of ITE Weekday- Proposed
CALCULATION OF TRIP GENERATION RATES 4-6 PM Period Proposed to-Saturday Daily and
FOR WEEKDAY & SATURDAY CONDITIONS SF Guidelines Late PM Peak Trip Gen Factor Late PM Peak
LAND USES Rates Hour Rates (from Table 2) Hour Rates
OFFICE
Daily trips per 1000 gsf 18.1 0.22 4.0
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 8.5% 11.0%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 1.54 0.29 0.44
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.20
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 1.7%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.31
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.10
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily 1.1%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.04
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.05
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily 0.4%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.08
RETAIL
Daily trips per 1000 gsf 150.0 1.17 175.5
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 9.0% 10.0%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 13.5 1.30 17.5
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.75
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 6.8%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 10.13
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.40
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily 4.0%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 7.02
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.35
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily 3.2%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 4.73
SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT
Daily trips per 1000 gsf 200.0 1.25 249.1
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 13.5% 15.5%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 27.0 1.43 38.6
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 1.50
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 20.3%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 40.50
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 1.55
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily 24.0%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 59.78
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 1.50
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily 20.3%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 40.50
QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT
Daily trips per 1000 gsf (Composite rate) 600.0 1.25 747.3
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 13.5% 15.5%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 81.0 1.43 115.7
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (closed except during events) 0.00
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 0.0%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.00
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour  (closed except during events) 0.00
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily 0.0%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.00
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour  (closed except during events) 0.00
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily 0.0%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.00
MOVIE THEATER
Daily trips per seat (Saturday ratio fom Table 4b) 1.13 1.71 1.93
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 23.0% 15.5%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per seat 0.26 1.15 0.30
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 4b) 1.06
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 24.4%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per seat 0.28
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 4b) 3.20
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 49.6%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per seat 0.96
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 4b) 1.57
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 36.2%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per seat 0.41
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TABLE 2



ITE OFFICE LAND USE 710 Vehicle-trips per 1000 gsf Weekday-to-
General Office Building Weekday Saturday Sat. factor
Daily 11.03 2.46 0.22
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period 1.49 0.43 0.29
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 13.5% 17.5% 1.29



ITE RETAIL LAND USE 820 Vehicle-trips per 1000 gsf Weekday-to-
Shopping Center Weekday Saturday Sat. factor
Daily 42.70 49.97 1.17
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period 3.71 4.82 1.30
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 8.7% 9.6% 1.11



ITE RESTAURANT LAND USE 932 Vehicle-trips per 1000 gsf Weekday-to-
High-Turnover Sit-Down Weekday Saturday Sat. factor
Daily 127.15 158.37 1.25
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period 9.85 14.07 1.43
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 7.7% 8.9% 1.15



Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, 2012



GS Warriors Trip Gen 2014 07 22 v17.xlsx Printed on 8/3/2014



TABLE 3 (Summary of Table 3a)
Source: Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians PM to Late Evening Adjustment Ratios for



6-8 period 7-9 period 9-11 period
Start Time over 4-6 period over 4-6 period over 4-6 period



LAND USE 4 PM 5 PM 6 PM 7 PM 8 PM 9 PM 10 PM Calculated Selected Calculated Selected Calculated Selected
Office (flat peak) 15.2% 8.5% 2.9% 0.4% 1.5% 0.8% 0.0% 0.19 0.20 0.10 0.10 0.05 0.05
Office (sharp peak) 8.3% 13.4% 2.6% 0.5% 1.3% 0.9% 0.0% 0.20 0.09 0.07
Retail 6.2% 8.9% 6.4% 2.7% 3.6% 3.0% 1.4% 0.72 0.75 0.41 0.40 0.34 0.35
Restaurant 4.1% 6.3% 9.2% 8.9% 9.6% 9.3% 6.6% 1.47 1.50 1.53 1.55 1.48 1.50



TABLE 3a
Percent of weekday 24-hour in and out trips during each hour by type of land use
Source: Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians



Weekday Office (flat peak) Office (sharp peak)
Time Period In Out Two-way In Out Two-way



Retail Restaurant
Two-way Two-way



12:00 AM 1:00 AM



1:00 AM 2:00 AM



2:00 AM 3:00 AM



3:00 AM 4:00 AM



4:00 AM 5:00 AM



5:00 AM 6:00 AM



6:00 AM 7:00 AM



7:00 AM 8:00 AM 3.9 0.6 2.2 1.9 0.2 1.1 0.0 0.0
8:00 AM 9:00 AM 25.6 2.3 13.9 22.5 0.9 11.5 0.0 0.0
9:00 AM 10:00 AM 10.9 3.5 7.2 20.5 2.2 11.3 0.9 0.0
10:00 AM 11:00 AM 5.8 4.0 4.9 4.4 3.2 3.7 3.8 2.1
11:00 AM 12:00 PM 5.3 7.8 6.5 3.5 9.3 6.4 6.7 4.4
12:00 PM 1:00 PM 12.6 16.6 14.7 8.0 20.0 14.2 20.1 14.0
1:00 PM 2:00 PM 10.7 7.8 9.2 20.8 8.2 14.4 19.9 15.1
2:00 PM 3:00 PM 8.4 5.3 6.8 9.5 4.5 7.0 9.9 7.6
3:00 PM 4:00 PM 4.2 6.3 5.3 3.4 3.6 3.4 6.3 2.9
4:00 PM 5:00 PM 5.3 24.9 15.2 2.3 14.1 8.3 6.2 4.1
5:00 PM 6:00 PM 3.6 13.2 8.5 1.3 25.3 13.4 8.9 6.3
6:00 PM 7:00 PM 2.0 3.9 2.9 0.9 4.3 2.6 6.4 9.2
7:00 PM 8:00 PM 0.1 0.8 0.4 0.2 0.8 0.5 2.7 8.9
8:00 PM 9:00 PM 1.0 1.8 1.5 0.5 2.1 1.3 3.6 9.6
9:00 PM 10:00 PM 0.4 1.3 0.8 0.3 1.4 0.9 3.0 9.3
10:00 PM 11:00 PM 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 6.6
11:00 PM 12:00 AM



TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
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TABLE 4a
Movie Theater Person Trip Generation per Screen - No Weekday Matinees
Source: Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985



Start Avg. Monday through Friday Friday Average Weekday Saturday Sunday
Time In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily
12:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 1.3      0.0      1.3      0.3% -         -        -        0.0%
1:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 11.7    0.4      12.0    3.0% 13.3     0.4      13.7    4.1%
2:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 9.6      1.3      10.8    2.7% 10.8     0.3      11.2    3.4%
3:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 16.3    11.7    27.9    7.0% 19.6     13.3    32.9    10.0%
4:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 8.8      9.6      18.3    4.6% 9.2       10.8    20.0    6.0%
5:00 PM 10.0      0.3       10.3     7.4% 12.1     0.4       12.5     4.9% 10.4    0.3      10.7    6.6% 12.9    16.3    29.2    7.4% 20.0     19.6    39.6    12.0%
6:00 PM 7.4        0.2       7.6       5.5% 15.4     0.5       15.9     6.2% 9.0      0.3      9.3      5.7% 26.7    8.8      35.5    8.9% 22.9     9.2      32.1    9.7%
7:00 PM 14.3      10.0     24.3     17.6% 25.0     12.1     37.1     14.5% 16.4    10.4    26.9    16.6% 20.0    12.9    32.9    8.3% 13.3     20.0    33.4    10.1%
8:00 PM 16.8      7.4       24.2     17.5% 30.0     15.4     45.5     17.8% 19.4    9.0      28.5    17.6% 41.3    26.7    68.0    17.2% 24.6     22.9    47.5    14.4%
9:00 PM 8.2        14.3     22.5     16.3% 20.9     25.0     45.9     18.0% 10.7     16.4     27.2     16.8% 26.2     20.0     46.2     11.7% 13.3     13.3     26.6     8.1%
10:00 PM 15.4      16.8     32.2     23.2% 40.9     30.0     70.9     27.8% 20.5    19.4    39.9    24.7% 7.6      41.3    48.9    12.3% 16.2     24.6    40.8    12.3%
11:00 PM 9.2        8.2       17.4     12.5% 6.7       20.9     27.6     10.8% 8.7      10.7    19.4    12.0% 39.0    26.2    65.2    16.5% 19.5     13.3    32.8    9.9%
Total 81.2      57.2     138.5   100.0% 151.0   104.3   255.3   100.0% 95.2     66.6     161.8   100.0% 221.2   175.0   396.2   100.0% 182.8   147.7   330.5   100.0%



TABLE 4b
Movie Theater Person Trip Generation per Screen - With Weekday Matinees
Source: Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985



Start Average Mon-Thr. Friday Average Weekday Saturday Sunday
Time In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily
12:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 1.3      0.0      1.3      0.3% -         -        -        0.0%
1:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% 27.9     0.8       28.8     7.8% 5.6      0.2      5.8      2.5% 11.7    0.4      12.0    3.0% 13.3     0.4      13.7    4.1%
2:00 PM 8.6        0.3       8.8       4.5% 7.9       0.2       8.2       2.2% 8.4      0.3      8.7      3.7% 9.6      1.3      10.8    2.7% 10.8     0.3      11.1    3.4%
3:00 PM 15.4      0.5       15.9     8.0% 12.9     27.9     40.9     11.1% 14.9    6.0      20.9    9.0% 16.3    11.7    27.9    7.0% 19.6     13.3    32.9    10.0%
4:00 PM 5.6        8.6       14.2     7.2% 6.7       7.9       14.6     4.0% 5.8       8.4       14.3     6.2% 8.8       9.6       18.4     4.6% 9.2       10.8     20.0     6.0%
5:00 PM 10.0      15.4     25.4     12.8% 12.1     12.9     25.0     6.8% 10.4    14.9    25.3    10.9% 12.9    16.3    29.2    7.4% 20.0     19.6    39.6    12.0%
6:00 PM 7.4        5.6       13.0     6.6% 15.4     6.7       22.1     6.0% 9.0      5.8      14.8    6.4% 26.7    8.8      35.4    8.9% 22.9     9.2      32.1    9.7%
7:00 PM 14.3      10.0     24.3     12.3% 25.0     12.1     37.1     10.1% 16.4    10.4    26.9    11.6% 20.0    12.9    32.9    8.3% 13.3     20.0    33.4    10.1%
8:00 PM 16.8      7.4       24.2     12.2% 30.0     15.4     45.5     12.4% 19.4    9.0      28.5    12.3% 41.3    26.7    68.0    17.2% 24.6     22.9    47.5    14.4%
9:00 PM 8.2        14.3     22.5     11.4% 20.9     25.0     46.0     12.5% 10.8    16.4    27.2    11.8% 26.2    20.0    46.2    11.7% 13.3     13.3    26.7    8.1%
10:00 PM 15.4      16.8     32.1     16.2% 40.9     30.0     70.9     19.3% 20.5    19.4    39.9    17.2% 7.6      41.3    48.9    12.3% 16.2     24.6    40.8    12.3%
11:00 PM 9.2        8.2       17.4     8.8% 6.7       20.9     27.6     7.5% 8.7      10.7    19.4    8.4% 39.0    26.2    65.2    16.5% 19.5     13.3    32.8    9.9%
Total 110.8    87.0     197.8   100.0% 206.5   160.0   366.5   100.0% 129.9   101.6   231.5   100.0% 221.2   175.0   396.2   100.0% 182.8   147.8   330.5   100.0%
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TABLE 5
NUMBER OF VEHICLES ENTERING MASONIC CENTER AREA GARAGES
Event Start Time: 8:00 PM



Masonic Center Crocker Grace Cathedral Fairmont Hotel All Garages
Time Period 10/14/11 12/03/11 10/14/11 12/03/11 10/14/11 12/03/11 10/14/11 12/03/11 10/14/11 12/03/11 Average



6:15 PM 6:30 PM 15 25 12 16 7 10 1 5 35 7.3% 56 12.3% 46 9.8%
6:30 PM 6:45 PM 26 33 15 14 0 8 4 2 45 9.4% 57 12.5% 51 10.9%
6:45 PM 7:00 PM 46 57 20 12 0 14 2 6 68 14.3% 89 19.5% 79 16.8%
7:00 PM 7:15 PM 51 60 9 14 0 0 5 3 65 13.6% 77 16.9% 71 15.1%
7:15 PM 7:30 PM 71 20 21 30 0 3 2 0 94 19.7% 53 11.6% 74 15.8%
7:30 PM 7:45 PM 50 4 27 35 0 0 6 1 83 17.4% 40 8.8% 62 13.2%
7:45 PM 8:00 PM 11 4 32 29 0 5 9 2 52 10.9% 40 8.8% 46 9.8%
8:00 PM 8:15 PM 7 5 19 33 0 3 9 3 35 7.3% 44 9.6% 40 8.5%



Total 277 208 155 183 7 43 38 22 477 100.0% 456 100.0% 469 100.0%
Avg. Veh. Occup. 2.11 1.89 2.01 1.91 1.00 1.60 1.24 1.41 1.99 1.85 1.92



Arriving before one and a half hour prior to start of event 10%
Arriving one and a half hour to one hour prior to start of event 28%



Arriving one hour to half hour prior to start of event 31%
Arriving half hour prior to start of event 23%



Arriving after start of event 9%
Total 100%



If event starts at 7:30 PM Calc. Selected
Peak one hour arrivals during the 4-6 PM period: 10% 10%
Peak one hour arrivals during the 6-8 PM period: 59% 60%
Peak one hour arrivals during the 7-9 PM period: 32% 35%
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TABLE 6
Time of Day Distribution for Movie Theater Vehicle Trips
Source: Trip Generation for Entertainment Land Uses, J. Doyle, Institute of Transportation Engineers 1999 Annual Meeting



Thursday Friday Saturday
Start % of Daily % of Daily % of Daily
Time In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total
12:00 AM 1.5% 48.4% 1.6% 51.6% 1.60% 0.5% 41.7% 0.7% 58.3% 0.6% 2.7% 40.0% 4.1% 60.0% 3.4%
1:00 AM 1.1% 40.2% 1.6% 59.8% 1.30% 0.3% 37.5% 0.5% 62.5% 0.4% 1.0% 36.2% 1.8% 63.8% 1.4%
2:00 AM 0.3% 61.1% 0.2% 38.9% 0.20% 0.1% 25.0% 0.2% 75.0% 0.1% 0.3% 33.1% 0.6% 66.9% 0.4%
3:00 AM 0.2% 37.6% 0.2% 62.4% 0.20% 0.1% 75.1% 0.0% 24.9% 0.1% 0.2% 33.6% 0.4% 66.4% 0.3%
4:00 AM 0.3% 61.1% 0.2% 38.9% 0.20% 0.1% 25.0% 0.2% 75.0% 0.1% 0.3% 33.1% 0.6% 66.9% 0.4%
5:00 AM 0.2% 37.6% 0.2% 62.4% 0.20% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0%
6:00 AM 0.2% 71.8% 0.1% 28.2% 0.10% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 0.1% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
7:00 AM 0.3% 49.3% 0.3% 50.7% 0.30% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1%
8:00 AM 1.6% 58.9% 1.1% 41.1% 1.40% 0.3% 50.0% 0.3% 50.0% 0.3% 0.2% 39.8% 0.3% 60.2% 0.2%
9:00 AM 1.3% 54.0% 1.1% 46.0% 1.20% 0.7% 53.6% 0.6% 46.4% 0.7% 0.4% 50.0% 0.4% 50.0% 0.4%
10:00 AM 1.9% 59.2% 1.3% 40.8% 1.60% 0.8% 47.2% 0.9% 52.8% 0.9% 0.7% 50.0% 0.7% 50.0% 0.7%
11:00 AM 2.8% 58.2% 2.0% 41.8% 2.40% 1.2% 50.0% 1.2% 50.0% 1.2% 1.3% 54.5% 1.1% 45.5% 1.2%
12:00 PM 5.3% 51.9% 4.9% 48.1% 5.10% 2.0% 52.6% 1.8% 47.4% 1.9% 3.5% 54.1% 3.0% 45.9% 3.2%
1:00 PM 6.4% 58.6% 4.5% 41.4% 5.50% 3.3% 55.0% 2.7% 45.0% 3.0% 6.3% 59.1% 4.4% 40.9% 5.3%
2:00 PM 6.6% 51.1% 6.3% 48.9% 6.42% 3.3% 51.6% 3.1% 48.4% 3.2% 5.1% 52.8% 4.5% 47.2% 4.8%
3:00 PM 8.3% 47.4% 9.3% 52.6% 8.81% 3.7% 47.4% 4.1% 52.6% 3.9% 7.0% 51.2% 6.7% 48.8% 6.8%
4:00 PM 8.3% 47.1% 9.3% 52.9% 8.84% 6.7% 55.3% 5.4% 44.7% 6.1% 10.9% 52.7% 9.7% 47.3% 10.3%
5:00 PM 10.4% 59.7% 7.0% 40.3% 8.74% 7.7% 55.8% 6.1% 44.2% 6.9% 10.5% 52.3% 9.6% 47.7% 10.0%
6:00 PM 7.6% 51.7% 7.1% 48.3% 7.30% 7.7% 49.4% 7.9% 50.6% 7.8% 7.1% 47.7% 7.7% 52.3% 7.4%
7:00 PM 12.2% 50.8% 11.8% 49.2% 12.04% 15.7% 51.8% 14.6% 48.2% 15.2% 12.9% 51.2% 12.2% 48.8% 12.6%
8:00 PM 8.4% 43.8% 10.8% 56.2% 9.64% 13.0% 52.0% 11.9% 48.0% 12.5% 10.2% 51.1% 9.7% 48.9% 10.0%
9:00 PM 6.6% 45.2% 8.0% 54.8% 7.34% 12.6% 47.4% 13.9% 52.6% 13.3% 7.5% 46.9% 8.4% 53.1% 8.0%
10:00 PM 5.7% 43.5% 7.5% 56.5% 6.61% 12.7% 46.4% 14.6% 53.6% 13.7% 7.3% 47.5% 8.0% 52.5% 7.7%
11:00 PM 2.5% 42.2% 3.4% 57.8% 2.90% 7.2% 45.1% 8.8% 54.9% 8.0% 4.7% 44.0% 5.9% 56.0% 5.3%



Total 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0%
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SAN FRANCISCO SUPERDISTRICT BOUNDARIES MAP 
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San Francisco Superdistrict Boundaries 



The boundaries of the four San Francisco Superdistricts are based on the travel analysis zones established 
by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).  The four Superdistricts shown in this figure are 
aggregations of the MTC’s 1454 Regional Travel Analysis Zones (May 2002) that encompasses the nine-
county San Francisco Bay Area.  MTC’s 1454-zone system fits within the year 2000 U.S. Census tracts. 
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Developm
PROJECT SUMMARY
July 21, 2014



Total Project
Event Center 700,500          gsf



- no event 100                 employees
- basketball game 18,064            attendees (maximum attendance)



825                 employees
- convention event 9,000              attendees (typical large attendance)



675                 employees
Commercial Uses



- Retail 37,000            gsf
- Quick Service Restaurant 37,000            gsf
- Sit-down Restaurant 37,000            gsf



Total commercial 111,000          gsf
Live Theater



600                 seats 25,000 gsf 175              employees
Movie Theater



420                 seats 39,000 gsf
Office



- GSW Admin. & Mngmnt. 20,000            gsf (included in the 700,500 gsf)
- General Office 494,500          gsf



Total office 514,500          gsf
Vehicle parking



- non-residential standard TBD spaces
- non-residential attendant TBD spaces
- residential TBD spaces
- car share TBD spaces



Total vehicle parking -                      spaces
Bicycle parking



- non-residential Class 1 TBD spaces
- non-residential Class 2 TBD spaces
- residential Class 1 TBD spaces
- residential Class 2 TBD spaces



Total bicycle parking -                      spaces
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PROJECT TRAVEL DEMAND SUMMARY FOR ALL SCENARIOS 
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRAVEL DEMAND SUMMARY BY SCENARIO



WEEKDAY SATURDAY
No Event Basketball Game Convention Event No Event Basketball Game



Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour
Total of the 4 to 6 Total of the 4 to 6 of the 6 to 8 of the 9 to 11 Total of the 4 to 6 Total of the 7 to 9 Total of the 7 to 9



All Day PM Period All Day PM Period PM Period PM Period All Day PM Period All Day PM Period All Day PM Period



Auto person-trips 17,013            2,007              29,148            2,168              5,213              5,821              23,317            2,459              15,879            1,337              29,067            5,844              
Transit person-trips 5,153              603                 20,844            720                 6,035              5,693              8,653              909                 4,748              426                 21,591            6,123              
Taxi/Coach person trips (event) -                     -                     1,014              6                     390                 321                 13,498            1,485              -                     -                     455                 155                 
Bike/Walk/Other person-trips 6,219              645                 10,764            542                 2,384              1,963              7,210              654                 5,900              559                 7,915              1,340              



Total Person-trips 28,385            3,255              61,769            3,436              14,021            13,798            52,679            5,508              26,528            2,322              59,028            13,461            



Auto person-trips 60% 62% 47% 63% 37% 42% 44% 45% 60% 58% 49% 43%
Transit person-trips 18% 19% 34% 21% 43% 41% 16% 17% 18% 18% 37% 45%
Taxi/Coach (event) 0% 0% 2% 0% 3% 2% 26% 27% 0% 0% 1% 1%
Bike/Walk/Other person-trips 22% 20% 17% 16% 17% 14% 14% 12% 22% 24% 13% 10%



Vehicle trips 9,020              1,155              14,296            1,407              2,285              2,535              13,298            1,510              8,327              635                 13,591            2,350              
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NO EVENT SUMMARY 
WEEKDAY: 4 PM TO 6 PM PERIOD PEAK HOUR 
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH NO EVENT



Land Use Intensity
Arena 0 attendees



100 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips PM Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 178 2,434 4,617 2,868 922 269 5,726 17,013 60% 15 219 623 387 158 62 542 2,007 62% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 17.1% 23.0% 9.5% 11.8%
Transit 51 460 1,513 949 296 89 1,796 5,153 18% 4 41 204 128 47 21 158 603 19% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 15.8% 23.0% 8.8% 11.7%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 0 0% 0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bike (Event) 0 0% 0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Walk 15 808 1,235 806 220 77 1,187 4,348 15% 1 73 167 109 20 18 61 448 14% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 9.2% 23.0% 5.1% 10.3%
Other 7 72 628 410 112 39 603 1,871 7% 1 6 85 55 10 9 31 197 6% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 9.1% 23.0% 5.1% 10.5%



Total 250 3,774 7,992 5,032 1,550 475 9,312 28,385 100% 21 340 1,079 679 235 109 792 3,255 100% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 15.2% 23.0% 8.5% 11.5%
1% 13% 28% 18% 5% 2% 33% 100% 1% 10% 33% 21% 7% 3% 24% 100%



Vehicle Trips 139 1,324 2,259 1,342 492 124 3,341 9,020 12 119 305 181 112 28 398 1,155 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 22.7% 23.0% 11.9% 12.8%
2% 15% 25% 15% 5% 1% 37% 100% 1% 10% 26% 16% 10% 2% 34% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 1.28 1.84 2.04 2.14 1.87 2.17 1.71 1.89 1.28 1.84 2.04 2.14 1.41 2.17 1.36 1.74



Weekday Total Daily PM Peak Hour Person-Trips PM Peak Hour Transit-Trips PM Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 3,189 2 21 135 86 22 14 72 352 1 6 27 17 6 3 21 81 1 6 26 16 7 3 23 80 7% 1.73
Superdistrict 2 3,613 2 31 147 94 27 15 88 404 1 5 23 14 6 2 21 72 1 13 53 33 12 5 42 161 14% 1.69
Superdistrict 3 12,012 5 200 451 291 68 47 216 1,278 1 20 97 62 14 10 45 249 2 60 90 55 25 9 86 326 28% 1.93
Superdistrict 4 1,964 2 18 77 48 18 8 61 231 0 2 13 8 4 1 13 41 1 8 23 14 8 2 29 85 7% 1.94
East Bay 2,627 3 12 103 63 30 10 106 329 1 2 31 19 9 3 32 96 1 5 30 18 12 3 43 113 10% 2.01
North Bay 567 1 8 16 9 10 1 38 83 0 1 1 0 1 0 4 7 1 5 9 4 6 1 23 48 4% 1.57
South Bay 3,517 6 34 119 68 52 11 189 479 1 3 6 3 4 0 16 33 4 17 61 32 39 5 143 302 26% 1.44
Out of Region 896 1 16 32 20 6 3 20 99 0 3 7 4 2 1 7 24 0 6 14 9 3 1 8 41 4% 1.65



Total 28,385 21 340 1,079 679 235 109 792 3,255 4 41 204 128 47 21 158 603 12 119 305 181 112 28 398 1,155 100% 1.74



Assumptions for
PM Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 55% 0% 50%
Outbound 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 45% 100% 50%



PM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Offlce Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 0 160 480 320 235 62 67 1,323 21 180 599 360 0 47 724 1,932 21 340 1,079 679 235 109 792 3,255



0% 47% 44% 47% 100% 57% 9% 41% 100% 53% 56% 53% 0% 43% 92% 59%
Transit Trips 0 19 90 60 47 12 13 240 4 23 114 68 0 9 145 364 4 41 204 128 47 21 158 603



0% 45% 44% 47% 100% 57% 8% 40% 100% 55% 56% 53% 0% 43% 92% 60%
Vehicle Trips 0 54 119 80 112 17 17 398 12 65 186 102 0 12 381 757 12 119 305 181 112 28 398 1,155



0% 45% 39% 44% 100% 59% 4% 34% 100% 55% 61% 56% 0% 41% 96% 66%



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 4 22 15 10 3 3 57 1 5 27 17 0 2 29 80 1 9 50 31 10 5 32 138
Superdistrict 2 0 9 46 31 18 6 6 116 1 10 54 33 0 5 51 155 1 19 100 64 18 10 58 271
Superdistrict 3 0 59 92 61 37 12 13 274 3 62 109 67 0 9 107 357 3 121 202 129 37 21 120 631
Superdistrict 4 0 7 23 15 13 3 3 64 1 8 30 17 0 2 42 101 1 15 52 33 13 5 46 165
East Bay 0 4 30 20 21 4 4 82 2 6 41 24 0 3 69 144 2 9 71 43 21 7 73 226
North Bay 0 3 5 3 9 1 1 21 1 4 11 5 0 0 33 54 1 7 15 8 9 1 33 75
South Bay 0 12 41 27 47 6 6 139 5 17 69 37 0 4 162 294 5 30 110 64 47 10 168 433
Out of Region 0 5 11 7 4 1 1 29 0 5 12 8 0 1 12 38 0 10 23 15 4 2 13 67



Total 0 102 269 179 158 35 38 782 15 117 354 208 0 26 505 1,225 15 219 623 387 158 62 542 2,007
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH NO EVENT



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 3 12 8 6 2 2 32 1 3 15 9 0 1 20 49 1 6 27 17 6 3 21 81
Superdistrict 2 0 2 10 6 6 1 1 27 1 3 13 8 0 1 20 45 1 5 23 14 6 2 21 72
Superdistrict 3 0 9 45 30 14 6 6 111 1 10 51 32 0 4 39 138 1 20 97 62 14 10 45 249
Superdistrict 4 0 1 5 4 4 1 1 15 0 1 8 4 0 1 12 26 0 2 13 8 4 1 13 41
East Bay 0 1 13 9 9 2 2 35 1 1 18 10 0 1 30 62 1 2 31 19 9 3 32 96
North Bay 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 4 5 0 1 1 0 1 0 4 7
South Bay 0 1 2 1 4 0 0 9 1 2 4 2 0 0 16 25 1 3 6 3 4 0 16 33
Out of Region 0 1 3 2 2 0 0 9 0 2 4 2 0 0 6 15 0 3 7 4 2 1 7 24



Total 0 19 90 60 47 12 13 240 4 23 114 68 0 9 145 364 4 41 204 128 47 21 158 603



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 2 28 19 6 3 4 63 0 3 30 19 0 3 15 70 0 5 58 38 6 6 19 133
Superdistrict 2 0 3 11 8 3 1 2 28 0 3 12 8 0 1 8 33 0 7 24 16 3 3 9 61
Superdistrict 3 0 29 73 49 17 9 10 188 1 30 79 51 0 7 41 210 1 60 152 100 17 16 52 398
Superdistrict 4 0 0 5 4 1 1 1 12 0 0 6 4 0 1 2 13 0 1 11 7 1 1 3 25
East Bay 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 1 1 0 0 2 4 0 1 2 1 0 0 2 6
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
South Bay 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 4 0 1 2 1 0 0 5 8 0 1 2 1 1 0 5 12
Out of Region 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 4 0 2 1 1 0 0 1 4 0 4 2 1 0 0 1 8



Total 0 39 120 80 30 15 17 302 2 40 131 84 0 12 74 343 2 79 251 164 30 27 91 645



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 10 62 42 22 8 9 152 2 11 72 45 0 6 63 200 2 21 135 86 22 14 72 352
Superdistrict 2 0 14 67 45 27 9 9 171 2 17 80 49 0 7 79 233 2 31 147 94 27 15 88 404
Superdistrict 3 0 98 211 141 68 26 30 573 5 102 240 150 0 21 187 705 5 200 451 291 68 47 216 1,278
Superdistrict 4 0 8 34 22 18 4 5 91 2 10 43 26 0 3 57 140 2 18 77 48 18 8 61 231
East Bay 0 5 43 29 30 6 6 119 3 8 60 34 0 4 100 210 3 12 103 63 30 10 106 329
North Bay 0 3 5 3 10 1 1 23 1 4 12 5 0 0 37 60 1 8 16 9 10 1 38 83
South Bay 0 14 43 29 52 6 6 151 6 20 75 40 0 4 183 327 6 34 119 68 52 11 189 479
Out of Region 0 8 14 10 6 2 2 42 1 8 17 11 0 1 18 57 1 16 32 20 6 3 20 99



Total 0 160 480 320 235 62 67 1,323 21 180 599 360 0 47 724 1,932 21 340 1,079 679 235 109 792 3,255



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 2 11 7 7 1 2 31 1 3 15 9 0 1 21 49 1 6 26 16 7 3 23 80
Superdistrict 2 0 6 23 16 12 3 3 64 1 7 30 18 0 2 39 97 1 13 53 33 12 5 42 161
Superdistrict 3 0 29 38 25 25 5 5 127 2 31 52 30 0 4 80 199 2 60 90 55 25 9 86 326
Superdistrict 4 0 4 9 6 8 1 1 30 1 5 14 8 0 1 28 56 1 8 23 14 8 2 29 85
East Bay 0 2 11 8 12 2 2 36 1 3 19 10 0 1 42 76 1 5 30 18 12 3 43 113
North Bay 0 2 2 2 6 0 0 13 1 3 6 3 0 0 23 35 1 5 9 4 6 1 23 48
South Bay 0 6 18 12 39 3 3 81 4 10 43 20 0 2 141 221 4 17 61 32 39 5 143 302
Out of Region 0 3 6 4 3 1 1 18 0 3 7 5 0 1 7 23 0 6 14 9 3 1 8 41



Total 0 54 119 80 112 17 17 398 12 65 186 102 0 12 381 757 12 119 305 181 112 28 398 1,155
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - SATURDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 7 AND 9 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH NO EVENT



Land Use Intensity
Arena 0 attendees



100 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips Evening Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during Late PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 178 2,848 5,750 3,572 1,595 461 1,476 15,879 60% 0 114 0 857 121 229 16 1,337 58% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 7.6% 49.6% 1.1% 8.4%
Transit 51 538 1,884 1,182 521 153 420 4,748 18% 0 22 0 284 41 76 5 426 18% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 7.8% 49.6% 1.1% 9.0%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 0 0% 0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bike (Event) 0 0% 0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Walk 15 946 1,538 1,004 420 132 121 4,175 16% 0 38 0 241 36 65 1 381 16% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 8.6% 49.6% 1.1% 9.1%
Other 7 84 782 510 214 67 61 1,725 7% 0 3 0 123 18 33 1 178 8% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 8.6% 49.6% 1.1% 10.3%



Total 250 4,417 9,954 6,268 2,750 812 2,077 26,528 100% 0 177 0 1,504 216 403 23 2,322 100% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 7.9% 49.6% 1.1% 8.8%
1% 17% 38% 24% 10% 3% 8% 100% 0% 8% 0% 65% 9% 17% 1% 100%



Vehicle Trips 139 1,549 2,814 1,672 791 212 1,151 8,327 0 62 0 401 54 105 13 635 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 6.8% 49.6% 1.1% 7.6%
2% 19% 34% 20% 9% 3% 14% 100% 0% 10% 0% 63% 8% 17% 2% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 1.28 1.84 2.04 2.14 2.02 2.17 1.28 1.91 0.00 1.84 0.00 2.14 2.26 2.17 1.28 2.11



Saturday Total Daily Evening Peak Hour Person-Trips Evening Peak Hour Transit-Trips Evening Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 2,949 0 11 0 191 28 52 2 284 0 3 0 38 5 10 1 57 0 3 0 35 5 9 1 53 8% 1.96
Superdistrict 2 3,355 0 16 0 208 30 56 2 312 0 3 0 31 4 8 1 47 0 7 0 74 11 20 1 112 18% 1.90
Superdistrict 3 11,486 0 104 0 644 95 174 5 1,022 0 10 0 138 20 37 1 207 0 31 0 122 17 32 3 205 32% 2.28
Superdistrict 4 1,814 0 9 0 106 15 28 2 160 0 1 0 18 2 5 0 26 0 4 0 30 4 8 1 47 7% 2.33
East Bay 2,374 0 6 0 140 19 37 3 206 0 1 0 42 6 11 1 61 0 3 0 39 5 10 1 59 9% 2.42
North Bay 511 0 4 0 19 2 5 1 31 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 10 1 2 1 16 3% 1.83
South Bay 3,183 0 18 0 151 19 39 6 234 0 2 0 7 1 2 1 11 0 9 0 72 8 18 5 111 17% 1.96
Out of Region 857 0 9 0 45 6 12 1 72 0 1 0 10 1 3 0 15 0 3 0 19 3 5 0 31 5% 1.68



Total 26,528 0 177 0 1,504 216 403 23 2,322 0 22 0 284 41 76 5 426 0 62 0 401 54 105 13 635 100% 2.11



Assumptions for
Evening Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 50% 0% 50%
Outbound 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 50% 100% 50%



Evening Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 0 83 0 708 216 210 0 1,216 0 93 0 796 0 193 23 1,106 0 177 0 1,504 216 403 23 2,322



0% 47% 0% 47% 100% 52% 0% 52% 0% 53% 0% 53% 0% 48% 100% 48%
Transit Trips 0 10 0 133 41 40 0 223 0 12 0 151 0 36 5 203 0 22 0 284 41 76 5 426



0% 45% 0% 47% 100% 52% 0% 52% 0% 55% 0% 53% 0% 48% 100% 48%
Vehicle Trips 0 28 0 176 54 57 0 315 0 34 0 225 0 48 13 320 0 62 0 401 54 105 13 635



0% 45% 0% 44% 100% 54% 0% 50% 0% 55% 0% 56% 0% 46% 100% 50%



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 2 0 33 10 10 0 55 0 3 0 37 0 9 1 49 0 5 0 70 10 19 1 104
Superdistrict 2 0 5 0 68 21 20 0 113 0 5 0 74 0 19 2 100 0 10 0 142 21 38 2 213
Superdistrict 3 0 31 0 136 42 39 0 248 0 32 0 149 0 37 3 221 0 63 0 285 42 77 3 469
Superdistrict 4 0 4 0 33 10 10 0 57 0 4 0 39 0 9 1 53 0 8 0 72 10 19 1 111
East Bay 0 2 0 44 13 13 0 72 0 3 0 52 0 12 2 69 0 5 0 96 13 25 2 142
North Bay 0 1 0 7 2 3 0 13 0 2 0 11 0 2 1 16 0 3 0 18 2 5 1 30
South Bay 0 6 0 60 18 20 0 105 0 9 0 81 0 16 5 112 0 15 0 142 18 37 5 218
Out of Region 0 2 0 16 5 5 0 27 0 3 0 17 0 4 0 24 0 5 0 33 5 9 0 52



Total 0 53 0 397 121 120 0 692 0 61 0 460 0 109 16 645 0 114 0 857 121 229 16 1,337
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - SATURDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 7 AND 9 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH NO EVENT



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 1 0 18 5 5 0 30 0 2 0 20 0 5 1 27 0 3 0 38 5 10 1 57
Superdistrict 2 0 1 0 14 4 4 0 24 0 1 0 17 0 4 1 23 0 3 0 31 4 8 1 47
Superdistrict 3 0 5 0 67 20 19 0 111 0 5 0 71 0 18 1 96 0 10 0 138 20 37 1 207
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 8 2 2 0 13 0 1 0 10 0 2 0 13 0 1 0 18 2 5 0 26
East Bay 0 0 0 19 6 6 0 31 0 1 0 23 0 5 1 30 0 1 0 42 6 11 1 61
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
South Bay 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 5 0 1 0 4 0 1 1 6 0 2 0 7 1 2 1 11
Out of Region 0 1 0 4 1 1 0 8 0 1 0 5 0 1 0 7 0 1 0 10 1 3 0 15



Total 0 10 0 133 41 40 0 223 0 12 0 151 0 36 5 203 0 22 0 284 41 76 5 426



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 1 0 41 13 12 0 67 0 1 0 43 0 11 0 56 0 3 0 84 13 23 0 122
Superdistrict 2 0 2 0 17 5 5 0 28 0 2 0 18 0 5 0 24 0 4 0 34 5 9 0 52
Superdistrict 3 0 15 0 108 33 30 0 187 0 16 0 113 0 30 1 159 0 31 0 221 33 60 1 346
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 8 2 2 0 13 0 0 0 8 0 2 0 11 0 0 0 16 2 4 0 24
East Bay 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 4
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 3 0 1 0 5
Out of Region 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 5



Total 0 20 0 178 54 50 0 302 0 21 0 186 0 49 2 257 0 41 0 363 54 99 2 559



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 5 0 92 28 26 0 152 0 6 0 99 0 25 2 132 0 11 0 191 28 52 2 284
Superdistrict 2 0 7 0 99 30 29 0 166 0 9 0 108 0 27 2 147 0 16 0 208 30 56 2 312
Superdistrict 3 0 51 0 311 95 89 0 546 0 53 0 333 0 85 5 476 0 104 0 644 95 174 5 1,022
Superdistrict 4 0 4 0 50 15 15 0 84 0 5 0 57 0 14 2 77 0 9 0 106 15 28 2 160
East Bay 0 2 0 64 19 20 0 105 0 4 0 76 0 17 3 101 0 6 0 140 19 37 3 206
North Bay 0 2 0 7 2 3 0 14 0 2 0 12 0 2 1 17 0 4 0 19 2 5 1 31
South Bay 0 7 0 64 19 22 0 112 0 10 0 88 0 17 6 121 0 18 0 151 19 39 6 234
Out of Region 0 4 0 21 6 6 0 38 0 4 0 23 0 6 1 34 0 9 0 45 6 12 1 72



Total 0 83 0 708 216 210 0 1,216 0 93 0 796 0 193 23 1,106 0 177 0 1,504 216 403 23 2,322



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 1 0 16 5 5 0 28 0 2 0 19 0 4 1 26 0 3 0 35 5 9 1 53
Superdistrict 2 0 3 0 35 11 10 0 58 0 4 0 39 0 9 1 54 0 7 0 74 11 20 1 112
Superdistrict 3 0 15 0 56 17 17 0 105 0 16 0 66 0 15 3 100 0 31 0 122 17 32 3 205
Superdistrict 4 0 2 0 13 4 4 0 24 0 2 0 17 0 4 1 24 0 4 0 30 4 8 1 47
East Bay 0 1 0 17 5 6 0 29 0 2 0 22 0 5 1 30 0 3 0 39 5 10 1 59
North Bay 0 1 0 3 1 1 0 7 0 1 0 6 0 1 1 9 0 2 0 10 1 2 1 16
South Bay 0 3 0 26 8 11 0 48 0 5 0 45 0 7 5 63 0 9 0 72 8 18 5 111
Out of Region 0 1 0 9 3 3 0 16 0 2 0 10 0 3 0 15 0 3 0 19 3 5 0 31



Total 0 28 0 176 54 57 0 315 0 34 0 225 0 48 13 320 0 62 0 401 54 105 13 635
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Land Use Intensity
Arena 18,064 attendees



825 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
Movie Theater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips PM Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 14,780 1,296 4,617 1,539 922 269 5,726 29,148 47% 663 91 489 163 158 62 542 2,168 63% 4.5% 7.0% 10.6% 10.6% 17.1% 23.0% 9.5% 7.4%
Transit 16,393 252 1,513 504 296 89 1,796 20,844 34% 264 18 159 53 47 21 158 720 21% 1.6% 7.2% 10.5% 10.5% 15.8% 23.0% 8.8% 3.5%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 1,014 1,014 2% 6 6 0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6%
Bike (Event) 578 578 1% 4 4 0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6%
Walk 3,894 411 1,235 412 220 77 1,187 7,436 12% 74 28 127 42 20 18 61 369 11% 1.9% 6.8% 10.3% 10.3% 9.2% 23.0% 5.1% 5.0%
Other 1,119 39 628 209 112 39 603 2,749 4% 31 3 64 21 10 9 31 169 5% 2.7% 7.1% 10.3% 10.3% 9.1% 23.0% 5.1% 6.2%



Total 37,778 1,998 7,992 2,664 1,550 475 9,312 61,769 100% 1,042 140 839 280 235 109 792 3,436 100% 2.8% 7.0% 10.5% 10.5% 15.2% 23.0% 8.5% 5.6%
61% 3% 13% 4% 3% 1% 15% 100% 30% 4% 24% 8% 7% 3% 23% 100%



Vehicle Trips 6,604 723 2,259 753 492 124 3,341 14,296 490 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,407 7.4% 7.1% 10.9% 10.9% 22.7% 23.0% 11.9% 9.8%
46% 5% 16% 5% 3% 1% 23% 100% 35% 4% 17% 6% 8% 2% 28% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 2.39 1.79 2.04 2.04 1.87 2.17 1.71 2.11 1.37 1.76 1.99 1.99 1.41 2.17 1.36 1.55



Weekday Total Daily PM Peak Hour Person-Trips PM Peak Hour Transit-Trips PM Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 7,560 100 9 103 34 22 14 72 356 33 3 21 7 6 3 21 94 26 2 20 7 7 3 23 88 6% 1.56
Superdistrict 2 4,719 97 13 113 38 27 15 88 392 28 2 18 6 6 2 21 84 47 5 42 14 12 5 42 167 12% 1.53
Superdistrict 3 11,971 209 78 345 115 68 47 216 1,079 45 8 74 25 14 10 45 221 95 24 71 24 25 9 86 332 24% 1.66
Superdistrict 4 3,214 75 8 60 20 18 8 61 249 19 1 10 3 4 1 13 51 34 4 18 6 8 2 29 102 7% 1.73
East Bay 14,144 185 6 82 27 30 10 106 448 90 1 24 8 9 3 32 167 55 3 24 8 12 3 43 149 11% 1.84
North Bay 4,549 66 4 14 5 10 1 38 137 5 0 1 0 1 0 4 11 35 2 7 2 6 1 23 77 5% 1.61
South Bay 13,395 280 16 97 32 52 11 189 677 36 1 5 2 4 0 16 65 189 9 52 17 39 5 143 455 32% 1.31
Out of Region 2,216 29 6 25 8 6 3 20 98 8 1 6 2 2 1 7 26 8 2 11 4 3 1 8 37 3% 1.65



Total 61,769 1,042 140 839 280 235 109 792 3,436 264 18 159 53 47 21 158 720 490 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,407 100% 1.55



Assumptions for
PM Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater Movie Theater Office
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 95% 100% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 55% 0% 50%
Outbound 5% 0% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 45% 100% 50%



PM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Offlce Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 1,001 60 360 120 235 62 67 1,904 41 80 480 160 0 47 724 1,532 1,042 140 839 280 235 109 792 3,436



96% 43% 43% 43% 100% 57% 9% 55% 4% 57% 57% 57% 0% 43% 92% 45%
Transit Trips 256 7 67 22 47 12 13 424 8 11 92 31 0 9 145 296 264 18 159 53 47 21 158 720



97% 39% 42% 42% 100% 57% 8% 59% 3% 61% 58% 58% 0% 43% 92% 41%
Vehicle Trips 465 20 89 30 112 17 17 750 25 31 156 52 0 12 381 657 490 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,407



95% 39% 36% 36% 100% 59% 4% 53% 5% 61% 64% 64% 0% 41% 96% 47%



PM Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total Coach
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 32 2 17 6 10 3 3 72 2 2 21 7 0 2 29 64 34 4 38 13 10 5 32 136 1
Superdistrict 2 56 3 35 12 18 6 6 135 3 5 43 14 0 5 51 121 59 8 77 26 18 10 58 256 1
Superdistrict 3 113 22 69 23 37 12 13 288 6 25 86 29 0 9 107 262 119 47 155 52 37 21 120 550 0
Superdistrict 4 49 3 17 6 13 3 3 93 2 4 24 8 0 2 42 83 51 6 41 14 13 5 46 176 1
East Bay 89 1 22 7 21 4 4 149 4 3 34 11 0 3 69 124 93 5 56 19 21 7 73 273 1
North Bay 58 1 4 1 9 1 1 74 2 2 9 3 0 0 33 50 60 3 13 4 9 1 33 124 0
South Bay 225 5 31 10 47 6 6 329 10 9 59 20 0 4 162 264 235 14 90 30 47 10 168 593 1
Out of Region 12 2 8 3 4 1 1 32 1 2 10 3 0 1 12 28 13 4 18 6 4 2 13 60 1



Total 634 38 202 67 158 35 38 1,172 29 53 287 96 0 26 505 995 663 91 489 163 158 62 542 2,168 6
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 32 1 9 3 6 2 2 54 1 2 12 4 0 1 20 40 33 3 21 7 6 3 21 94
Superdistrict 2 27 1 7 2 6 1 1 46 1 1 11 4 0 1 20 37 28 2 18 6 6 2 21 84
Superdistrict 3 43 3 34 11 14 6 6 119 2 4 40 13 0 4 39 103 45 8 74 25 14 10 45 221
Superdistrict 4 18 0 4 1 4 1 1 29 1 1 6 2 0 1 12 22 19 1 10 3 4 1 13 51
East Bay 88 0 10 3 9 2 2 114 2 1 15 5 0 1 30 53 90 1 24 8 9 3 32 167
North Bay 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 5 5 0 1 0 1 0 4 11
South Bay 35 0 1 0 4 0 0 42 1 1 4 1 0 0 16 23 36 1 5 2 4 0 16 65
Out of Region 8 1 2 1 2 0 0 14 0 1 3 1 0 0 6 12 8 1 6 2 2 1 7 26



Total 256 7 67 22 47 12 13 424 8 11 92 31 0 9 145 296 264 18 159 53 47 21 158 720



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Superdistrict 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 32 1 21 7 6 3 4 75 1 1 23 8 0 3 15 50 33 2 44 15 6 6 19 125
Superdistrict 2 9 1 9 3 3 1 2 28 0 1 10 3 0 1 8 24 10 3 18 6 3 3 9 52
Superdistrict 3 43 11 55 18 17 9 10 164 2 12 61 20 0 7 41 143 45 23 116 39 17 16 52 307
Superdistrict 4 4 0 4 1 1 1 1 13 0 0 4 1 0 1 2 9 4 0 8 3 1 1 3 21
East Bay 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 3 2 0 1 0 0 0 2 7
North Bay 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 3
South Bay 7 0 1 0 1 0 0 10 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 8 7 1 2 1 1 0 5 17
Out of Region 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 10 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 8 1 1 0 0 0 1 12



Total 107 15 90 30 30 15 17 305 4 16 101 34 0 12 74 240 111 31 191 64 30 27 91 545



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 97 4 47 16 22 8 9 202 3 5 57 19 0 6 63 154 100 9 103 34 22 14 72 356
Superdistrict 2 93 5 50 17 27 9 9 210 4 8 63 21 0 7 79 182 97 13 113 38 27 15 88 392
Superdistrict 3 199 37 158 53 68 26 30 571 10 41 187 62 0 21 187 508 209 78 345 115 68 47 216 1,079
Superdistrict 4 71 3 25 8 18 4 5 135 3 5 35 12 0 3 57 114 75 8 60 20 18 8 61 249
East Bay 180 2 32 11 30 6 6 267 6 5 50 17 0 4 100 181 185 6 82 27 30 10 106 448
North Bay 63 1 4 1 10 1 1 81 2 2 10 3 0 0 37 56 66 4 14 5 10 1 38 137
South Bay 269 5 32 11 52 6 6 382 11 11 65 22 0 4 183 295 280 16 97 32 52 11 189 677
Out of Region 28 3 11 4 6 2 2 56 1 3 14 5 0 1 18 43 29 6 25 8 6 3 20 98



Total 1,001 60 360 120 235 62 67 1,904 41 80 480 160 0 47 724 1,532 1,042 140 839 280 235 109 792 3,436



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 25 1 8 3 7 1 2 46 2 2 12 4 0 1 21 41 26 2 20 7 7 3 23 88
Superdistrict 2 44 2 18 6 12 3 3 88 3 3 24 8 0 2 39 79 47 5 42 14 12 5 42 167
Superdistrict 3 90 11 28 9 25 5 5 174 5 13 42 14 0 4 80 158 95 24 71 24 25 9 86 332
Superdistrict 4 33 1 7 2 8 1 1 54 2 2 12 4 0 1 28 48 34 4 18 6 8 2 29 102
East Bay 52 1 9 3 12 2 2 80 3 2 16 5 0 1 42 69 55 3 24 8 12 3 43 149
North Bay 34 1 2 1 6 0 0 44 1 1 6 2 0 0 23 33 35 2 7 2 6 1 23 77
South Bay 180 2 13 4 39 3 3 245 9 7 39 13 0 2 141 210 189 9 52 17 39 5 143 455
Out of Region 8 1 5 2 3 1 1 19 0 1 6 2 0 1 7 18 8 2 11 4 3 1 8 37



Total 465 20 89 30 112 17 17 750 25 31 156 52 0 12 381 657 490 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,407
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 6 AND 8 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Land Use Intensity
Arena 18,064 attendees



825 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips Evening Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during Evening Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 14,780 1,296 4,617 1,539 922 269 5,726 29,148 47% 4,606 22 121 83 202 66 112 5,213 37% 31.2% 1.7% 2.6% 5.4% 21.9% 24.4% 2.0% 17.9%
Transit 16,393 252 1,513 504 296 89 1,796 20,844 34% 5,842 5 40 26 68 22 32 6,035 43% 35.6% 2.0% 2.7% 5.1% 22.8% 24.4% 1.8% 29.0%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 1,014 1,014 2% 390 390 3% 38.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 38.4%
Bike (Event) 578 578 1% 221 221 2% 38.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 38.2%
Walk 3,894 411 1,235 412 220 77 1,187 7,436 12% 1,561 5 36 15 60 19 9 1,706 12% 40.1% 1.2% 2.9% 3.8% 27.2% 24.4% 0.8% 22.9%
Other 1,119 39 628 209 112 39 603 2,749 4% 385 1 18 8 30 10 5 457 3% 34.4% 2.0% 2.9% 3.7% 27.3% 24.4% 0.8% 16.6%



Total 37,778 1,998 7,992 2,664 1,550 475 9,312 61,769 100% 13,006 33 216 132 360 116 158 14,021 100% 34.4% 1.7% 2.7% 5.0% 23.2% 24.4% 1.7% 22.7%
61% 3% 13% 4% 3% 1% 15% 100% 93% 0% 2% 1% 3% 1% 1% 100%



Vehicle Trips 6,604 723 2,259 753 492 124 3,341 14,296 1,958 14 54 51 90 30 88 2,285 29.7% 2.0% 2.4% 6.8% 18.2% 24.4% 2.6% 16.0%
46% 5% 16% 5% 3% 1% 23% 100% 86% 1% 2% 2% 4% 1% 4% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 2.39 1.79 2.04 2.04 1.87 2.17 1.71 2.11 2.55 1.54 2.26 1.62 2.26 2.17 1.28 2.45



Weekday Total Daily Evening Peak Hour Person-Trips Evening Peak Hour Transit-Trips Evening Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 7,560 1,920 2 28 14 47 15 13 2,039 617 1 5 3 9 3 4 643 104 1 5 3 8 3 5 129 6% 1.67
Superdistrict 2 4,719 595 3 30 16 50 16 17 729 302 1 4 3 7 2 4 324 102 1 11 7 18 6 9 153 7% 1.80
Superdistrict 3 11,971 719 15 95 46 158 50 38 1,121 286 2 20 10 34 11 8 370 42 5 17 13 28 9 18 132 6% 1.98
Superdistrict 4 3,214 573 2 15 10 25 8 13 646 283 0 2 2 4 1 3 296 69 1 4 4 7 2 6 93 4% 2.02
East Bay 14,144 4,048 3 19 15 32 11 23 4,151 3,282 1 6 4 10 3 7 3,313 286 1 5 5 9 3 10 319 14% 2.54
North Bay 4,549 1,162 1 2 4 4 1 9 1,184 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 431 1 1 2 2 1 5 442 19% 2.67
South Bay 13,395 3,468 6 19 23 32 11 43 3,602 1,009 1 1 2 1 0 4 1,018 915 4 8 15 13 5 33 994 44% 2.53
Out of Region 2,216 520 1 6 4 11 3 4 550 63 0 1 1 2 1 1 70 9 0 3 2 5 2 2 22 1% 4.14



Total 61,769 13,006 33 216 132 360 116 158 14,021 5,842 5 40 26 68 22 32 6,035 1,958 14 54 51 90 30 88 2,285 100% 2.42



Assumptions for
Evening Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 100% 100% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 50% 0% 50%
Outbound 0% 0% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 50% 100% 50%



Evening Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 13,006 9 108 36 360 60 0 13,579 0 24 108 96 0 56 158 442 13,006 33 216 132 360 116 158 14,021



100% 27% 50% 27% 100% 52% 0% 97% 0% 73% 50% 73% 0% 48% 100% 3%
Transit Trips 5,842 1 20 7 68 11 0 5,949 0 4 20 19 0 10 32 86 5,842 5 40 26 68 22 32 6,035



100% 20% 50% 26% 100% 52% 0% 99% 0% 80% 50% 74% 0% 48% 100% 1%
Vehicle Trips 1,918 3 27 9 90 16 0 2,063 101 11 27 42 0 14 88 283 2,019 14 54 51 90 30 88 2,346



95% 21% 50% 17% 100% 54% 0% 88% 5% 79% 50% 83% 0% 46% 100% 12%



Evening Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total Coach
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 109 0 5 2 17 5 0 138 0 1 5 4 0 0 6 16 109 1 10 6 17 5 6 154 61
Superdistrict 2 135 1 10 3 35 11 0 195 0 2 10 8 0 0 11 30 135 2 21 11 35 11 11 225 50
Superdistrict 3 55 3 21 7 69 22 0 177 0 5 21 15 0 0 23 64 55 9 41 22 69 22 23 241 21
Superdistrict 4 111 0 5 2 17 6 0 140 0 1 5 5 0 0 9 21 111 2 10 7 17 6 9 161 27
East Bay 704 0 7 2 22 7 0 742 0 2 7 8 0 0 16 32 704 2 13 10 22 7 16 774 34
North Bay 1,162 0 1 0 4 1 0 1,169 0 1 1 3 0 0 8 13 1,162 1 2 4 4 1 8 1,182 0
South Bay 2,310 1 9 3 31 11 0 2,364 0 4 9 17 0 0 38 68 2,310 5 18 20 31 11 38 2,433 80
Out of Region 21 0 2 1 8 3 0 35 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 7 21 1 5 3 8 3 2 42 49



Total 4,606 6 61 20 202 66 0 4,960 0 16 61 63 0 0 112 252 4,606 22 121 83 202 66 112 5,213 321
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 6 AND 8 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 617 0 3 1 9 3 0 633 0 1 3 3 0 0 4 10 617 1 5 3 9 3 4 643
Superdistrict 2 302 0 2 1 7 2 0 314 0 1 2 2 0 0 4 10 302 1 4 3 7 2 4 324
Superdistrict 3 286 1 10 3 34 11 0 344 0 1 10 6 0 0 8 26 286 2 20 10 34 11 8 370
Superdistrict 4 283 0 1 0 4 1 0 290 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 6 283 0 2 2 4 1 3 296
East Bay 3,282 0 3 1 10 3 0 3,299 0 1 3 4 0 0 7 14 3,282 1 6 4 10 3 7 3,313
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
South Bay 1,009 0 0 0 1 0 0 1,012 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 6 1,009 1 1 2 1 0 4 1,018
Out of Region 63 0 1 0 2 1 0 67 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 3 63 0 1 1 2 1 1 70



Total 5,842 1 20 7 68 22 0 5,959 0 4 20 19 0 0 32 75 5,842 5 40 26 68 22 32 6,035



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 48 48 0 0 48 0 0 0 0 0 0 48
Superdistrict 2 39 39 0 0 39 0 0 0 0 0 0 39
Superdistrict 3 16 16 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
Superdistrict 4 21 21 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 21
East Bay 28 28 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 28
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 68 68 0 0 68 0 0 0 0 0 0 68
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 221 0 0 0 0 0 0 221 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 221 0 0 0 0 0 0 221



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 1,145 0 6 2 21 7 0 1,181 0 0 6 3 0 0 3 12 1,145 1 13 5 21 7 3 1,193
Superdistrict 2 120 0 3 1 9 3 0 135 0 0 3 1 0 0 2 6 120 1 5 2 9 3 2 140
Superdistrict 3 363 2 17 6 55 17 0 459 0 2 17 8 0 0 7 35 363 4 33 14 55 17 7 493
Superdistrict 4 158 0 1 0 4 1 0 165 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 158 0 2 1 4 1 0 167
East Bay 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 36
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 81 0 0 0 1 0 0 82 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 81 0 0 1 1 0 1 84
Out of Region 437 0 0 0 1 0 0 438 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 437 0 0 0 1 0 0 438



Total 2,337 2 27 9 90 28 0 2,494 0 3 27 14 0 0 14 59 2,337 6 54 23 90 28 14 2,552



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 1,920 1 14 5 47 15 0 2,001 0 2 14 10 0 0 13 39 1,920 2 28 14 47 15 13 2,039
Superdistrict 2 595 1 15 5 50 16 0 683 0 2 15 11 0 0 17 46 595 3 30 16 50 16 17 729
Superdistrict 3 719 5 47 16 158 50 0 996 0 9 47 30 0 0 38 125 719 15 95 46 158 50 38 1,121
Superdistrict 4 573 0 8 3 25 8 0 617 0 2 8 7 0 0 13 29 573 2 15 10 25 8 13 646
East Bay 4,048 0 10 3 32 11 0 4,105 0 2 10 12 0 0 23 47 4,048 3 19 15 32 11 23 4,151
North Bay 1,162 0 1 0 4 1 0 1,169 0 1 1 4 0 0 9 15 1,162 1 2 4 4 1 9 1,184
South Bay 3,468 1 10 3 32 11 0 3,525 0 5 10 19 0 0 43 76 3,468 6 19 23 32 11 43 3,602
Out of Region 520 0 3 1 11 3 0 539 0 1 3 3 0 0 4 11 520 1 6 4 11 3 4 550



Total 13,006 9 108 36 360 116 0 13,635 0 24 108 96 0 0 158 386 13,006 33 216 132 360 116 158 14,021



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 72 0 2 1 8 3 5 92 32 1 2 3 0 0 0 38 104 1 5 3 8 3 5 129
Superdistrict 2 76 0 5 2 18 6 9 115 26 1 5 5 0 0 0 38 102 1 11 7 18 6 9 153
Superdistrict 3 31 2 9 3 28 9 18 100 11 3 9 10 0 0 0 32 42 5 17 13 28 9 18 132
Superdistrict 4 55 0 2 1 7 2 6 73 14 1 2 3 0 0 0 20 69 1 4 4 7 2 6 93
East Bay 273 0 3 1 9 3 10 298 13 1 3 5 0 0 0 21 286 1 5 5 9 3 10 319
North Bay 431 0 1 0 2 1 5 439 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 3 431 1 1 2 2 1 5 442
South Bay 885 0 4 1 13 5 33 943 30 4 4 14 0 0 0 51 915 4 8 15 13 5 33 994
Out of Region 9 0 1 0 5 2 2 19 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 9 0 3 2 5 2 2 22



Total 1,833 3 27 9 90 30 88 2,079 125 11 27 42 0 0 0 206 1,958 14 54 51 90 30 88 2,285
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND LATE PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 9 AND 11 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Land Use Intensity
Arena 18,064 attendees



825 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips Late PM Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during Late PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 14,780 1,296 4,617 1,539 922 269 5,726 29,148 47% 5,020 10 121 83 461 97 28 5,821 42% 34.0% 0.8% 2.6% 5.4% 50.0% 36.2% 0.5% 20.0%
Transit 16,393 252 1,513 504 296 89 1,796 20,844 34% 5,436 2 40 26 148 32 8 5,693 41% 33.2% 0.9% 2.7% 5.1% 50.0% 36.2% 0.4% 27.3%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 1,014 1,014 2% 321 321 2% 31.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 31.7%
Bike (Event) 578 578 1% 184 184 1% 31.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 31.9%
Walk 3,894 411 1,235 412 220 77 1,187 7,436 12% 1,118 2 36 15 110 28 2 1,312 10% 28.7% 0.6% 2.9% 3.8% 50.0% 36.2% 0.2% 17.6%
Other 1,119 39 628 209 112 39 603 2,749 4% 369 0 18 8 56 14 1 467 3% 33.0% 0.9% 2.9% 3.7% 50.0% 36.2% 0.2% 17.0%



Total 37,778 1,998 7,992 2,664 1,550 475 9,312 61,769 100% 12,449 15 216 132 775 172 40 13,798 100% 33.0% 0.8% 2.7% 5.0% 50.0% 36.2% 0.4% 22.3%
61% 3% 13% 4% 3% 1% 15% 100% 90% 0% 2% 1% 6% 1% 0% 100%



Vehicle Trips 6,604 723 2,259 753 492 124 3,341 14,296 2,111 7 54 51 246 45 22 2,535 32.0% 0.9% 2.4% 6.8% 50.0% 36.2% 0.7% 17.7%
46% 5% 16% 5% 3% 1% 23% 100% 83% 0% 2% 2% 10% 2% 1% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 2.39 1.79 2.04 2.04 1.87 2.17 1.71 2.11 2.53 1.54 2.26 1.62 1.87 2.17 1.28 2.42



Weekday Total Daily Late PM Peak Hour Person-Trips Late PM Peak Hour Transit-Trips Late PM Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 7,560 1,376 1 28 14 93 22 3 1,538 443 0 5 3 20 4 1 477 79 0 5 3 19 4 1 112 4% 1.84
Superdistrict 2 4,719 440 1 30 16 103 24 4 619 219 0 4 3 17 4 1 248 81 1 11 7 39 8 2 149 6% 1.87
Superdistrict 3 11,971 550 7 95 46 306 74 9 1,087 211 1 20 10 65 16 2 325 49 2 17 13 67 14 5 166 7% 1.98
Superdistrict 4 3,214 420 1 15 10 56 12 3 517 204 0 2 2 10 2 1 221 56 0 4 4 18 3 2 87 3% 2.09
East Bay 14,144 4,077 1 19 15 79 16 6 4,213 3,293 0 6 4 24 5 2 3,334 296 1 5 5 25 4 2 339 13% 2.50
North Bay 4,549 1,606 1 2 4 16 2 2 1,633 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 597 0 1 2 9 1 1 612 24% 2.66
South Bay 13,395 3,484 3 19 23 101 17 11 3,657 1,005 0 1 2 6 1 1 1,015 943 2 8 15 59 8 8 1,043 41% 2.46
Out of Region 2,216 495 1 6 4 22 5 1 535 61 0 1 1 5 1 0 70 10 0 3 2 10 2 0 27 1% 3.64



Total 61,769 12,449 15 216 132 775 172 40 13,798 5,436 2 40 26 148 32 8 5,693 2,111 7 54 51 246 45 22 2,535 100% 2.42



Assumptions for
Late PM Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 45% 0% 0%
Outbound 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 55% 100% 100%



Late PM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 0 0 0 0 0 74 0 74 12,449 15 216 132 775 98 40 13,724 12,449 15 216 132 775 172 40 13,798



0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 43% 0% 1% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 57% 100% 99%
Transit Trips 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 14 5,436 2 40 26 148 18 8 5,679 5,436 2 40 26 148 32 8 5,693



0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 43% 0% 0% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 57% 100% 100%
Vehicle Trips 101 0 0 0 0 18 0 119 2,010 7 54 51 246 26 22 2,416 2,111 7 54 51 246 45 22 2,535



5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 41% 0% 5% 95% 100% 100% 100% 100% 59% 100% 95%



Late PM Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total Coach
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 84 0 10 6 35 5 2 141 84 0 10 6 35 8 2 145 61
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 107 1 21 11 70 9 3 221 107 1 21 11 70 16 3 228 50
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 14 62 4 41 22 140 18 6 295 62 4 41 22 140 33 6 309 21
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 88 1 10 7 39 5 2 152 88 1 10 7 39 8 2 156 27
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 721 1 13 10 54 6 4 810 721 1 13 10 54 11 4 814 34
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1,605 0 2 4 15 1 2 1,629 1,605 0 2 4 15 2 2 1,630 0
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 6 2,331 2 18 20 93 9 9 2,483 2,331 2 18 20 93 16 9 2,489 80
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 22 0 5 3 16 2 1 48 22 0 5 3 16 4 1 50 49



Total 0 0 0 0 0 42 0 42 5,020 10 121 83 461 56 28 5,779 5,020 10 121 83 461 97 28 5,821 321
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND LATE PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 9 AND 11 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 443 0 5 3 20 2 1 475 443 0 5 3 20 4 1 477
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 219 0 4 3 17 2 1 247 219 0 4 3 17 4 1 248
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 211 1 20 10 65 9 2 318 211 1 20 10 65 16 2 325
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 204 0 2 2 10 1 1 220 204 0 2 2 10 2 1 221
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 3,293 0 6 4 24 3 2 3,332 3,293 0 6 4 24 5 2 3,334
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,005 0 1 2 6 0 1 1,015 1,005 0 1 2 6 1 1 1,015
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 61 0 1 1 5 1 0 70 61 0 1 1 5 1 0 70



Total 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 14 5,436 2 40 26 148 18 8 5,679 5,436 2 40 26 148 32 8 5,693



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 34 34 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 34
Superdistrict 2 0 0 28 28 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 28
Superdistrict 3 0 0 12 12 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 12
Superdistrict 4 0 0 15 15 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 15
East Bay 0 0 29 29 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 29
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 67 67 67 0 0 0 0 0 0 67
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 184 0 0 0 0 0 0 184 184 0 0 0 0 0 0 184



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 815 0 13 5 38 5 1 877 815 0 13 5 38 10 1 882
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 87 0 5 2 16 2 0 113 87 0 5 2 16 4 0 114
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 11 265 2 33 14 100 14 2 430 265 2 33 14 100 26 2 441
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 113 0 2 1 7 1 0 124 113 0 2 1 7 2 0 125
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 37 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 37
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 81 0 0 1 2 0 0 85 81 0 0 1 2 0 0 85
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 413 0 0 0 1 0 0 415 413 0 0 0 1 0 0 415



Total 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 19 1,808 3 54 23 166 23 3 2,081 1,808 3 54 23 166 42 3 2,100



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 10 1,376 1 28 14 93 12 3 1,528 1,376 1 28 14 93 22 3 1,538
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 10 440 1 30 16 103 13 4 608 440 1 30 16 103 24 4 619
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 33 0 33 550 7 95 46 306 42 9 1,054 550 7 95 46 306 74 9 1,087
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 420 1 15 10 56 7 3 511 420 1 15 10 56 12 3 517
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 4,077 1 19 15 79 9 6 4,207 4,077 1 19 15 79 16 6 4,213
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1,606 1 2 4 16 1 2 1,632 1,606 1 2 4 16 2 2 1,633
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 3,484 3 19 23 101 10 11 3,650 3,484 3 19 23 101 17 11 3,657
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 495 1 6 4 22 3 1 532 495 1 6 4 22 5 1 535



Total 0 0 0 0 0 74 0 74 12,449 15 216 132 775 98 40 13,724 12,449 15 216 132 775 172 40 13,798



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 23 0 0 0 0 2 0 24 56 0 5 3 19 2 1 88 79 0 5 3 19 4 1 112
Superdistrict 2 19 0 0 0 0 4 0 22 63 1 11 7 39 5 2 127 81 1 11 7 39 8 2 149
Superdistrict 3 8 0 0 0 0 6 0 14 41 2 17 13 67 8 5 153 49 2 17 13 67 14 5 166
Superdistrict 4 10 0 0 0 0 1 0 11 46 0 4 4 18 2 2 76 56 0 4 4 18 3 2 87
East Bay 13 0 0 0 0 2 0 14 284 1 5 5 25 3 2 325 296 1 5 5 25 4 2 339
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 597 0 1 2 9 1 1 611 597 0 1 2 9 1 1 612
South Bay 30 0 0 0 0 3 0 32 913 2 8 15 59 5 8 1,011 943 2 8 15 59 8 8 1,043
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 10 0 3 2 10 1 0 26 10 0 3 2 10 2 0 27



Total 101 0 0 0 0 18 0 119 2,010 7 54 51 246 26 22 2,416 2,111 7 54 51 246 45 22 2,535
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - SATURDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 7 AND 9 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Land Use Intensity
Arena 18,064 attendees



825 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips Evening Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during Late PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 16,352 1,516 5,750 1,917 1,595 461 1,476 29,067 49% 5,161 15 179 122 121 229 16 5,844 43% 31.6% 1.0% 3.1% 6.4% 7.6% 49.6% 1.1% 20.1%
Transit 17,689 295 1,884 628 521 153 420 21,591 37% 5,901 4 60 38 41 76 5 6,123 45% 33.4% 1.2% 3.2% 6.0% 7.8% 49.6% 1.1% 28.4%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 455 455 1% 155 155 1% 34.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 34.0%
Bike (Event) 455 455 1% 155 155 1% 34.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 34.0%
Walk 2,019 481 1,538 513 420 132 121 5,222 9% 654 3 53 23 36 65 1 836 6% 32.4% 0.7% 3.4% 4.5% 8.6% 49.6% 1.1% 16.0%
Other 807 46 782 261 214 67 61 2,237 4% 258 1 27 12 18 33 1 349 3% 32.0% 1.2% 3.5% 4.4% 8.6% 49.6% 1.1% 15.6%



Total 37,778 2,338 9,954 3,318 2,750 812 2,077 59,028 100% 12,284 23 319 195 216 403 23 13,461 100% 32.5% 1.0% 3.2% 5.9% 7.9% 49.6% 1.1% 22.8%
64% 4% 17% 6% 5% 1% 4% 100% 91% 0% 2% 1% 2% 3% 0% 100%



Vehicle Trips 6,838 846 2,814 938 791 212 1,151 13,591 2,014 10 79 75 54 105 13 2,350 29.5% 1.2% 2.8% 8.0% 6.8% 49.6% 1.1% 17.3%
50% 6% 21% 7% 6% 2% 8% 100% 86% 0% 3% 3% 2% 4% 1% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 2.46 1.79 2.04 2.04 2.02 2.17 1.28 2.17 2.64 1.54 2.26 1.62 2.26 2.17 1.28 2.55



Saturday Total Daily Evening Peak Hour Person-Trips Evening Peak Hour Transit-Trips Evening Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 6,564 1,363 2 41 21 28 52 2 1,508 691 0 8 5 5 10 1 721 77 1 7 5 5 9 1 105 4% 2.11
Superdistrict 2 4,146 423 2 45 24 30 56 2 582 245 0 6 5 4 8 1 270 60 1 16 10 11 20 1 118 5% 2.09
Superdistrict 3 10,756 510 10 140 68 95 174 5 1,003 293 1 30 14 20 37 1 398 31 3 25 18 17 32 3 130 6% 2.25
Superdistrict 4 2,810 407 1 22 14 15 28 2 490 241 0 4 3 2 5 0 256 47 1 6 6 4 8 1 72 3% 2.36
East Bay 14,168 4,054 2 29 22 19 37 3 4,166 3,281 0 9 7 6 11 1 3,315 284 1 8 8 5 10 1 317 13% 2.62
North Bay 5,215 1,597 1 3 6 2 5 1 1,615 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 591 1 2 3 1 2 1 601 26% 2.69
South Bay 13,223 3,439 4 29 33 19 39 6 3,570 988 0 1 2 1 2 1 995 902 3 12 23 8 18 5 970 41% 2.60
Out of Region 2,144 491 1 10 5 6 12 1 526 161 0 2 1 1 3 0 168 21 0 4 2 3 5 0 36 2% 2.71



Total 59,028 12,284 23 319 195 216 403 23 13,461 5,901 4 60 38 41 76 5 6,123 2,014 10 79 75 54 105 13 2,350 100% 2.55



Assumptions for
Evening Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 95% 100% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 50% 0% 50%
Outbound 5% 0% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 50% 100% 50%



Evening Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 12,284 6 159 53 216 210 0 12,928 0 17 159 142 0 193 23 534 12,284 23 319 195 216 403 23 13,461



100% 27% 50% 27% 100% 52% 0% 96% 0% 73% 50% 73% 0% 48% 100% 4%
Transit Trips 5,901 1 30 10 41 40 0 6,022 0 3 30 28 0 36 5 101 5,901 4 60 38 41 76 5 6,123



100% 20% 50% 26% 100% 52% 0% 98% 0% 80% 50% 74% 0% 48% 100% 2%
Vehicle Trips 1,963 2 40 13 54 57 0 2,129 51 8 40 62 0 48 13 221 2,014 10 79 75 54 105 13 2,350



97% 21% 50% 17% 100% 54% 0% 91% 3% 79% 50% 83% 0% 46% 100% 9%



Evening Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total Coach
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 128 0 7 2 10 10 0 158 0 1 7 6 0 9 1 24 128 1 15 8 10 19 1 182 40
Superdistrict 2 115 0 15 5 21 20 0 176 0 1 15 11 0 19 2 48 115 1 31 16 21 38 2 224 24
Superdistrict 3 59 2 31 10 42 39 0 183 0 4 31 23 0 37 3 98 59 6 61 33 42 77 3 281 13
Superdistrict 4 99 0 8 3 10 10 0 129 0 1 8 8 0 9 1 27 99 1 15 10 10 19 1 156 13
East Bay 738 0 10 3 13 13 0 778 0 1 10 12 0 12 2 37 738 1 20 15 13 25 2 815 14
North Bay 1,597 0 2 1 2 3 0 1,604 0 1 2 5 0 2 1 10 1,597 1 3 5 2 5 1 1,614 0
South Bay 2,371 0 14 5 18 20 0 2,428 0 3 14 26 0 16 5 64 2,371 3 27 30 18 37 5 2,492 33
Out of Region 55 0 4 1 5 5 0 70 0 0 4 3 0 4 0 11 55 1 7 4 5 9 0 81 17



Total 5,161 4 89 30 121 120 0 5,525 0 11 89 93 0 109 16 318 5,161 15 179 122 121 229 16 5,844 155
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - SATURDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 7 AND 9 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 691 0 4 1 5 5 0 707 0 0 4 4 0 5 1 14 691 0 8 5 5 10 1 721
Superdistrict 2 245 0 3 1 4 4 0 258 0 0 3 4 0 4 1 12 245 0 6 5 4 8 1 270
Superdistrict 3 293 0 15 5 20 19 0 353 0 1 15 9 0 18 1 45 293 1 30 14 20 37 1 398
Superdistrict 4 241 0 2 1 2 2 0 249 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 7 241 0 4 3 2 5 0 256
East Bay 3,281 0 4 1 6 6 0 3,299 0 0 4 5 0 5 1 16 3,281 0 9 7 6 11 1 3,315
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
South Bay 988 0 1 0 1 1 0 991 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 4 988 0 1 2 1 2 1 995
Out of Region 161 0 1 0 1 1 0 165 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 4 161 0 2 1 1 3 0 168



Total 5,901 1 30 10 41 40 0 6,022 0 3 30 28 0 36 5 101 5,901 4 60 38 41 76 5 6,123



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 39 39 0 0 39 0 0 0 0 0 0 39
Superdistrict 2 23 23 0 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
Superdistrict 3 12 12 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 12
Superdistrict 4 13 13 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 13
East Bay 20 20 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 20
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 48 48 0 0 48 0 0 0 0 0 0 48
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 155 0 0 0 0 0 0 155 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 155 0 0 0 0 0 0 155



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 504 0 9 3 13 12 0 541 0 0 9 5 0 11 0 26 504 0 19 8 13 23 0 567
Superdistrict 2 40 0 4 1 5 5 0 55 0 0 4 2 0 5 0 11 40 0 8 3 5 9 0 66
Superdistrict 3 147 1 24 8 33 30 0 244 0 2 24 12 0 30 1 69 147 3 49 20 33 60 1 313
Superdistrict 4 54 0 2 1 2 2 0 61 0 0 2 1 0 2 0 5 54 0 4 1 2 4 0 66
East Bay 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 14 0 1 0 0 1 0 16
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 33 0 1 1 0 1 0 36
Out of Region 275 0 0 0 0 0 0 276 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 275 0 1 0 0 1 0 277



Total 1,067 2 40 13 54 50 0 1,226 0 2 40 21 0 49 2 114 1,067 4 80 34 54 99 2 1,340



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 1,363 0 21 7 28 26 0 1,445 0 1 21 14 0 25 2 63 1,363 2 41 21 28 52 2 1,508
Superdistrict 2 423 1 22 7 30 29 0 512 0 2 22 17 0 27 2 70 423 2 45 24 30 56 2 582
Superdistrict 3 510 4 70 23 95 89 0 792 0 6 70 45 0 85 5 211 510 10 140 68 95 174 5 1,003
Superdistrict 4 407 0 11 4 15 15 0 452 0 1 11 11 0 14 2 38 407 1 22 14 15 28 2 490
East Bay 4,054 0 14 5 19 20 0 4,112 0 2 14 17 0 17 3 54 4,054 2 29 22 19 37 3 4,166
North Bay 1,597 0 2 1 2 3 0 1,604 0 1 2 5 0 2 1 11 1,597 1 3 6 2 5 1 1,615
South Bay 3,439 1 14 5 19 22 0 3,500 0 3 14 29 0 17 6 70 3,439 4 29 33 19 39 6 3,570
Out of Region 491 0 5 2 6 6 0 511 0 1 5 4 0 6 1 16 491 1 10 5 6 12 1 526



Total 12,284 6 159 53 216 210 0 12,928 0 17 159 142 0 193 23 534 12,284 23 319 195 216 403 23 13,461



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 62 0 4 1 5 5 0 77 15 0 4 4 0 4 1 28 77 1 7 5 5 9 1 105
Superdistrict 2 51 0 8 3 11 10 0 83 9 1 8 7 0 9 1 36 60 1 16 10 11 20 1 118
Superdistrict 3 26 1 13 4 17 17 0 79 5 2 13 14 0 15 3 52 31 3 25 18 17 32 3 130
Superdistrict 4 42 0 3 1 4 4 0 54 5 1 3 5 0 4 1 18 47 1 6 6 4 8 1 72
East Bay 278 0 4 1 5 6 0 294 5 1 4 7 0 5 1 22 284 1 8 8 5 10 1 317
North Bay 591 0 1 0 1 1 0 595 0 0 1 3 0 1 1 6 591 1 2 3 1 2 1 601
South Bay 890 0 6 2 8 11 0 917 12 2 6 21 0 7 5 53 902 3 12 23 8 18 5 970
Out of Region 21 0 2 1 3 3 0 29 0 0 2 2 0 3 0 7 21 0 4 2 3 5 0 36



Total 1,963 2 40 13 54 57 0 2,129 51 8 40 62 0 48 13 221 2,014 10 79 75 54 105 13 2,350
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH CONVENTION EVENT



Land Use Intensity
Arena 9,000 attendees



675 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips PM Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 8,949 1,296 4,617 1,539 922 269 5,726 23,317 44% 954 91 489 163 158 62 542 2,459 45% 10.7% 7.0% 10.6% 10.6% 17.1% 23.0% 9.5% 10.5%
Transit 4,202 252 1,513 504 296 89 1,796 8,653 16% 454 18 159 53 47 21 158 909 17% 10.8% 7.2% 10.5% 10.5% 15.8% 23.0% 8.8% 10.5%
Taxi/Shuttle (Event) 13,498 13,498 26% 1,485 1,485 27% 11.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.0%
Walk 638 411 1,235 412 220 77 1,187 4,179 8% 68 28 127 42 20 18 61 363 7% 10.6% 6.8% 10.3% 10.3% 9.2% 23.0% 5.1% 8.7%
Other 1,400 39 628 209 112 39 603 3,030 6% 153 3 64 21 10 9 31 291 5% 10.9% 7.1% 10.3% 10.3% 9.1% 23.0% 5.1% 9.6%



Total 28,688 1,998 7,992 2,664 1,550 475 9,312 52,679 100% 3,113 140 839 280 235 109 792 5,508 100% 10.9% 7.0% 10.5% 10.5% 15.2% 23.0% 8.5% 10.5%
54% 4% 15% 5% 3% 1% 18% 100% 57% 3% 15% 5% 4% 2% 14% 100%



Vehicle Trips 5,606 723 2,259 753 492 124 3,341 13,298 593 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,510 10.6% 7.1% 10.9% 10.9% 22.7% 23.0% 11.9% 11.4%
42% 5% 17% 6% 4% 1% 25% 100% 39% 3% 16% 5% 7% 2% 26% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 4.00 1.79 2.04 2.04 1.87 2.17 1.71 2.77 4.11 1.76 1.99 1.99 1.41 2.17 1.36 2.61



Weekday Total Daily PM Peak Hour Person-Trips PM Peak Hour Transit-Trips PM Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 17,744 1,645 9 103 34 22 14 72 1,901 278 3 21 7 6 3 21 339 180 2 20 7 7 3 23 241 16% 6.08
Superdistrict 2 4,624 164 13 113 38 27 15 88 458 11 2 18 6 6 2 21 67 29 5 42 14 12 5 42 150 10% 2.32
Superdistrict 3 11,581 183 78 345 115 68 47 216 1,052 15 8 74 25 14 10 45 191 27 24 71 24 25 9 86 265 18% 2.01
Superdistrict 4 3,173 160 8 60 20 18 8 61 334 15 1 10 3 4 1 13 48 27 4 18 6 8 2 29 95 6% 2.85
East Bay 4,591 243 6 82 27 30 10 106 505 79 1 24 8 9 3 32 157 66 3 24 8 12 3 43 160 11% 2.15
North Bay 1,263 82 4 14 5 10 1 38 154 1 0 1 0 1 0 4 7 40 2 7 2 6 1 23 82 5% 1.78
South Bay 6,231 336 16 97 32 52 11 189 733 16 1 5 2 4 0 16 45 155 9 52 17 39 5 143 421 28% 1.61
Out of Region 3,472 301 6 25 8 6 3 20 370 38 1 6 2 2 1 7 56 68 2 11 4 3 1 8 96 6% 1.67



Total 52,679 3,113 140 839 280 235 109 792 5,508 454 18 159 53 47 21 158 909 593 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,510 100% 2.61



Assumptions for
PM Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 50% 10% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 55% 0% 50%
Outbound 50% 90% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 45% 100% 50%



PM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Offlce Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 369 60 360 120 235 62 67 1,272 2,745 80 480 160 0 47 724 4,235 3,113 140 839 280 235 109 792 5,508



12% 43% 43% 43% 100% 57% 9% 23% 88% 57% 57% 57% 0% 43% 92% 77%
Transit Trips 57 7 67 22 47 12 13 225 397 11 92 31 0 9 145 684 454 18 159 53 47 21 158 909



13% 39% 42% 42% 100% 57% 8% 25% 87% 61% 58% 58% 0% 43% 92% 75%
Vehicle Trips 139 20 89 30 112 17 17 424 455 31 156 52 0 12 381 1,086 593 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,510



23% 39% 36% 36% 100% 59% 4% 28% 77% 61% 64% 64% 0% 41% 96% 72%



PM Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total Shuttle
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 19 2 17 6 10 3 3 59 149 2 21 7 0 2 29 211 168 4 38 13 10 5 32 270 1,197
Superdistrict 2 7 3 35 12 18 6 6 87 27 5 43 14 0 5 51 144 34 8 77 26 18 10 58 231 117
Superdistrict 3 12 22 69 23 37 12 13 187 23 25 86 29 0 9 107 278 34 47 155 52 37 21 120 465 68
Superdistrict 4 8 3 17 6 13 3 3 52 33 4 24 8 0 2 42 114 41 6 41 14 13 5 46 166 103
East Bay 22 1 22 7 21 4 4 82 141 3 34 11 0 3 69 262 163 5 56 19 21 7 73 344 0
North Bay 11 1 4 1 9 1 1 27 70 2 9 3 0 0 33 118 81 3 13 4 9 1 33 145 0
South Bay 46 5 31 10 47 6 6 149 273 9 59 20 0 4 162 528 319 14 90 30 47 10 168 677 0
Out of Region 12 2 8 3 4 1 1 31 101 2 10 3 0 1 12 129 114 4 18 6 4 2 13 161 0



Total 136 38 202 67 158 35 38 675 818 53 287 96 0 26 505 1,784 954 91 489 163 158 62 542 2,459 1,485
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH CONVENTION EVENT



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 29 1 9 3 6 2 2 52 249 2 12 4 0 1 20 287 278 3 21 7 6 3 21 339
Superdistrict 2 3 1 7 2 6 1 1 22 8 1 11 4 0 1 20 44 11 2 18 6 6 2 21 67
Superdistrict 3 4 3 34 11 14 6 6 79 11 4 40 13 0 4 39 111 15 8 74 25 14 10 45 191
Superdistrict 4 3 0 4 1 4 1 1 13 13 1 6 2 0 1 12 34 15 1 10 3 4 1 13 48
East Bay 10 0 10 3 9 2 2 36 69 1 15 5 0 1 30 121 79 1 24 8 9 3 32 157
North Bay 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 5 1 0 1 0 1 0 4 7
South Bay 3 0 1 0 4 0 0 10 13 1 4 1 0 0 16 35 16 1 5 2 4 0 16 45
Out of Region 4 1 2 1 2 0 0 11 34 1 3 1 0 0 6 46 38 1 6 2 2 1 7 56



Total 57 7 67 22 47 12 13 225 397 11 92 31 0 9 145 684 454 18 159 53 47 21 158 909



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 121 1 21 7 6 3 4 164 1,078 1 23 8 0 3 15 1,128 1,199 2 44 15 6 6 19 1,291
Superdistrict 2 12 1 9 3 3 1 2 31 106 1 10 3 0 1 8 130 119 3 18 6 3 3 9 161
Superdistrict 3 16 11 55 18 17 9 10 137 118 12 61 20 0 7 41 259 134 23 116 39 17 16 52 396
Superdistrict 4 10 0 4 1 1 1 1 19 93 0 4 1 0 1 2 102 103 0 8 3 1 1 3 120
East Bay 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 5
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
South Bay 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 5 8 1 1 2 1 1 0 5 11
Out of Region 15 1 1 0 0 0 0 17 134 1 1 0 0 0 1 136 149 1 1 0 0 0 1 153



Total 176 15 90 30 30 15 17 373 1,530 16 101 34 0 12 74 1,767 1,705 31 191 64 30 27 91 2,139



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 169 4 47 16 22 8 9 274 1,476 5 57 19 0 6 63 1,626 1,645 9 103 34 22 14 72 1,901
Superdistrict 2 22 5 50 17 27 9 9 140 141 8 63 21 0 7 79 319 164 13 113 38 27 15 88 458
Superdistrict 3 32 37 158 53 68 26 30 404 151 41 187 62 0 21 187 649 183 78 345 115 68 47 216 1,052
Superdistrict 4 21 3 25 8 18 4 5 84 139 5 35 12 0 3 57 250 160 8 60 20 18 8 61 334
East Bay 33 2 32 11 30 6 6 120 211 5 50 17 0 4 100 386 243 6 82 27 30 10 106 505
North Bay 11 1 4 1 10 1 1 29 71 2 10 3 0 0 37 125 82 4 14 5 10 1 38 154
South Bay 49 5 32 11 52 6 6 162 287 11 65 22 0 4 183 571 336 16 97 32 52 11 189 733
Out of Region 31 3 11 4 6 2 2 59 269 3 14 5 0 1 18 311 301 6 25 8 6 3 20 370



Total 369 60 360 120 235 62 67 1,272 2,745 80 480 160 0 47 724 4,235 3,113 140 839 280 235 109 792 5,508



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 58 1 8 3 7 1 2 80 122 2 12 4 0 1 21 162 180 2 20 7 7 3 23 241
Superdistrict 2 10 2 18 6 12 3 3 54 20 3 24 8 0 2 39 96 29 5 42 14 12 5 42 150
Superdistrict 3 11 11 28 9 25 5 5 95 16 13 42 14 0 4 80 169 27 24 71 24 25 9 86 265
Superdistrict 4 8 1 7 2 8 1 1 29 19 2 12 4 0 1 28 65 27 4 18 6 8 2 29 95
East Bay 10 1 9 3 12 2 2 38 56 2 16 5 0 1 42 122 66 3 24 8 12 3 43 160
North Bay 6 1 2 1 6 0 0 16 34 1 6 2 0 0 23 66 40 2 7 2 6 1 23 82
South Bay 28 2 13 4 39 3 3 93 127 7 39 13 0 2 141 328 155 9 52 17 39 5 143 421
Out of Region 7 1 5 2 3 1 1 19 60 1 6 2 0 1 7 78 68 2 11 4 3 1 8 96



Total 139 20 89 30 112 17 17 424 455 31 156 52 0 12 381 1,086 593 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,510
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - NO EVENT (WORK TRIPS)



Proposed Size: 100               employees Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
DAILY: Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Work Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.50 trips/employee % Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 8.5% [c] 2.0% [d] 0% 0%
Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 250 person-trips Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 21 5 0 0



WEEKDAY/SATURDAY WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Avg. Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 7-9 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[e] [e] Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[e] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 10 7 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Transit 32.7% 7 1 0 0 0
Walk 17.7% 4 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 21 7 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 17 14 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 26.4% 7 1 0 0 0
Walk 6.9% 2 0 0 0 0
Other 2.1% 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 27 14 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 36 29 3 2 1 1 0 0 0 0



Transit 20.6% 12 1 0 0 0
Walk 15.1% 9 1 0 0 0
Other 4.6% 3 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 60 29 5 2 1 1 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 15 10 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 21.5% 4 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 20 10 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 25 15 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 29.7% 11 1 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 36 15 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 12 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 10.5% 1 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 14 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 60 53 5 4 1 1 0 0 0 0



Transit 8.8% 6 1 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 2 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 67 53 6 4 1 1 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 35.3% 2 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 6 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 178 139 15 12 4 3 0 0 0 0



Transit 20.2% 51 4 1 0 0
Walk 5.8% 15 1 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 7 1 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 250 139 21 12 5 3 0 0 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b] Assumes that 25% of the employees will make four trips to/from the project site (e.g., for lunch, errands, etc.).
[c]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Office)
[d]  Based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978) for general office
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - BASKETBALL GAME (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 18,064         attendees plus 825 employees Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
DAILY: Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Overall Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.09 trips/attendee Overall peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 2.8% [c] 34.4% [c] 33.0% [e] 32.5% [d]
Total Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 37,778 person-trips Overall peak hour person-trip rate (trips/attendee): 0.06 0.72 0.69 0.68
Percent of Work Trips [f]: 4.4% Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,042 13,006 12,449 12,284
Work Person-trip Generation Rate [g]: 2.00 trips/employee % Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 50% [h] 0% [h] 10% [h] 0% [h]
Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,650 person-trips Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 825 0 165 0



WEEKDAY/SATURDAY WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Avg. Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 64 49 32 25 0 0 6 5 0 0
Transit 32.7% 45 22 0 4 0
Walk 17.7% 24 12 0 2 0
Other 2.7% 4 2 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 137 49 68 25 0 0 14 5 0 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 113 90 56 45 0 0 11 9 0 0



Transit 26.4% 46 23 0 5 0
Walk 6.9% 12 6 0 1 0
Other 2.1% 4 2 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 175 90 87 45 0 0 17 9 0 0
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 235 188 118 94 0 0 24 19 0 0



Transit 20.6% 81 41 0 8 0
Walk 15.1% 60 30 0 6 0
Other 4.6% 18 9 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 394 188 197 94 0 0 39 19 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 99 67 49 33 0 0 10 7 0 0



Transit 21.5% 28 14 0 3 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 4 2 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 130 67 65 33 0 0 13 7 0 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 162 101 81 50 0 0 16 10 0 0



Transit 29.7% 70 35 0 7 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 4 2 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 236 101 118 50 0 0 24 10 0 0
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 80 56 40 28 0 0 8 6 0 0



Transit 10.5% 10 5 0 1 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 2 1 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 92 56 46 28 0 0 9 6 0 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 393 348 196 174 0 0 39 35 0 0



Transit 8.8% 39 20 0 4 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 12 6 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 444 348 222 174 0 0 44 35 0 0
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 25 16 13 8 0 0 3 2 0 0



Transit 35.3% 15 7 0 1 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 1 1 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 41 16 21 8 0 0 4 2 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 1,172 915 586 457 0 0 117 91 0 0



Transit 20.2% 334 167 0 33 0
Walk 5.8% 96 48 0 10 0
Other 2.9% 48 24 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,650 915 825 457 0 0 165 91 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b]  Calculated by the model by dividing the total number of person-trips by the expected event attendance.
[c]  Calculated by the model assuming project demand up to 7 PM; Madison Square Garden (2003) value is 14%, Arco Arena value is 23%, GSW value is 16%
[d]  Calculated by the model; Atlantic Yards Arena Transportation Planning (2006) value is 19%, Madison Square Garden (2003) value is 27%, Arco Arena value is 28%, GSW value is 30%
[e]  Calculated by the model; Atlantic Yards Arena Transportation Planning (2006) value is 22%, GSW value is 35%
 [f]  Calculated by the model.
[g]  Two daily person trips made by each employee.
[h]  Event employees arrive to work between 4:30 and 5 PM, and depart between 11 and 11:30 PM.
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - BASKETBALL GAME (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 18,064          attendees plus 825 employees Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
DAILY: Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Overall Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.09 trips per attendee Overall peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 2.8% [c] 34.4% [c] 33.0% [e] 32.5% [d]
Total Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 37,778 person-trips Overall peak hour person-trip rate (trips/attendee): 0.06 0.72 0.69 0.68
Percent of Non-Work Trips [f]: 95.6% Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,042 13,006 12,449 12,284
Non-Work Person-trip Generation Rate [g]: 2.00 trips per attendee % Non-Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 1% [h] 36% [h] 34% [h] 34% [h]
Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 36,128 person-trips Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 217 13,006 12,284 12,284



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Weekday Saturday Vehicle All Day 4-7 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



Weekday In All Other Mode Percent Percent Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] [i] [j] [j] [k] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 Auto 5.7% 9.4% 2.7 266 98 2 1 109 40 78 29 377 140 128 47
14.8% 11.1% Transit 32.2% 50.7% 1,502 10 617 438 2,033 691



Taxi 4.5% 3.0% 2.7 210 78 1 1 86 32 61 23 119 44 40 15
Bike 2.5% 2.9% 117 1 48 34 114 39
Walk 55.1% 34.0% 2,575 18 1,058 751 1,364 464



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 4,670 176 32 1 1,920 72 1,363 51 4,007 184 1,363 62
Superdistrict 2 Auto 22.6% 27.2% 2.7 328 121 2 1 135 50 96 35 338 125 115 43



4.6% 3.4% Transit 50.7% 58.0% 734 5 302 214 721 245
Taxi 11.8% 5.7% 2.7 171 63 1 0 70 26 50 19 70 26 24 9
Bike 6.6% 5.4% 96 1 39 28 68 23
Walk 8.3% 3.7% 120 1 49 35 46 16



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 1,449 185 10 1 595 76 423 54 1,243 151 423 51
Superdistrict 3 Auto 7.6% 11.5% 2.7 133 49 1 0 55 20 39 14 173 64 59 22



5.5% 4.2% Transit 39.7% 57.4% 695 5 286 203 862 293
Taxi 4.1% 2.5% 2.7 71 26 0 0 29 11 21 8 37 14 13 5
Bike 2.3% 2.4% 40 0 16 12 35 12
Walk 46.4% 26.2% 811 6 333 237 394 134



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 1,750 76 12 1 719 31 510 22 1,501 78 510 26
Superdistrict 4 Auto 19.3% 24.3% 2.7 269 100 2 1 111 41 78 29 290 108 99 37



4.4% 3.3% Transit 49.4% 59.4% 689 5 283 201 710 241
Taxi 6.6% 3.3% 2.7 92 34 1 0 38 14 27 10 40 15 13 5
Bike 3.7% 3.2% 51 0 21 15 38 13
Walk 21.0% 9.9% 293 2 120 85 118 40



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 1,394 134 10 1 573 55 407 39 1,196 122 407 42
East Bay Auto 17.4% 18.2% 2.7 2,014 746 12 4 704 261 705 261 2,169 803 738 273



31.1% 33.0% Transit 81.1% 80.9% 9,391 55 3,282 3,286 9,651 3,281
Taxi 0.8% 0.4% 2.7 97 36 1 0 34 13 34 13 42 15 14 5
Bike 0.7% 0.5% 82 0 28 29 60 20
Walk 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 11,584 782 67 5 4,048 273 4,054 274 11,922 819 4,054 278
North Bay Auto 100.0% 100.0% 2.7 3,963 1,468 19 7 1,162 431 1,597 591 4,697 1,739 1,597 591



8.9% 13.0% Transit 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Taxi 0.0% 0.0% 2.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 3,963 1,468 19 7 1,162 431 1,597 591 4,697 1,739 1,597 591
South Bay Auto 66.6% 68.9% 2.7 6,578 2,436 39 14 2,310 856 2,291 849 6,973 2,582 2,371 878



26.7% 28.0% Transit 29.1% 28.7% 2,874 17 1,009 1,001 2,906 988
Taxi 2.3% 1.0% 2.7 230 85 1 0 81 30 80 30 97 36 33 12
Bike 1.9% 1.4% 193 1 68 67 140 48
Walk 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 9,874 2,521 58 15 3,468 885 3,439 878 10,116 2,618 3,439 890
Out of region Auto 4.0% 11.3% 2.7 57 21 0 0 21 8 20 7 163 60 55 21



4.0% 4.0% Transit 12.1% 32.7% 174 1 63 59 473 161
Taxi 0.0% 0.0% 2.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



Coach 9.9% 3.5% 35.0 143 4 1 0 51 1 49 1 51 1 17 0
Other 74.1% 52.5% 1,071 6 385 364 759 258



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 1,445 25 9 0 520 9 491 9 1,445 62 491 21
TOTAL Auto 37.7% 42.0% 2.7 13,607 5,040 77 28 4,606 1,706 4,903 1,816 15,180 5,622 5,161 1,912



100.0% 100.0% Transit 44.5% 48.0% 16,059 97 5,842 5,403 17,356 5,901
Taxi 2.4% 1.1% 2.7 871 323 6 2 338 125 273 101 405 150 138 51
Bike 1.6% 1.3% 578 4 221 184 455 155
Walk 10.5% 5.3% 3,799 26 1,561 1,108 1,923 654



Coach 0.4% 0.1% 35.0 143 4 1 0 51 1 49 1 51 1 17 0
Other 3.0% 2.1% 1,071 6 385 364 759 258



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 36,128 5,366 217 31 13,006 1,833 12,284 1,918 36,128 5,774 12,284 1,963



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b]  Calculated by the model by dividing the total number of person-trips by the expected event attendance.
[c]  Calculated by the model assuming project demand up to 7 PM; Madison Square Garden (2003) value is 14%, Arco Arena value is 23%, GSW value is 16%
[d]  Calculated by the model; Atlantic Yards Arena Transportation Planning (2006) value is 19%, Madison Square Garden (2003) value is 27%, Arco Arena value is 28%, GSW value is 30%
[e]  Calculated by the model; Atlantic Yards Arena Transportation Planning (2006) value is 22%, GSW value is 35%
 [f]  Calculated by the model.
[g]  Two daily person trips made by each attendee.
[h]  Based on Atlantic Yards (2006) and GSW survey data (2013)
 [i]  Based on GS Warriors estimate for 2017-18 season; includes adjustments for live/work locations for weekday inbound trips based on GSW surveys (2013).
 [j]  Based on SF Giants 2012 survey data for weekdays and weekends, combined with visitor trips to SD1 (All Other) from the SF Guidelines
[k]  Based on SF Giants 2007 survey data for evening games; assumes taxis would have the same average occupancy as private vehicles
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - CONVENTION EVENT (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 9,000            attendees plus 675 employees Weekday
DAILY: Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period
Overall Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 3.19 trips/attendee Overall peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 10.9% [c]
Total Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 28,688 person-trips Overall peak hour person-trip rate (trips/attendee): 0.35
Percent of Work Trips [c]: 5.9% Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 3,113
Work Person-trip Generation Rate [d]: 2.50 trips/employee % Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 8.5% [e]
Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,688 person-trips Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 143



WEEKDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Avg. Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour



[f] [f] Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[f] Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 66 51 6 4
Transit 32.7% 46 4
Walk 17.7% 25 2
Other 2.7% 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 140 51 12 4
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 116 92 10 8



Transit 26.4% 47 4
Walk 6.9% 12 1
Other 2.1% 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 179 92 15 8
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 241 193 20 16



Transit 20.6% 83 7
Walk 15.1% 61 5
Other 4.6% 19 2



TOTAL 100.0% 403 193 34 16
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 101 68 9 6



Transit 21.5% 29 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 2.8% 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 133 68 11 6
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 166 103 14 9



Transit 29.7% 72 6
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 1.5% 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 241 103 21 9
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 82 57 7 5



Transit 10.5% 10 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 2.6% 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 95 57 8 5
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 402 356 34 30



Transit 8.8% 40 3
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 2.7% 12 1



TOTAL 100.0% 454 356 39 30
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 26 17 2 1



Transit 35.3% 15 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 2.9% 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 42 17 4 1
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 1,199 935 102 80



Transit 20.2% 341 29
Walk 5.8% 98 8
Other 2.9% 49 4



TOTAL 100.0% 1,688 935 143 80



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b]  Calculated by the model by dividing the total number of person-trips by the expected event attendance.
[c]  Calculated by the model
[d] Assumes that 25% of the employees will make four trips to/from the project site (e.g., for lunch, errands, etc.).
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Office)
[h]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - CONVENTION EVENT (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 9,000            attendees plus 675 employees Weekday
DAILY: Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period
Overall Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 3.19 trips/attendee Overall peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 10.9% [c]
Total Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 28,688 person-trips Overall peak hour person-trip rate (trips/attendee): 0.35
Percent of Non-Work Trips [c]: 94.1% Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 3,113
Non-Work Person-trip Generation Rate [d]: 3.00 trips/attendee % Non-Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 11% [e]
Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 27,000 person-trips Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 2,970



WEEKDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Avg. Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour



[f] [f] Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[g] Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 55.0% Auto 10.0% 2.03 1,478 728 163 80
Transit 16.8% 2,495 274



Taxi/Shuttle 73.2% 25.00 10,878 435 1,197 48
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 14,850 1,163 1,634 128
Superdistrict 2 5.0% Auto 16.2% 1.97 219 111 24 12



Transit 4.6% 63 7
Taxi/Shuttle 79.1% 25.00 1,068 43 117 5



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,350 154 149 17
Superdistrict 3 5.0% Auto 9.2% 2.43 124 51 14 6



Transit 5.2% 71 8
Taxi/Shuttle 45.6% 25.00 615 25 68 3



Walk 40.0% 540 59
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,350 76 149 8
Superdistrict 4 5.0% Auto 21.8% 2.51 295 117 32 13



Transit 8.7% 118 13
Taxi/Shuttle 69.4% 25.00 937 37 103 4



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,350 155 149 17
East Bay 7.5% Auto 67.1% 2.59 1,358 524 149 58



Transit 32.9% 667 73
Taxi/Shuttle 0.0% 25.00 0 0 0 0



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2,025 524 223 58
North Bay 2.5% Auto 100.0% 2.11 675 320 74 35



Transit 0.0% 0 0
Taxi/Shuttle 0.0% 25.00 0 0 0 0



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 675 320 74 35
South Bay 10.0% Auto 95.9% 2.28 2,588 1,135 285 125



Transit 4.1% 112 12
Taxi/Shuttle 0.0% 25.00 0 0 0 0



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2,700 1,135 297 125
Out of Region 10.0% Auto 37.5% 1.68 1,013 603 111 66



Transit 12.5% 336 37
Taxi/Shuttle 0.0% 25.00 0 0 0 0



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 50.0% 1,351 149



TOTAL 100.0% 2,700 603 297 66
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 28.7% 2.16 7,750 3,590 853 395



Transit 14.3% 3,861 425
Taxi/Shuttle 50.0% 25.00 13,498 540 1,485 59



Walk 2.0% 540 59
Other 5.0% 1,351 149



TOTAL 100.0% 27,000 4,130 2,970 454



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b]  Calculated by the model by dividing the total number of person-trips by the expected event attendance
[c]  Calculated by the model
[d]  Assumes that half of the convention attendees will leave the project site for lunch, shopping, other meetings, etc
[e]  Based on Moscone Center survey data
 [f]  Based on Moscone Center data, adjusted for SD3; all walk trips excepts those from SD3 proportionally added to auto and transi
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other) for auto trips; shuttle buses/taxis assumed to carry 25 people per vehicle on average
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: OFFICE (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 514,500 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 18.1 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,312 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 8.5% [b] 1.7% [d] 0.4% [d] 1.1% [e]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 36% 3,352 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 1.5 0.3 0.1 0.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 4.0 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 792 158 40 23
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 2,077 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 83% [g] 100% [f] 100% [f] 100% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 100% 2,077 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 657 158 40 23



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 131 100 26 20 6 5 2 1 81 62 1 1
Transit 32.7% 91 18 4 1 56 1
Walk 17.7% 49 10 2 1 31 0
Other 2.7% 8 1 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 278 100 55 20 13 5 3 1 172 62 2 1
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 230 182 45 36 11 9 3 2 142 113 2 1



Transit 26.4% 94 18 4 1 58 1
Walk 6.9% 25 5 1 0 15 0
Other 2.1% 7 1 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 355 182 70 36 17 9 4 2 220 113 2 1
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 478 383 94 75 23 18 6 5 296 237 3 3



Transit 20.6% 165 32 8 2 102 1
Walk 15.1% 121 24 6 1 75 1
Other 4.6% 37 7 2 0 23 0



TOTAL 100.0% 801 383 157 75 38 18 9 5 496 237 5 3
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 200 135 39 27 9 6 2 2 124 84 1 1



Transit 21.5% 57 11 3 1 35 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 7 1 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 265 135 52 27 13 6 3 2 164 84 2 1
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 330 205 65 40 16 10 4 2 204 127 2 1



Transit 29.7% 142 28 7 2 88 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 7 1 0 0 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 479 205 94 40 23 10 6 2 297 127 3 1
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 163 113 32 22 8 5 2 1 101 70 1 1



Transit 10.5% 20 4 1 0 12 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 5 1 0 0 3 0



TOTAL 100.0% 188 113 37 22 9 5 2 1 116 70 1 1
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 798 706 156 138 38 33 9 8 494 438 5 5



Transit 8.8% 79 16 4 1 49 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 24 5 1 0 15 0



TOTAL 100.0% 902 706 177 138 43 33 11 8 559 438 6 5
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 52 33 10 7 2 2 1 0 32 21 0 0



Transit 35.3% 30 6 1 0 18 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 84 33 16 7 4 2 1 0 52 21 1 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 2,382 1,858 467 364 112 88 28 22 1,476 1,151 16 13



Transit 20.2% 678 133 32 8 420 5
Walk 5.8% 195 38 9 2 121 1
Other 2.9% 98 19 5 1 61 1



TOTAL 100.0% 3,352 1,858 657 364 158 88 40 22 2,077 1,151 23 13



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Office Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for General Office Building [LU 710] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  All weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour trips are assumed to be for work purposes
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (General Office)
[h]  All Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trips are assumed to be for work purposes
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: OFFICE (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 514,500 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 18.1 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,312 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 8.5% [b] 1.7% [d] 0.4% [d] 1.1% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 64% 5,960 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 1.5 0.3 0.1 0.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 4.0 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 792 158 40 23
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 2,077 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 17% [g] 0% [f] 0% [f] 0% [h]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 0% 0 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 135 0 0 0



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 279 137 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Transit 19.2% 149 3 0 0 0 0
Walk 33.3% 258 6 0 0 0 0
Other 11.5% 89 2 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 775 137 17 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 572 291 13 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 14.5% 121 3 0 0 0 0
Walk 2.4% 20 0 0 0 0 0
Other 14.5% 121 3 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 834 291 19 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 1,146 472 26 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 21.5% 564 13 0 0 0 0
Walk 25.4% 666 15 0 0 0 0
Other 9.4% 247 6 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2,622 472 59 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 281 112 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 16.3% 68 2 0 0 0 0
Walk 7.0% 29 1 0 0 0 0
Other 9.3% 39 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 417 112 9 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 367 142 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 29.8% 160 4 0 0 0 0
Walk 1.8% 10 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 536 142 12 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 60 28 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 60 28 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 507 223 11 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 3.6% 19 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 1.8% 10 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 536 223 12 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 132 78 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 21.1% 38 1 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 9 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 179 78 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 3,344 1,482 76 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 18.8% 1,118 25 0 0 0 0
Walk 16.7% 993 22 0 0 0 0
Other 8.5% 505 11 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 5,960 1,482 135 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for non-work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Office Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for General Office Building [LU 710] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  All weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour trips are assumed to be for work purposes
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (General Office)
[h]  All Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trips are assumed to be for work purposes
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: RETAIL (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 150.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 5,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 9.0% [b] 6.8% [d] 3.2% [d] 4.0% [e]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 4% 222 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 13.5 10.1 4.7 7.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 175.5 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 140 33 15 23
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 6,495 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 4% [g] 4% [f] 4% [f] 4% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 4% 260 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 20 15 7 10



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 9 7 1 1 1 0 0 0 10 8 0 0
Transit 32.7% 6 1 0 0 7 0
Walk 17.7% 3 0 0 0 4 0
Other 2.7% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 18 7 2 1 1 0 1 0 22 8 1 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 15 12 1 1 1 1 0 0 18 14 1 1



Transit 26.4% 6 1 0 0 7 0
Walk 6.9% 2 0 0 0 2 0
Other 2.1% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 24 12 2 1 2 1 1 0 28 14 1 1
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 32 25 3 2 2 2 1 1 37 30 1 1



Transit 20.6% 11 1 1 0 13 1
Walk 15.1% 8 1 1 0 9 0
Other 4.6% 2 0 0 0 3 0



TOTAL 100.0% 53 25 5 2 4 2 2 1 62 30 2 1
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 13 9 1 1 1 1 0 0 16 10 1 0



Transit 21.5% 4 0 0 0 4 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 18 9 2 1 1 1 1 0 21 10 1 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 22 14 2 1 1 1 1 0 26 16 1 1



Transit 29.7% 9 1 1 0 11 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 32 14 3 1 2 1 1 0 37 16 1 1
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 11 8 1 1 1 1 0 0 13 9 1 0



Transit 10.5% 1 0 0 0 2 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 12 8 1 1 1 1 0 0 15 9 1 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 53 47 5 4 4 3 2 1 62 55 2 2



Transit 8.8% 5 0 0 0 6 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 60 47 5 4 4 3 2 1 70 55 3 2
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 0 0



Transit 35.3% 2 0 0 0 2 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 3 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 158 123 14 11 11 8 5 4 185 144 7 6



Transit 20.2% 45 4 3 1 53 2
Walk 5.8% 13 1 1 0 15 1
Other 2.9% 6 1 0 0 8 0



TOTAL 100.0% 222 123 20 11 15 8 7 4 260 144 10 6



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Retail)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Shopping Center [LU 820] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: RETAIL (NON-WORK TRIPS WITH EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 67% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 75% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 150.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 95% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 5,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 9.0% [b] 6.8% [d] 3.2% [d] 4.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 1,776 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 13.5 10.1 4.7 7.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 175.5 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 140 33 15 23
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 6,495 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 2,078 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 120 18 8 12



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 6.0% Auto 45.0% 1.76 48 27 3 2 0 0 0 0 56 32 0 0
Transit 29.0% 31 2 0 0 36 0
Walk 22.0% 23 2 0 0 27 0
Other 4.0% 4 0 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 107 27 7 2 1 0 1 0 125 32 1 0
Superdistrict 2 9.0% Auto 61.8% 1.52 99 65 7 4 1 1 0 0 116 76 1 0



Transit 15.3% 24 2 0 0 29 0
Walk 19.8% 32 2 0 0 37 0
Other 3.1% 5 0 0 0 6 0



TOTAL 100.0% 160 65 11 4 2 1 1 0 187 76 1 0
Superdistrict 3 61.0% Auto 60.4% 2.04 654 321 44 22 7 3 3 2 766 375 5 2



Transit 9.5% 103 7 1 0 120 1
Walk 28.7% 311 21 3 1 364 2
Other 1.4% 15 1 0 0 18 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,083 321 73 22 11 3 5 2 1,268 375 8 2
Superdistrict 4 5.0% Auto 84.7% 1.78 75 42 5 3 1 0 0 0 88 49 1 0



Transit 9.7% 9 1 0 0 10 0
Walk 2.8% 2 0 0 0 3 0
Other 2.8% 2 0 0 0 3 0



TOTAL 100.0% 89 42 6 3 1 0 0 0 104 49 1 0
East Bay 3.0% Auto 75.0% 1.77 40 23 3 2 0 0 0 0 47 26 0 0



Transit 12.5% 7 0 0 0 8 0
Walk 12.5% 7 0 0 0 8 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 53 23 4 2 1 0 0 0 62 26 0 0
North Bay 2.0% Auto 87.5% 1.44 31 22 2 1 0 0 0 0 36 25 0 0



Transit 12.5% 4 0 0 0 5 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 36 22 2 1 0 0 0 0 42 25 0 0
South Bay 9.0% Auto 86.4% 1.98 138 70 9 5 1 1 1 0 162 82 1 0



Transit 9.1% 15 1 0 0 17 0
Walk 3.2% 5 0 0 0 6 0
Other 1.3% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 160 70 11 5 2 1 1 0 187 82 1 0
Out of Region 5.0% Auto 59.2% 1.69 53 31 4 2 1 0 0 0 62 36 0 0



Transit 16.9% 15 1 0 0 18 0
Walk 19.7% 17 1 0 0 20 0
Other 4.2% 4 0 0 0 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 89 31 6 2 1 0 0 0 104 36 1 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 64.1% 1.90 1,138 600 77 41 12 6 5 3 1,332 702 8 4



Transit 11.7% 208 14 2 1 243 1
Walk 22.4% 398 27 4 2 465 3
Other 1.8% 33 2 0 0 38 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,776 600 120 41 18 6 8 3 2,078 702 12 4



[a]  Assumes that 90 percent of the retail customers are already in the area, based on field surveys
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Retail)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Shopping Center [LU 820] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-14 Visitor Trips to SD3 (Retail)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: RETAIL (NON-WORK TRIPS WITHOUT EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 33% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 33% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 150.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 33% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 5,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 9.0% [b] 6.8% [d] 3.2% [d] 4.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 3,552 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 13.5 10.1 4.7 7.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 175.5 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 340 255 119 177
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 6,495 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 4,157 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 320 240 112 166



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 6.0% Auto 45.0% 1.76 96 54 9 5 6 4 3 2 112 64 4 3
Transit 29.0% 62 6 4 2 72 3
Walk 22.0% 47 4 3 1 55 2
Other 4.0% 9 1 1 0 10 0



TOTAL 100.0% 213 54 19 5 14 4 7 2 249 64 10 3
Superdistrict 2 9.0% Auto 61.8% 1.52 198 130 18 12 13 9 6 4 231 152 9 6



Transit 15.3% 49 4 3 2 57 2
Walk 19.8% 63 6 4 2 74 3
Other 3.1% 10 1 1 0 12 0



TOTAL 100.0% 320 130 29 12 22 9 10 4 374 152 15 6
Superdistrict 3 61.0% Auto 60.4% 2.04 1,309 642 118 58 88 43 41 20 1,532 751 61 30



Transit 9.5% 206 19 14 6 241 10
Walk 28.7% 622 56 42 20 728 29
Other 1.4% 30 3 2 1 35 1



TOTAL 100.0% 2,167 642 195 58 146 43 68 20 2,536 751 101 30
Superdistrict 4 5.0% Auto 84.7% 1.78 150 85 14 8 10 6 5 3 176 99 7 4



Transit 9.7% 17 2 1 1 20 1
Walk 2.8% 5 0 0 0 6 0
Other 2.8% 5 0 0 0 6 0



TOTAL 100.0% 178 85 16 8 12 6 6 3 208 99 8 4
East Bay 3.0% Auto 75.0% 1.77 80 45 7 4 5 3 3 1 94 53 4 2



Transit 12.5% 13 1 1 0 16 1
Walk 12.5% 13 1 1 0 16 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 107 45 10 4 7 3 3 1 125 53 5 2
North Bay 2.0% Auto 87.5% 1.44 62 43 6 4 4 3 2 1 73 51 3 2



Transit 12.5% 9 1 1 0 10 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 71 43 6 4 5 3 2 1 83 51 3 2
South Bay 9.0% Auto 86.4% 1.98 276 139 25 13 19 9 9 4 323 163 13 7



Transit 9.1% 29 3 2 1 34 1
Walk 3.2% 10 1 1 0 12 0
Other 1.3% 4 0 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 320 139 29 13 22 9 10 4 374 163 15 7
Out of Region 5.0% Auto 59.2% 1.69 105 62 9 6 7 4 3 2 123 73 5 3



Transit 16.9% 30 3 2 1 35 1
Walk 19.7% 35 3 2 1 41 2
Other 4.2% 7 1 1 0 9 0



TOTAL 100.0% 178 62 16 6 12 4 6 2 208 73 8 3
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 64.1% 1.90 2,276 1,201 205 108 154 81 72 38 2,664 1,405 106 56



Transit 11.7% 415 37 28 13 486 19
Walk 22.4% 796 72 54 25 931 37
Other 1.8% 65 6 4 2 76 3



TOTAL 100.0% 3,552 1,201 320 108 240 81 112 38 4,157 1,405 166 56



[a]  Assumes that one third of the retail customers are already in the area when there is no event, based on 1998 Mission Bay SEIR
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Retail)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Shopping Center [LU 820] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-14 Visitor Trips to SD3 (Retail)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 200.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 7,400 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 20.3% [d] 20.3% [d] 24.0% [e]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 4% 296 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 27.0 40.5 40.5 59.8
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 249.1 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 280 132 132 195
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,217 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 4% [g] 4% [f] 4% [f] 4% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 4% 369 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 40 60 60 88



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 12 9 2 1 2 2 2 2 14 11 3 3
Transit 32.7% 8 1 2 2 10 2
Walk 17.7% 4 1 1 1 5 1
Other 2.7% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 25 9 3 1 5 2 5 2 31 11 7 3
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 20 16 3 2 4 3 4 3 25 20 6 5



Transit 26.4% 8 1 2 2 10 2
Walk 6.9% 2 0 0 0 3 1
Other 2.1% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 31 16 4 2 6 3 6 3 39 20 9 5
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 42 34 6 5 9 7 9 7 53 42 13 10



Transit 20.6% 15 2 3 3 18 4
Walk 15.1% 11 1 2 2 13 3
Other 4.6% 3 0 1 1 4 1



TOTAL 100.0% 71 34 10 5 14 7 14 7 88 42 21 10
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 18 12 2 2 4 2 4 2 22 15 5 4



Transit 21.5% 5 1 1 1 6 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 23 12 3 2 5 2 5 2 29 15 7 4
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 29 18 4 2 6 4 6 4 36 23 9 5



Transit 29.7% 13 2 3 3 16 4
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 42 18 6 2 9 4 9 4 53 23 13 5
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 14 10 2 1 3 2 3 2 18 12 4 3



Transit 10.5% 2 0 0 0 2 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 17 10 2 1 3 2 3 2 21 12 5 3
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 70 62 10 8 14 13 14 13 88 78 21 19



Transit 8.8% 7 1 1 1 9 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 2 0 0 0 3 1



TOTAL 100.0% 80 62 11 8 16 13 16 13 99 78 24 19
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 5 3 1 0 1 1 1 1 6 4 1 1



Transit 35.3% 3 0 1 1 3 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 7 3 1 0 1 1 1 1 9 4 2 1
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 210 164 28 22 43 33 43 33 262 204 63 49



Transit 20.2% 60 8 12 12 75 18
Walk 5.8% 17 2 3 3 21 5
Other 2.9% 9 1 2 2 11 3



TOTAL 100.0% 296 164 40 22 60 33 60 33 369 204 88 49



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Quality Sit-Down Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (NON-WORK TRIPS WITH EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 67% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 75% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 200.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 95% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 7,400 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 20.3% [d] 20.3% [d] 24.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 2,368 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 27.0 40.5 40.5 59.8
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 249.1 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 280 132 132 195
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,217 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 2,949 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 240 72 72 106



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 111 55 11 6 3 2 3 2 138 68 5 2
Transit 19.2% 59 6 2 2 74 3
Walk 33.3% 103 10 3 3 128 5
Other 11.5% 35 4 1 1 44 2



TOTAL 100.0% 308 55 31 6 9 2 9 2 383 68 14 2
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 227 115 23 12 7 4 7 4 283 144 10 5



Transit 14.5% 48 5 1 1 60 2
Walk 2.4% 8 1 0 0 10 0
Other 14.5% 48 5 1 1 60 2



TOTAL 100.0% 332 115 34 12 10 4 10 4 413 144 15 5
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 455 187 46 19 14 6 14 6 567 233 20 8



Transit 21.5% 224 23 7 7 279 10
Walk 25.4% 265 27 8 8 330 12
Other 9.4% 98 10 3 3 122 4



TOTAL 100.0% 1,042 187 105 19 32 6 32 6 1,298 233 47 8
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 112 45 11 5 3 1 3 1 139 55 5 2



Transit 16.3% 27 3 1 1 34 1
Walk 7.0% 12 1 0 0 14 1
Other 9.3% 15 2 0 0 19 1



TOTAL 100.0% 166 45 17 5 5 1 5 1 206 55 7 2
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 146 56 15 6 4 2 4 2 182 70 7 3



Transit 29.8% 64 6 2 2 79 3
Walk 1.8% 4 0 0 0 5 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 213 56 22 6 6 2 6 2 265 70 10 3
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 24 11 2 1 1 0 1 0 29 14 1 1



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 24 11 2 1 1 0 1 0 29 14 1 1
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 202 88 20 9 6 3 6 3 251 110 9 4



Transit 3.6% 8 1 0 0 10 0
Walk 1.8% 4 0 0 0 5 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 213 88 22 9 6 3 6 3 265 110 10 4
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 52 31 5 3 2 1 2 1 65 39 2 1



Transit 21.1% 15 2 0 0 19 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 4 0 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 71 31 7 3 2 1 2 1 88 39 3 1
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 1,329 589 135 60 40 18 40 18 1,655 734 60 26



Transit 18.8% 444 45 13 13 553 20
Walk 16.7% 394 40 12 12 491 18
Other 8.5% 201 20 6 6 250 9



TOTAL 100.0% 2,368 589 240 60 72 18 72 18 2,949 734 106 26



[a]  Assumes that 90 percent of the sit-down restaurant customers are already in the area, based on field surveys
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Quality Sit-Down Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (NON-WORK TRIPS WITHOUT EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 33% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 33% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 200.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 33% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 7,400 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 20.3% [d] 20.3% [d] 24.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 4,736 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 27.0 40.5 40.5 59.8
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 249.1 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 679 1,019 1,019 1,504
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,217 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 5,899 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 639 959 959 1,416



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 222 109 30 15 45 22 45 22 276 136 66 33
Transit 19.2% 118 16 24 24 147 35
Walk 33.3% 205 28 42 42 255 61
Other 11.5% 71 10 14 14 88 21



TOTAL 100.0% 616 109 83 15 125 22 125 22 767 136 184 33
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 455 231 61 31 92 47 92 47 567 288 136 69



Transit 14.5% 96 13 19 19 120 29
Walk 2.4% 16 2 3 3 20 5
Other 14.5% 96 13 19 19 120 29



TOTAL 100.0% 663 231 90 31 134 47 134 47 826 288 198 69
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 911 375 123 51 184 76 184 76 1,134 467 272 112



Transit 21.5% 448 60 91 91 558 134
Walk 25.4% 529 71 107 107 659 158
Other 9.4% 196 26 40 40 244 59



TOTAL 100.0% 2,084 375 281 51 422 76 422 76 2,595 467 623 112
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 223 89 30 12 45 18 45 18 278 111 67 27



Transit 16.3% 54 7 11 11 67 16
Walk 7.0% 23 3 5 5 29 7
Other 9.3% 31 4 6 6 38 9



TOTAL 100.0% 332 89 45 12 67 18 67 18 413 111 99 27
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 292 113 39 15 59 23 59 23 363 140 87 34



Transit 29.8% 127 17 26 26 158 38
Walk 1.8% 8 1 2 2 10 2
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 426 113 58 15 86 23 86 23 531 140 127 34
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 47 22 6 3 10 5 10 5 59 28 14 7



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 47 22 6 3 10 5 10 5 59 28 14 7
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 403 177 54 24 82 36 82 36 502 220 121 53



Transit 3.6% 15 2 3 3 19 5
Walk 1.8% 8 1 2 2 10 2
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 426 177 58 24 86 36 86 36 531 220 127 53
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 105 62 14 8 21 13 21 13 130 78 31 19



Transit 21.1% 30 4 6 6 37 9
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 8 1 2 2 9 2



TOTAL 100.0% 142 62 19 8 29 13 29 13 177 78 42 19
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 2,657 1,178 359 159 538 239 538 239 3,310 1,467 794 352



Transit 18.8% 889 120 180 180 1,107 266
Walk 16.7% 789 106 160 160 982 236
Other 8.5% 401 54 81 81 500 120



TOTAL 100.0% 4,736 1,178 639 159 959 239 959 239 5,899 1,467 1,416 352



[a]  Assumes that one third of the sit-down restaurant customers are already in the Mission Bay area when there is no event
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Quality Sit-Down Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 600.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 22,200 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 0.0% [d] 0.0% [d] 0.0% [e]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 4% 888 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 81.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 747.3 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 839 216 216 319
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 27,651 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 4% [g] 4% [f] 4% [f] 4% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 4% 1,106 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 120 0 0 0



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 35 27 5 4 0 0 0 0 43 33 0 0
Transit 32.7% 24 3 0 0 30 0
Walk 17.7% 13 2 0 0 16 0
Other 2.7% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 74 27 10 4 0 0 0 0 92 33 0 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 61 48 8 7 0 0 0 0 76 60 0 0



Transit 26.4% 25 3 0 0 31 0
Walk 6.9% 6 1 0 0 8 0
Other 2.1% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 94 48 13 7 0 0 0 0 117 60 0 0
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 127 101 17 14 0 0 0 0 158 126 0 0



Transit 20.6% 44 6 0 0 54 0
Walk 15.1% 32 4 0 0 40 0
Other 4.6% 10 1 0 0 12 0



TOTAL 100.0% 212 101 29 14 0 0 0 0 264 126 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 53 36 7 5 0 0 0 0 66 45 0 0



Transit 21.5% 15 2 0 0 19 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 70 36 9 5 0 0 0 0 87 45 0 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 87 54 12 7 0 0 0 0 109 68 0 0



Transit 29.7% 38 5 0 0 47 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 127 54 17 7 0 0 0 0 158 68 0 0
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 43 30 6 4 0 0 0 0 54 37 0 0



Transit 10.5% 5 1 0 0 7 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 1 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 50 30 7 4 0 0 0 0 62 37 0 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 211 187 29 25 0 0 0 0 263 233 0 0



Transit 8.8% 21 3 0 0 26 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 6 1 0 0 8 0



TOTAL 100.0% 239 187 32 25 0 0 0 0 298 233 0 0
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 14 9 2 1 0 0 0 0 17 11 0 0



Transit 35.3% 8 1 0 0 10 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 22 9 3 1 0 0 0 0 28 11 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 631 492 85 66 0 0 0 0 786 613 0 0



Transit 20.2% 180 24 0 0 224 0
Walk 5.8% 52 7 0 0 64 0
Other 2.9% 26 4 0 0 32 0



TOTAL 100.0% 888 492 120 66 0 0 0 0 1,106 613 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Composite Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (NON-WORK TRIPS WITH EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 67% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 75% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 600.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 95% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 22,200 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 20.3% [d] 20.3% [d] 24.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 7,104 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 81.0 121.5 121.5 179.3
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 747.3 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 839 216 216 319
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 27,651 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 8,848 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 719 216 216 319



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 332 164 34 17 10 5 10 5 414 204 15 7
Transit 19.2% 177 18 5 5 221 8
Walk 33.3% 308 31 9 9 383 14
Other 11.5% 106 11 3 3 132 5



TOTAL 100.0% 924 164 94 17 28 5 28 5 1,150 204 41 7
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 682 346 69 35 21 11 21 11 850 431 31 16



Transit 14.5% 144 15 4 4 180 6
Walk 2.4% 24 2 1 1 30 1
Other 14.5% 144 15 4 4 180 6



TOTAL 100.0% 995 346 101 35 30 11 30 11 1,239 431 45 16
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 1,366 562 138 57 41 17 41 17 1,701 700 61 25



Transit 21.5% 672 68 20 20 837 30
Walk 25.4% 794 80 24 24 989 36
Other 9.4% 294 30 9 9 366 13



TOTAL 100.0% 3,126 562 316 57 95 17 95 17 3,893 700 140 25
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 335 134 34 14 10 4 10 4 417 166 15 6



Transit 16.3% 81 8 2 2 101 4
Walk 7.0% 35 4 1 1 43 2
Other 9.3% 46 5 1 1 58 2



TOTAL 100.0% 497 134 50 14 15 4 15 4 619 166 22 6
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 437 169 44 17 13 5 13 5 545 210 20 8



Transit 29.8% 191 19 6 6 237 9
Walk 1.8% 12 1 0 0 14 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 639 169 65 17 19 5 19 5 796 210 29 8
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 71 34 7 3 2 1 2 1 88 42 3 2



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 71 34 7 3 2 1 2 1 88 42 3 2
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 605 265 61 27 18 8 18 8 753 330 27 12



Transit 3.6% 23 2 1 1 29 1
Walk 1.8% 12 1 0 0 14 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 639 265 65 27 19 8 19 8 796 330 29 12
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 157 93 16 9 5 3 5 3 195 116 7 4



Transit 21.1% 45 5 1 1 56 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 11 1 0 0 14 1



TOTAL 100.0% 213 93 22 9 6 3 6 3 265 116 10 4
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 3,986 1,767 404 179 121 54 121 54 4,965 2,201 179 79



Transit 18.8% 1,333 135 40 40 1,660 60
Walk 16.7% 1,183 120 36 36 1,474 53
Other 8.5% 602 61 18 18 750 27



TOTAL 100.0% 7,104 1,767 719 179 216 54 216 54 8,848 2,201 319 79



[a]  Assumes that 90 percent of the quick service restaurant customers are already in the area, based on field surveys
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Composite Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (NON-WORK TRIPS WITHOUT EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 67% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 67% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 600.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 67% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 22,200 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 0.0% [d] 0.0% [d] 0.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 7,104 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 81.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 747.3 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,079 0 0 0
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 27,651 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 8,848 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 959 0 0 0



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 332 164 45 22 0 0 0 0 414 204 0 0
Transit 19.2% 177 24 0 0 221 0
Walk 33.3% 308 42 0 0 383 0
Other 11.5% 106 14 0 0 132 0



TOTAL 100.0% 924 164 125 22 0 0 0 0 1,150 204 0 0
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 682 346 92 47 0 0 0 0 850 431 0 0



Transit 14.5% 144 19 0 0 180 0
Walk 2.4% 24 3 0 0 30 0
Other 14.5% 144 19 0 0 180 0



TOTAL 100.0% 995 346 134 47 0 0 0 0 1,239 431 0 0
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 1,366 562 184 76 0 0 0 0 1,701 700 0 0



Transit 21.5% 672 91 0 0 837 0
Walk 25.4% 794 107 0 0 989 0
Other 9.4% 294 40 0 0 366 0



TOTAL 100.0% 3,126 562 422 76 0 0 0 0 3,893 700 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 335 134 45 18 0 0 0 0 417 166 0 0



Transit 16.3% 81 11 0 0 101 0
Walk 7.0% 35 5 0 0 43 0
Other 9.3% 46 6 0 0 58 0



TOTAL 100.0% 497 134 67 18 0 0 0 0 619 166 0 0
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 437 169 59 23 0 0 0 0 545 210 0 0



Transit 29.8% 191 26 0 0 237 0
Walk 1.8% 12 2 0 0 14 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 639 169 86 23 0 0 0 0 796 210 0 0
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 71 34 10 5 0 0 0 0 88 42 0 0



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 71 34 10 5 0 0 0 0 88 42 0 0
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 605 265 82 36 0 0 0 0 753 330 0 0



Transit 3.6% 23 3 0 0 29 0
Walk 1.8% 12 2 0 0 14 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 639 265 86 36 0 0 0 0 796 330 0 0
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 157 93 21 13 0 0 0 0 195 116 0 0



Transit 21.1% 45 6 0 0 56 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 11 2 0 0 14 0



TOTAL 100.0% 213 93 29 13 0 0 0 0 265 116 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 3,986 1,767 538 239 0 0 0 0 4,965 2,201 0 0



Transit 18.8% 1,333 180 0 0 1,660 0
Walk 16.7% 1,183 160 0 0 1,474 0
Other 8.5% 602 81 0 0 750 0



TOTAL 100.0% 7,104 1,767 959 239 0 0 0 0 8,848 2,201 0 0



[a]  Assumes that two thirds of the quick-service restaurant customers are already in the Mission Bay area when there is no event
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Composite Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: MOVIE THEATER (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 420 seats



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 1.13 trips/seat Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 475 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 23.0% [b] 24.4% [d] 36.2% [d] 49.6% [d]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [e]: 4% 19 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/seat): 0.3 0.3 0.4 1.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 1.93 trips/seat Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 109 116 172 403
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 812 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 4% [e] 4% [f] 4% [f] 4% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [f]: 4% 32 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 4 5 7 16



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[g] [g] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[g] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0
Transit 32.7% 1 0 0 0 1 0
Walk 17.7% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 1 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1



Transit 26.4% 1 0 0 0 1 0
Walk 6.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.1% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 2 2 1
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 3 2 1 0 1 1 1 1 5 4 2 2



Transit 20.6% 1 0 0 0 2 1
Walk 15.1% 1 0 0 0 1 1
Other 4.6% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 5 2 1 0 1 1 2 1 8 4 4 2
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1



Transit 21.5% 0 0 0 0 1 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 1 1
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 2 2 1



Transit 29.7% 1 0 0 0 1 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 3 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 5 2 2 1
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1



Transit 10.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 5 4 1 1 1 1 2 1 8 7 4 3



Transit 8.8% 0 0 0 0 1 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 5 4 1 1 1 1 2 1 9 7 4 3
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0



Transit 35.3% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 13 11 3 2 3 3 5 4 23 18 11 9



Transit 20.2% 4 1 1 1 7 3
Walk 5.8% 1 0 0 0 2 1
Other 2.9% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 19 11 4 2 5 3 7 4 32 18 16 9
Source: Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985
[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Cineplex Theatres Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for movie theaters from ITE Journal, June 1985
[d]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. percentages are based on Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: MOVIE THEATER (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 420 seats



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 1.13 trips/seat Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 475 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 23.0% [b] 24.4% [d] 36.2% [d] 49.6% [d]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [e]: 96% 456 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/seat): 0.3 0.3 0.4 1.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 1.93 trips/seat Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 109 116 172 403
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 812 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [e] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [f]: 96% 780 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 105 111 165 387



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[g] [g] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[g] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 21 11 5 2 5 3 8 4 36 18 18 9
Transit 19.2% 11 3 3 4 19 10
Walk 33.3% 20 5 5 7 34 17
Other 11.5% 7 2 2 2 12 6



TOTAL 100.0% 59 11 14 2 14 3 21 4 101 18 50 9
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 44 22 10 5 11 5 16 8 75 38 37 19



Transit 14.5% 9 2 2 3 16 8
Walk 2.4% 2 0 0 1 3 1
Other 14.5% 9 2 2 3 16 8



TOTAL 100.0% 64 22 15 5 16 5 23 8 109 38 54 19
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 88 36 20 8 21 9 32 13 150 62 74 31



Transit 21.5% 43 10 11 16 74 37
Walk 25.4% 51 12 12 18 87 43
Other 9.4% 19 4 5 7 32 16



TOTAL 100.0% 200 36 46 8 49 9 73 13 343 62 170 31
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 21 9 5 2 5 2 8 3 37 15 18 7



Transit 16.3% 5 1 1 2 9 4
Walk 7.0% 2 1 1 1 4 2
Other 9.3% 3 1 1 1 5 3



TOTAL 100.0% 32 9 7 2 8 2 12 3 55 15 27 7
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 28 11 6 2 7 3 10 4 48 19 24 9



Transit 29.8% 12 3 3 4 21 10
Walk 1.8% 1 0 0 0 1 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 41 11 9 2 10 3 15 4 70 19 35 9
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 5 2 1 0 1 1 2 1 8 4 4 2



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 5 2 1 0 1 1 2 1 8 4 4 2
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 39 17 9 4 9 4 14 6 66 29 33 14



Transit 3.6% 1 0 0 1 3 1
Walk 1.8% 1 0 0 0 1 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 41 17 9 4 10 4 15 6 70 29 35 14
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 10 6 2 1 2 1 4 2 17 10 9 5



Transit 21.1% 3 1 1 1 5 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 1 0 0 0 1 1



TOTAL 100.0% 14 6 3 1 3 1 5 2 23 10 12 5
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 256 113 59 26 62 28 93 41 437 194 217 96



Transit 18.8% 86 20 21 31 146 73
Walk 16.7% 76 17 19 27 130 64
Other 8.5% 39 9 9 14 66 33



TOTAL 100.0% 456 113 105 26 111 28 165 41 780 194 387 96



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for non-work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Cineplex Theatres Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for movie theaters from ITE Journal, June 1985
[d]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. percentages are based on Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: LIVE THEATER (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 600 seats plus 175 employees



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday Work Trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.0 trips/employee Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 1,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 50.0% [d] 0.0% [d] 50.0% [d] 0.0% [d]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [c]: 23% 350 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/employee): 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0
Saturday Work Trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.0 trips/employee Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 235 360 775 216
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 2,750 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 74% [c] 0% [c] 23% [c] 0% [c]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [c]: 13% 350 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 175 0 175 0



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[e] [e] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[e] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 14 10 7 5 0 0 7 5 14 10 0 0
Transit 32.7% 9 5 0 5 9 0
Walk 17.7% 5 3 0 3 5 0
Other 2.7% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 29 10 15 5 0 0 15 5 29 10 0 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 24 19 12 10 0 0 12 10 24 19 0 0



Transit 26.4% 10 5 0 5 10 0
Walk 6.9% 3 1 0 1 3 0
Other 2.1% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 37 19 19 10 0 0 19 10 37 19 0 0
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 50 40 25 20 0 0 25 20 50 40 0 0



Transit 20.6% 17 9 0 9 17 0
Walk 15.1% 13 6 0 6 13 0
Other 4.6% 4 2 0 2 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 84 40 42 20 0 0 42 20 84 40 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 21 14 10 7 0 0 10 7 21 14 0 0



Transit 21.5% 6 3 0 3 6 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 28 14 14 7 0 0 14 7 28 14 0 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 34 21 17 11 0 0 17 11 34 21 0 0



Transit 29.7% 15 7 0 7 15 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 50 21 25 11 0 0 25 11 50 21 0 0
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 17 12 9 6 0 0 9 6 17 12 0 0



Transit 10.5% 2 1 0 1 2 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 20 12 10 6 0 0 10 6 20 12 0 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 83 74 42 37 0 0 42 37 83 74 0 0



Transit 8.8% 8 4 0 4 8 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 3 1 0 1 3 0



TOTAL 100.0% 94 74 47 37 0 0 47 37 94 74 0 0
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 5 3 3 2 0 0 3 2 5 3 0 0



Transit 35.3% 3 2 0 2 3 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 9 3 4 2 0 0 4 2 9 3 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 249 194 124 97 0 0 124 97 249 194 0 0



Transit 20.2% 71 35 0 35 71 0
Walk 5.8% 20 10 0 10 20 0
Other 2.9% 10 5 0 5 10 0



TOTAL 100.0% 350 194 175 97 0 0 175 97 350 194 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  Two daily person trips per employee, one inbound and one outbound
[c]  Calculated based on other inputs
[d]  Employees arrive between 4 and 6 PM, an depart between 9 and 11 PM
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: LIVE THEATER (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 600 seats plus 175 employees



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday Non-work Trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.0 trips/seat Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 1,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 5.0% [d] 30.0% [d] 50.0% [d] 9.0% [d]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [c]: 77% 1,200 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/seat): 0.10 0.60 1.00 0.36
Saturday Non-work Trip Generation Rate [b]: 4.0 trips/seat Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 235 360 775 216
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 2,750 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 26% [c] 100% [c] 77% [c] 100% [c]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [c]: 87% 2,400 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 60 360 600 216



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[e] [e] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[e] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 56 28 3 1 17 8 28 14 112 55 10 5
Transit 19.2% 30 1 9 15 60 5
Walk 33.3% 52 3 16 26 104 9
Other 11.5% 18 1 5 9 36 3



TOTAL 100.0% 156 28 8 1 47 8 78 14 312 55 28 5
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 115 59 6 3 35 18 58 29 230 117 21 11



Transit 14.5% 24 1 7 12 49 4
Walk 2.4% 4 0 1 2 8 1
Other 14.5% 24 1 7 12 49 4



TOTAL 100.0% 168 59 8 3 50 18 84 29 336 117 30 11
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 231 95 12 5 69 28 115 47 461 190 42 17



Transit 21.5% 114 6 34 57 227 20
Walk 25.4% 134 7 40 67 268 24
Other 9.4% 50 2 15 25 99 9



TOTAL 100.0% 528 95 26 5 158 28 264 47 1,056 190 95 17
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 57 23 3 1 17 7 28 11 113 45 10 4



Transit 16.3% 14 1 4 7 27 2
Walk 7.0% 6 0 2 3 12 1
Other 9.3% 8 0 2 4 16 1



TOTAL 100.0% 84 23 4 1 25 7 42 11 168 45 15 4
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 74 29 4 1 22 9 37 14 148 57 13 5



Transit 29.8% 32 2 10 16 64 6
Walk 1.8% 2 0 1 1 4 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 108 29 5 1 32 9 54 14 216 57 19 5
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 12 6 1 0 4 2 6 3 24 11 2 1



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 12 6 1 0 4 2 6 3 24 11 2 1
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 102 45 5 2 31 13 51 22 204 90 18 8



Transit 3.6% 4 0 1 2 8 1
Walk 1.8% 2 0 1 1 4 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 108 45 5 2 32 13 54 22 216 90 19 8
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 26 16 1 1 8 5 13 8 53 32 5 3



Transit 21.1% 8 0 2 4 15 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 2 0 1 1 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 36 16 2 1 11 5 18 8 72 32 6 3
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 673 298 34 15 202 90 337 149 1,347 597 121 54



Transit 18.8% 225 11 68 113 450 41
Walk 16.7% 200 10 60 100 400 36
Other 8.5% 102 5 30 51 203 18



TOTAL 100.0% 1,200 298 60 15 360 90 600 149 2,400 597 216 54



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for non-work trips
[b]  Two daily person trips per seat per session, one inbound and one outbound; one session on a weekday and two sessions (matinee) on a weekend.
[c]  Calculated based on other inputs
[d]  Based on arrival data at the Masonic Evenet Center collected in 2011
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS



PROPOSED PROJECT
Office: 514,500 gsf Live Theater: 600 seats No Event: ---- attendees and 100      employees
Retail: 37,000 gsf 175 employees Basketball: 18,064 attendees and 825      employees



Quick Service Restaurant: 37,000 gsf Convention: 9,000   attendees and 675      employees
Sit-down Restaurant: 37,000 gsf Movie Theater: 420 seats



WEEKDAY DEMAND SATURDAY DEMAND
Midday Evening Midday Evening



(1 PM to 3 PM) (7 PM to 9 PM) (1 PM to 3 PM) (7 PM to 9 PM)
OFFICE (w/ and w/out arena event)



Short-Term 1,482 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,482 daily visitor vehicle-trips 0 daily visitor vehicle-trips 0 daily visitor vehicle-trips
5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 5% of the peak demand [a] 80% of the peak demand [b] 0% of the peak demand [b]



135 short-term spaces 7 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces
Long-Term 276 gsf per employee 276 gsf per employee 276 gsf per employee 276 gsf per employee



1,864 daily employees 1,864 daily employees 416 daily employees [h] 416 daily employees [h]



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 10% of the peak demand [a] 80% of the peak demand [b] 0% of the peak demand [b]



1,033 long-term spaces 103 long-term spaces 184 long-term spaces 0 long-term spaces



Subtotal 1,168 spaces 110 spaces 184 spaces 0 spaces



RETAIL (w/ arena event)
Short-Term 600 daily visitor vehicle-trips 600 daily visitor vehicle-trips 702 daily visitor vehicle-trips 702 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 95% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 75% of the peak demand [b]



55 short-term spaces 52 short-term spaces 64 short-term spaces 48 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 95% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 80% of the peak demand [b]



59 long-term spaces 56 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 47 long-term spaces



Subtotal 114 spaces 108 spaces 123 spaces 95 spaces



RETAIL (w/out arena event)
Short-Term 1,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,405 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,405 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 95% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 75% of the peak demand [b]



109 short-term spaces 104 short-term spaces 128 short-term spaces 96 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 95% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 80% of the peak demand [b]



59 long-term spaces 56 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 47 long-term spaces



Subtotal 168 spaces 160 spaces 187 spaces 143 spaces
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS



QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (w/ arena event)
Short-Term 1,767 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,767 daily visitor vehicle-trips 2,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips 2,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 80% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 80% of the peak demand [b]



161 short-term spaces 129 short-term spaces 200 short-term spaces 160 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 90% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 90% of the peak demand [b]



59 long-term spaces 53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 53 long-term spaces



Subtotal 220 spaces 182 spaces 259 spaces 213 spaces



QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (w/out arena event)
Short-Term 1,767 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,767 daily visitor vehicle-trips 2,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips 2,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 0% of the peak demand [j] 100% of the peak demand [b] 0% of the peak demand [j]



161 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces 200 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 0% of the peak demand [j] 100% of the peak demand [b] 0% of the peak demand [j]



59 long-term spaces 0 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 0 long-term spaces



Subtotal 220 spaces 0 spaces 259 spaces 0 spaces



SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (w/ arena event)
Short-Term 589 daily visitor vehicle-trips 589 daily visitor vehicle-trips 734 daily visitor vehicle-trips 734 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



75% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 75% of the peak demand [c] 100% of the peak demand [c]



40 short-term spaces 54 short-term spaces 50 short-term spaces 67 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



90% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 90% of the peak demand [c] 100% of the peak demand [c]



53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces



Subtotal 93 spaces 113 spaces 103 spaces 126 spaces



SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (w/out arena event)
Short-Term 1,178 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,178 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,467 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,467 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



75% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 75% of the peak demand [c] 100% of the peak demand [c]



80 short-term spaces 107 short-term spaces 100 short-term spaces 133 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



90% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 90% of the peak demand [c] 100% of the peak demand [c]



53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces



Subtotal 133 spaces 166 spaces 153 spaces 192 spaces
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS



LIVE THEATER (w/ and w/out arena event)
Short-Term 298 daily visitor vehicle-trips 298 daily visitor vehicle-trips 597 daily visitor vehicle-trips 597 daily visitor vehicle-trips



1.0 turn-over rate 1.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate



1% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 70% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b]



1 short-term spaces 149 short-term spaces 104 short-term spaces 149 short-term spaces
Long-Term 175 daily employees 175 daily employees 175.0 daily employees 175 daily employees



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



30% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 100% of the peak demand [b]



29 long-term spaces 97 long-term spaces 97 long-term spaces 97 long-term spaces



Subtotal 30 spaces 246 spaces 201 spaces 246 spaces



MOVIE THEATER (w/ and w/out arena event)
Short-Term 113 daily visitor vehicle-trips 113 daily visitor vehicle-trips 194 daily visitor vehicle-trips 194 daily visitor vehicle-trips



2.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [d] 100% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [d] 100% of the peak demand [b]



28 short-term spaces 28 short-term spaces 48 short-term spaces 48 short-term spaces
Long-Term 0.023 employees/seat 0.023 employees/seat 0.023 employees/seat 0.023 employees/seat



10 daily employees 10 daily employees 10 daily employees 10 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



60% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 60% of the peak demand [b] 100% of the peak demand [b]



3 long-term spaces 5 long-term spaces 3 long-term spaces 5 long-term spaces



Subtotal 31 spaces 33 spaces 51 spaces 53 spaces
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS



ARENA (No Event)
Short-Term 0 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces
Long-Term 100 daily employees 100 daily employees 100 daily employees 100 daily employees



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [e] 10% of the peak demand [e] 100% of the peak demand [e] 10% of the peak demand [e]



55 long-term spaces 6 long-term spaces 55 long-term spaces 6 long-term spaces



Subtotal 55 spaces 6 spaces 55 spaces 6 spaces



ARENA (Basketball Game)
Short-Term 5,040 daily visitor vehicle-trips 5,040 daily visitor vehicle-trips 5,622 daily visitor vehicle-trips 5,622 daily visitor vehicle-trips



1 turn-over rate 1 turn-over rate 1 turn-over rate 1 turn-over rate



2% of the peak demand [f] 100% of the peak demand [a] 2% of the peak demand [f] 100% of the peak demand [g]



50 short-term spaces 2,520 short-term spaces 56 short-term spaces 2,811 short-term spaces
Long-Term 825 daily employees 825 daily employees 825 daily employees 825 daily employees



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



30% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 30% of the peak demand [g] 100% of the peak demand [g]



137 long-term spaces 457 long-term spaces 137 long-term spaces 457 long-term spaces



Subtotal 187 spaces 2,977 spaces 193 spaces 3,268 spaces



ARENA (Convention Event)
Short-Term 3,590 daily visitor vehicle-trips 3,590 daily visitor vehicle-trips



1.5 turn-over rate 1.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 30% of the peak demand [a]



1,197 short-term spaces 359 short-term spaces
Long-Term 675 daily employees 675 daily employees



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 25% of the peak demand [a]



374 long-term spaces 94 long-term spaces



Subtotal 1,571 spaces 453 spaces
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS



TOTAL PARKING DEMAND SUMMARY



WEEKDAY DEMAND SATURDAY DEMAND
Midday Evening Midday Evening



(1 PM to 3 PM) (7 PM to 9 PM) (1 PM to 3 PM) (7 PM to 9 PM)
No Arena Event



Short-Term 514 spaces 395 spaces 580 spaces 426 spaces
Long-Term 1,291 spaces 326 spaces 510 spaces 214 spaces



TOTAL 1,805 spaces 721 spaces 1,090 spaces 640 spaces



Basketball Game
Short-Term 470 spaces 2,939 spaces 522 spaces 3,283 spaces
Long-Term 1,373 spaces 830 spaces 592 spaces 718 spaces



TOTAL 1,843 spaces 3,769 spaces 1,114 spaces 4,001 spaces



Convention Event
Short-Term 1,617 spaces 778 spaces
Long-Term 1,610 spaces 467 spaces



TOTAL 3,227 spaces 1,245 spaces



Notes
[a] Table 2-5 Recommended Time-of-Day Factores for Weekdays (pp. 16 and 17), Shared Parking, Second Edition, Urban Land Institute, 2005.
[b] Table 2-6 Recommended Time-of-Day Factores for Weekends (pp. 18 and 19), Shared Parking, Second Edition, Urban Land Institute, 2005.
[c] Based on more conservatively weekday time-of-day factors; Table 2-6 from ULI indicates 55% of the short-term peak parking demand and 75% of the long-term peak parking demand.
[d] Parking Generation, 4th Edition (p. 109), ITE, 2010.
[e] Based on weekday time-of-day factors for office land uses.
 [f] Derived from more conservative assumptions; Table 2-6 from ULI indicates 1 percent of the peak demand for short-term parking.
[g] Weekday time-of-day factors from ULI Shared Parking Table 2-5 have been used since ULI weekend data presented in Table 2-6 includes a matinee event.
[h] A Saturday-to-Weekday ratio based on ITE office trip generation rates has been applied to derive the number of office employees on a Saturday.
 [i] Appendix G; Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, SF Planning Department, 2002.
 [j] Closed on no event days.



Sources: SF Guidelines, ULI Shared Parking, ITE Parking Generation, Golden State Warriors
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APPENDIX D 
OTHER SUPPORTING TECHNICAL DATA 
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DMJM Harris 
155 Grand Avenue, Suite 700, Oakland, CA 94612 
T 510.763.2929   F 510.834.5220  www.dmjmharris.com 



Memorandum 



Date: October 18, 2007 



To: Pat Siefers, Department of Major Environmental Assessment 



From:
Tim Erney 
Geoffrey Rubendall 



Subject: CityPlace Cross Shopping Survey Results 



Introduction
DMJM Harris is pleased to submit this memorandum summarizing the results from the cross-shopping 
survey conducted as part of the transportation study for the project proposed for 935 Market Street 
(referred to as “CityPlace”).  As specified in the approved scope of work dated September 6, 2007, DMJM 
Harris was commissioned to conduct surveys at two existing retail stores in the Union Square area to 
identify the level of cross-shopping (visitors visiting multiple stores in one shopping trip) in the project 
area.  This survey was conducted to verify the results of another study commissioned by the project 
sponsor that found that visitors to large value-oriented shopping centers (like those proposed as part of 
this project) typically visit 1.8 stores per trip. 



Survey Methodology 



Approach: 



During each survey, DMJM Harris staff were stationed at the doorway of each store and asked shoppers 
how many stores they planned to visit during their shopping trip.  The responses from all shoppers were 
documented and tabulated.   



Stores:



DMJM Harris conducted surveys at two stores in the Union Square area that are similar to those likely to 
be included in the proposed project.  Through discussions with the project sponsor, the two stores chosen 
for the survey were the Ross store located at 799 Market Street and the H&M store located at 149 Powell 
Street.



Time Periods: 



The surveys were conducted over a two-hour period at each store during the following three time periods: 



 Weekend Midday Peak Period: 11am to 1pm – Saturday, September 22, 2007 
 Weekday Midday Peak Period: 11am to 1pm – Wednesday, September 26, 2007 
 Weekday PM Peak Period: 4pm to 6pm – Wednesday, September 26, 2007 



Ms. Pat Siefers 
October 18, 2007 
CityPlace Cross Shopping Survey Results 
Page 2 



Survey Results 
The results of the surveys are presented in Table 1.  As shown, the average shopper to these two stores 
planned to visit an average of about 2 ½ to 3 stores regardless of the time period of the shopping trip.  
The detailed results of the surveys are graphically illustrated in Figure 1.  It should be noted that at both 
stores, weekend visitors typically visited more stores during their trips than weekday visitors. 



Table 1: Survey Results 



Weekend Midday Peak 
Saturday, 9/22/07 



11am to 1pm 



Weekday Midday Peak 
Wednesday, 9/26/07 



 11am to 1pm 



Weekday PM Peak 
Wednesday, 9/26/07 



 4pm to 6pm 
Store



# of 
Responses



Avg # 
Stores
Visited



# of 
Responses



Avg # 
Stores
Visited



# of 
Responses



Avg # 
Stores
Visited



H&M 107 3.4 119 3.1 117 2.9



Ross 250 3.1 267 2.4 248 2.5



Total 357 3.2 386 2.6 365 2.6



Overall 1,108 2.8



Source: DMJM Harris – October 2007 



It should be noted that responses that were greater than five stores were put into a “5+” category.  The 
above averages were calculated using the “5+” as five.  Therefore, the averages presented in the above 
table are slightly underestimated.  



Conclusions and Recommendations 
As shown in the previous table and following charts, it was found that the stores surveyed exceeded the 
1.8 stores per visit figure that was found in the previous survey commissioned by the project sponsor.  
Therefore, it is DMJM Harris’ recommendation that the 1.8 cross-shopping factor is appropriate for the 
analysis to account for linked trips to other retail stores in the Union Square area.  The 1.8 factor is a 
more conservative value than the factors calculated in this doorway survey, and was determined by a 
more detailed survey and supplemental research.   
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Figure 1: Survey Results 
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Average: 3.05 
Total # of responses: 250 



Average: 3.36 
Total # of responses: 107 



Average: 2.45 
Total # of responses: 267



Average: 2.52 
Total # of responses: 248



Average: 3.07 
Total # of responses: 119



Average: 2.88 
Total # of responses: 117



Saturday 
11am to 1pm 



Wednesday 
11am to 1pm 



Wednesday 
4pm to 6pm 
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Philip Habib & Associates



Engineers and Planners • 226 W est 26th S treet • New York, NY  10001 • 212 929 5656 • 212 929 5605 (fax)



May 4, 2006



TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM



TO: Files



FROM: Stuart Gewirtzman



DATE: May 4, 2006



PROJECT: Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment (PHA No. 0343E)



RE: Transportation Planning Assumptions



This memorandum summarizes the transportation planning assumptions to be used for the
analysis of traffic, parking, transit and pedestrian conditions for the proposed Atlantic Yards
Arena and Redevelopment project.  Estimates of the proposed project’s peak hour travel
demand and trip assignment patterns are provided, along with discussions of the traffic,
parking, transit and pedestrian study areas for the impact analyses.



PROJECT PROGRAM



The proposed Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment project would be located on an
approximately 22-acre site in the Atlantic Terminal area of Brooklyn, roughly bounded by
Flatbush and Fourth Avenues on the west, Vanderbilt Avenue on the east, Atlantic Avenue
on the north, and Dean Street on the south (see Figure 1). In addition to an approximately
850,000 gross-square-foot (gsf) arena for use by the Nets professional basketball team and
other sporting and cultural events, it is anticipated that the proposed project would include
residential, office, hotel, and local retail uses, approximately seven acres of publicly accessible
open space, approximately 3,800 parking spaces, and an improved Long Island Rail Road
(LIRR) yard.  In addition to the arena, a total of 16 buildings would be constructed on the
eight blocks comprising the project site.  These buildings are referred to as Site 5 and
Buildings 1 through 15.



The proposed development considers two program variations: residential mixed-use and
commercial mixed-use (shown in Figures 2a and 2b, respectively).  The variations reflect
the fact that the programs for three of the project’s 17 buildings are not fixed and could be
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used for a mixture of residential and commercial uses.  Under the commercial mixed-use
variation additional commercial space would substitute for the hotel use and a majority of
the residential space in Buildings 1 and 2 on the arena site (blocks 1118, 1119, and 1127)
and on Site 5 (Block 927).  The other buildings and uses on the project site (the arena and
Buildings 3 through 15) would remain the same under both the residential mixed-use and
commercial mixed-use variations.  Table 1 compares the development programs for the
proposed project’s two variations.  As shown in Table 1, along with the 18,000-seat arena
(for basketball), the residential mixed-use variation would consist of a total of approximately
6,860 dwelling units, 606,000 gsf of commercial office space, a 180-room hotel, and 247,000
gsf of ground floor local retail space that would be distributed among Site 5 and Buildings
1 through 15.  A total of approximately 3,800 parking spaces would also be provided in on-site
parking garages.  By contrast, the commercial mixed-use variation would include
approximately 5,790 dwelling units, 1,829,000 gsf of commercial office space, and no hotel
use, as well as a total of approximately 3,800 parking spaces.  The arena and local retail
uses would remain the same under both scenarios.



Table 1



Project Development Program



Component



Residential



Mixed-Use



Variation



Commercial



Mixed-Use



Variation



Arena 850,000 gsf



(18,000 seats)



850,000 sf



(18,000 seats)



Residential 6,860 D.U. 5,790 D.U.



Office 606,000 gsf 1,829,000 gsf



Local Retail 247,000 gsf 247,000 gsf



Hotel 165,000 gsf



(180 rooms)



0 gsf



Parking 3,800 spaces 3,800 spaces



Both the residential mixed-use and the commercial mixed-use variations are expected to
include community facility uses, including a health care center and an intergenerational
community center offering child care and youth and senior activities.  Community facilities
built as part of the proposed project would occupy some portion of the 247,000 gsf of space
included as local retail in Table 1.  For the purposes of the travel demand forecast, all of
this space is assumed to be local retail (i.e., retail establishments serving the needs of workers
and residents in the neighborhood).



It is anticipated that the proposed project would be developed in two phases.  Phase I, to
be completed in 2010, would include the arena, Site 5, Buildings 1 through 4, and a new
on-site entrance to the Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street subway station complex on Block 1118
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at the intersection of Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues.  Two parking garages located on Site
5 and the Arena Block would be constructed, along with interim parking elsewhere on the
project site.  Also included in this phase would be the closure of the existing LIRR yard at
the west end of the site and the development of an improved LIRR yard at the east end of
the site along with a new portal for direct train access between the new yard and the LIRR’s
Atlantic Terminal.  The remainder of the project, which includes construction of Buildings
5 through 15 and additional permanent parking, would be completed by 2016.



In addition to the development program outlined above, the proposed project would entail
a number of permanent roadway closures and changes in street direction, including:



� the closure of Pacific Street between Flatbush Avenue and Sixth Avenue, and
between Carlton and Vanderbilt Avenues;



� the closure of Fifth Avenue between Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues;



� the conversion of Sixth Avenue between Atlantic and Flatbush Avenues from one-
way southbound to two-way operation (partly in response to the closure of Fifth
Avenue); and



� the conversion of Carlton Avenue from one-way northbound to two-way operation
between Atlantic Avenue and Pacific Street.



SELECTION OF PEAK HOURS FOR ANALYSIS



On weekdays, the proposed project’s residential, office and local retail components are
expected to generate their highest demand during the traditional 8-9 AM and 5-6 PM
commuter periods as well as the 12-1 PM midday (lunch time) period.  By contrast, a Nets
basketball game at the arena would generate much of its travel demand during the weekday
evening and nighttime periods and on weekends.  On weekdays, for example, it is anticipated
that a Nets basketball game or other event at the arena would typically start at 7:30 PM or
8 PM.  A 7-8 PM peak hour was therefore selected for the analysis of weekday pre-game
conditions as it is during this period that residual commuter demand and peak demand en
route to a basketball game or other event at the arena would most likely overlap. The 10-11
PM peak hour was selected for the weekday nighttime period to coincide with the peak
demand generated at the end of a basketball game or other event at the arena. For the
weekend period, the 1-2 PM and 4-5 PM peak hours on a Saturday were selected for analysis
to coincide with the start and end times of a weekend afternoon basketball game, respectively,
as well as peak retail-based travel demand from on-site and other nearby retail uses in
Downtown Brooklyn (Atlantic Center, for example).



The EIS traffic analyses will examine conditions in all seven peak hours identified above.
Transit (subway and bus) analyses generally examine conditions during the weekday AM
and PM peak commuter periods as it is during these times that overall transit demand (and
the potential for significant adverse impacts) is typically greatest.  As there would be some
overlap between trips en route to the arena and commuter demand during the 7-8 PM pre-
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game period, this peak hour will also be analyzed to identify potential impacts at subway
station processors (e.g., entrance stairways, fare arrays, etc.).  In addition to the weekday
AM and PM peak commuter hours, the pedestrian analysis will also focus on the 7-8 PM
pre-game and Saturday 1-2 PM midday peak hours as it is during these periods that trips
en route to the arena would coincide with elevated demand on study area pedestrian facilities
(from commuters and shoppers, respectively).



TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS



The transportation planning assumptions used to forecast travel demand from the project’s
residential, office, hotel, local retail and arena components are summarized in Table 2 and
discussed below.  The trip generation rates, temporal distributions and mode choice
assumptions shown in Table 2 were based on accepted CEQR criteria, standard professional
references, and studies that have been done for similar uses in Downtown Brooklyn and
Manhattan. These sources were supplemented by data from the 2000 Census, and Employee
Commute Options survey data from firms and governmental/educational institutions in
Downtown Brooklyn.



Residential



The forecasts of travel demand from the project’s residential components were based on
trip rates from Urban Space for Pedestrians (Pushkarev & Zupan, 1975) and Trip Generation,
7th Edition (ITE), and vehicle occupancy and temporal and directional distribution data from
the Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS (April 2004).  The weekday modal split assumed
for the residential components reflects journey-to-work data from the 2000 Census.  Although
residential-based trips in the midday would likely be more local in nature than in the peak
commuter hours (and therefore have a higher walk share, for example), the modal split based
on census journey-to-work data is conservatively assumed for all analyzed weekday peak
periods.  The modal split for the Saturday peak periods was adjusted to reflect anticipated
higher walk and auto shares compared to the weekday periods.



Office



The travel demand forecasts for the project’s office components were based on trip rates
and temporal distributions from Urban Space for Pedestrians and the Coliseum
Redevelopment FSEIS (July 1997).  The estimated modal split and vehicle occupancies
were derived from NYCDOT Employee Commute Options survey data from office firms and
governmental/educational institutions in Downtown Brooklyn, as well as data from the
Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS.



Hotel



The travel demand forecast for the hotel that would be developed under the residential mixed-
use variation (but not the commercial mixed-use variation) was based on data from the
Renaissance Plaza Expansion EAS (March 2003) and from the Marriott Hotel Transportation



Table 2
Transportation Planning Assumptions for Project Components



Land Use:



Trip Generation: Weekday



(Person-trips) Saturday



Temporal Distribution: AM (8-9)



MD (12-1)



PM (5-6)



Pre-game (7-8 PM)



Post-game (10-11 PM)



Saturday (1-2 PM)



Saturday (4-5 PM)



Sat



Modal Split: In Out All Periods Weekday Sat AM/PM/EVE MD/Sat MD



Auto 34.8% 35.9% 40.0% 14.0% 20.0% 12.0% 2.0%
Taxi 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%



Subway 49.7% 46.7% 44.0% 72.0% 45.0% 65.0% 7.0%
LIRR 7.7% 9.6% 8.0% 1.0% 1.0% 12.0% 0.0%
Bus 2.1% 2.1% 2.0% 3.0% 3.0% 6.0% 7.0%



Walk 2.7% 2.7% 3.0% 9.0% 30.0% 4.0% 83.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



(16)



Sat



Vehicle Occupancy: Auto 2.75
Taxi 2.75



Directional In Out In Out In Out In Out In Out



Distribution: AM (8-9) 96% 4% 20% 80% 96% 4% 41% 59% 50% 50%
MD (12-1) 39% 61% 51% 49% 39% 61% 68% 32% 50% 50%



PM (5-6) 85% 15% 65% 35% 5% 95% 59% 41% 50% 50%
Pre-game (7-8 PM) 99% 1% 70% 30% 20% 80% 60% 40% 50% 50%



Post-game (10-11 PM) 1% 99% 95% 5% 20% 80% 95% 5% 50% 50%
Saturday (1-2 PM) 99% 1% 50% 50% 60% 40% 56% 44% 55% 45%
Saturday (4-5 PM) 1% 99% 50% 50% 15% 85% 56% 44% 45% 55%



Daily Truck Trip Weekday



Generation: Saturday



Truck Trip AM (8-9)



Temporal Distribution: MD (12-1)



PM (5-6)



Pre-game (7-8 PM)



Post-game (10-11 PM)



Saturday (1-2 PM)



Saturday (4-5 PM)



Notes:
(1) Although a sell-out basketball game typically has 90% attendance, a trip rate of 2 trips/seat for all 18,000 seats is assumed in order to account for trips by spectators



      as well as employees, players, coaches, team staff and other visitors.



(2) Source: Pushkarev & Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians .



(3) Saturday residential trip rate based on ratio of weekday/Saturday trip rates from ITE Trip Generation , 7th Edition , Land Use: 220 (Apartment).



(4) Source: Renaissance Plaza Expansion EAS , March 2003 and data from Marriott Hotel Transportation Survey , AKRF, August 1999.



(5) Based on Saturday data from Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS , July 1997.



(6) Source: City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manua l, Appendix 3, 2001.



(7) Weekday trip generation rate assumed for Saturday as per Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS , July 1997.



(8) Based on data from Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis , August 26, 2003.



(9) Post-game arena temporal distribution based on MTA data on subway ridership patterns at stations serving Madison Square Garden.



(10) Source: Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS , July 1997.



(11) Saturday trip generation assumed to be 5% of weekday generation, consistent with assumptions in the Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS , July 1997.



(12) Reflects the anticipated origin/destination distribution of arena spectators and the accessibility by transit of the proposed arena site in Downtown Brooklyn.



(13) Source: Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS , April 2004.



(14) Source:  NYCDOT ECO Survey data for Downtown Brooklyn.



(15) Source for midday modal split data: Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS , April 2004.  Weekday midday modal split assumed for Saturday midday.



(16) Based on data from Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis and data from a PHA parking survey prior to a Knicks game at MSG on March 9, 2003.



(17) PM and pre-game directional distribution for arena trips assumed to be predominantly inbound; post-game predominantly outbound.



(18) Weekday 10-11 PM directional distribution assumed based on pattern for residential uses.



(19) Source: Curbside Pickup & Delivery Operations & Arterial Traffic Impacts , FHWA, February 1981.



(20) Weekday office truck trip rate and temporal distribution based on PHA June 10, 2004 survey at existing office buildings in Midtown and Lower Manhattan.



(21) Based on FCRC projections for Arena loading dock usage.



(22) Based on 2000 Census journey-to-work data.  Saturday modal split adjusted to reflect anticipated higher walk and auto shares compared to a weekday.



(23) Saturday 4-5 PM based on Sunday 4-5 PM data from the No. 7 Subway Extension - Hudson Yards Rezoning and Development Program FGEIS , Nov. 2004.



(12)



(13,17)



(16)



Weekday



2.35
2.35



37.5%
42.5%
37.5%
42.5%



(8,9)



1.0%
1.0%
5.0%



Arena



(1)



2.00
2.00



0%
0%
9%



0%
0%
20%



2%
11%



0%
0%



11%



0%
0%
9%



2%
2%3%



12%
9%
0%



7%
7%



8%
11%



0.010.01
0.07
0.02



0.16
0.02



(trips/1,000 gsf)



0.06



(21) (5,19)



(trips/1,000 gsf)



(19) (5,20) (5,19)



0.35



(22)



(13,22)



(5,13)



1.18
1.40



All Periods



3.0%



All Periods



2.0%
All Periods



30.1%
12.3%



(4)



(4,5)



18.00



(trips/1,000 gsf)



0.90



(2,10)



205
205



(trips/1,000 gsf)



12%
14%
3%



(14)



(21)



All Periods



(5,13) (5,20)



(2,5,13)



2%



12%
9%



0.07
0.01



(5,19)(5,19)



1.42
1.42



2.00
2.00



5.0%
70.0%



(4,18) (10)



(4)



100.0%100.0%



(13)



All Periods All Periods



0.5%



(14,15) (13)



9.5%



1.0%
9.5%



(4)



20.0%
0.0%



11.8%
14.5%
13.7%



15.0%



3.1%
19.0%
9.6%
3.0%



33.3%



8.3%
7.7%
6.6%
2.0%
7.5%



0.0%
5.5%



18.8%



9.1%
4.7%



10.7%
8.3%
3.3%
7.0%



(trips/room)



5.82
8.61



(2,23) (2)



4.0%



6.6%



(trips/dwelling unit)(trips/seat)



Local Retail



8.075
7.679



Residential Office Hotel



(3,6) (6,11) (6,7)



7.2% 15.0% 7.5%



0%



Weekday



1.60
1.40



(trips/1,000 gsf) (trips/1,000 gsf)(trips/dwelling unit)



2%0% 3% 0%
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Survey (AKRF, August 1999).  Saturday temporal distribution and truck trip generation
assumptions were based on data from the Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS.



Local Retail



The retail uses developed under both the residential mixed-use variation and the commercial
mixed-use variation would be local (or “neighborhood”) retail, attracting trips primarily from
the residential and worker populations on-site and in surrounding neighborhoods.  It is
therefore anticipated that the majority of these trips would be via the walk mode, and that
many would be “linked” trips (e.g., a trip with multiple purposes, such as stopping at a retail
store while commuting to or from work) and would therefore not represent the addition of
new discrete trips to the study area transportation systems.  For the purposes of the travel
demand forecast, it is conservatively assumed that 40 percent of retail trips would be such
“linked” trips, consistent with the rates assumed for other retail developments in New York
City.  The travel demand forecasts for local retail uses were based on data from a variety
of sources, including the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual (2001),
Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS, and Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS.



Arena



The proposed 850,000 gsf Atlantic Yards Arena would accommodate 18,000 to 20,500 seats,
depending on the event. The capacity for a basketball game, for example, would be 18,000
seats, whereas for a concert, ethnic event or religious/motivational show, additional space
for seating could be available on the arena floor. As a reasonable worst case for the EIS
transportation analyses, the weekday and Saturday travel demand forecasts examine the
demand that would be generated by a Nets basketball game at the arena.  A Nets basketball
game was selected as a reasonable worst case scenario based on both the frequency of
home games and the relatively high level of travel demand that such games are expected
to generate compared to most other uses.  Using the 2005-2006 season as a guide,
approximately 41 games would occur at the arena during a typical basketball season from
early November to late April (not including playoff games which could continue through June).
Approximately 26 of these games would occur on a weekday, four on a weekend afternoon
(Saturday or Sunday) and 11 on a weekend evening.  Non-basketball events, such as
concerts, ethnic shows, general fixed fee rentals (graduations, receptions, job fairs, etc.),
religious/motivational shows, other sporting events, family shows and community events,
are each expected to occur with less frequency, would often attract fewer spectators, and
would typically generate a lower level of travel demand than a Nets basketball game.



The travel demand forecast for the arena assumes a sold-out game with 100 percent
attendance for all 18,000 seats, and a daily trip generation rate of two trips per seat.  It should
be noted, however, that the actual number of spectators at a game is typically fewer than
the number of tickets distributed, and that even a sold-out game typically has about 90 percent
attendance. The daily trip generation rate of two trips per seat for all 18,000 seats therefore
also accounts for trips by employees, players, coaches, team staff and other such non-
spectator demand.
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Data on the arrival patterns for spectators at a Knicks basketball game at Madison Square
Garden reported in the August 26, 2003 Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis study
was utilized to estimate the temporal distribution for trips to the Atlantic Yards Arena.  Based
on these data, it is estimated that approximately 75 percent of spectators en route to a
basketball game would arrive in the peak one-hour period.  The temporal distribution of post-
game peak hour trips was estimated based on MTA subway ridership data for stations serving
Madison Square Garden.  Using a comparison of the subway ridership on both game days
and non-game days, and the hourly variation in the demand attributable to Madison Square
Garden, it is estimated that approximately 85 percent of spectators would typically depart
the Atlantic Yards Arena in the peak one hour at the end of a basketball game.



In addition to trips by spectators before and after a Nets basketball game, it is anticipated
that arena employees, players, coaches, team staff and other non-spectator visitors to the
arena would generate trips outside of the immediate pre-game and post-game periods.
As shown in the temporal distribution in Table 2, it is assumed that one percent of daily trips
generated by the arena would occur in each of the weekday AM and midday peak hours,
and five percent during the weekday 5-6 PM peak hour.



Trip origin and modal split assumptions for the Atlantic Yards Arena reflect the anticipated
origin/destination distribution of arena spectators and the accessibility by transit of the
proposed arena site in Downtown Brooklyn.  The assumptions were developed from trip
origin and modal split data reported in the Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis
study, along with data specific to Downtown Brooklyn developed for other studies such as
the Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS.  The derivations of the trip origin/destination
and modal split assumptions for both a weekday and weekend sporting event at the proposed
arena are presented in Appendix A.  For example, it is anticipated that there would be a
higher percentage of trips en route to the Atlantic Yards Arena from Brooklyn than for Madison
Square Garden (30 percent versus 7 percent, respectively), and a lower percentage of trips
with Manhattan origins (25 percent versus 36 percent, respectively).  With its proximity to
Penn Station, the Port Authority Bus Terminal, the PATH terminal at West 33rd Street and
the Lincoln Tunnel, a sporting event at Madison Square Garden likely attracts a higher
percentage of spectators from New Jersey than would be the case for an arena located in
Downtown Brooklyn.  The analysis therefore assumes that 13 percent of trips would be en
route from New Jersey compared to 21 percent for Madison Square Garden.



As with trip origins, modal splits were correspondingly adjusted to reflect both the anticipated
trip origins and the differences in transit access.  For example, the combined weekday auto
share from all origins was increased to 34.8 percent from the 29.7 percent experienced at
Madison Square Garden, while the taxi share (which includes livery or “black” cars) was
reduced (from 7.5 percent to 3.0 percent) in part to reflect the generally higher availability
and usage of taxis in Manhattan.  Trips from the northern and western suburbs served by
PATH, NJ Transit and Metro-North were assumed to complete their journeys via the subway
mode, accounting in part for a higher subway mode share than for Madison Square Garden
(49.7 percent versus 23.6 percent on weekdays).  A smaller percentage of trips were assumed
to travel to the Atlantic Yards Arena via Long Island Rail Road compared to Madison Square
Garden as there is no direct access to the LIRR’s Brooklyn terminus from the Port Washington
Branch.  Walk-only trips were also assumed to be lower compared to Madison Square Garden
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given the higher concentration of office space and overall employment in the Garden’s
midtown Manhattan location compared to Downtown Brooklyn.



Based on discussions with MTA New York City Transit concerning the anticipated travel
characteristics of arena patrons, separate trip origin/destination and modal split assumptions
have been assumed for persons arriving and departing the arena.  On weekdays it is likely
that some spectators would travel to the arena from workplaces in one borough or county,
and then depart en route to residences in a different borough or county at the conclusion
of a game, sometimes by a different mode of travel.  For example, it is likely that some
spectators would travel to the arena from Manhattan by subway, and then to homes on Long
Island via the Long Island Rail Road’s Atlantic Terminal.  Others may walk from workplaces
in Downtown Brooklyn and then drive home to New Jersey.  These work-based trips en route
to the arena are more likely to be made by transit (primarily subway) than would be the case
for post-game trips en route home which are more likely to have higher auto and commuter
rail shares.  The trip destination and modal split assumptions shown in Appendix A for persons
departing the arena on a weekday therefore reflect a lower Manhattan share than for trips
en route to the arena (20 percent versus 25 percent), and a lower subway share (46.7 percent
versus 49.7 percent).  The auto mode share is slightly higher for trips departing the arena
(35.9 percent versus 34.8 percent) as is the LIRR share (9.8 percent versus 7.8 percent),
reflecting the expected higher percentage of trips with end points outside of Manhattan in
the post-game period.  As work-based trips would be minimal on weekends, the travel demand
forecast assumes a general balance of trip origins and destinations for the Saturday peak
hours.



Truck Trips



Truck trip generation rates and temporal distributions for the project’s residential, hotel and
local retail components were based on data from the Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS and
from Curbside Pick-Up & Delivery Operations and Arterial Traffic Impacts (FHWA, February
1981).  Truck travel demand for the project’s office component was based on data from
surveys at existing office buildings in Midtown and Lower Manhattan.  The truck trip generation
forecast for the arena was derived from projections for arena loading dock usage provided
by the project sponsors.  These truck trips include deliveries of food and supplies, general
deliveries (e.g., UPS, Fed Ex, etc.), and trucks associated with television broadcasts.



TRIP GENERATION



Tables 3 and 4 show the trip generation in peak hour person trips that would result in 2016
from the full build-out of the residential mixed-use and commercial mixed-use variations,
respectively.  A comparison of the total peak hour person trips generated by each scenario
is presented in Table 5 along with the total numbers of peak hour vehicle trips (auto, taxi
and truck) and person trips by transit (subway, bus and LIRR).



It should be noted that the residential mixed-use variation and the commercial mixed-use
variation would both displace existing land uses on the project site, such as the 46,913 square
feet of retail (a Modell’s Sporting Goods store and a P.C. Richards consumer electronics



Table 3
Travel Demand Forecast for the Residential Mixed-Use Variation - 2016



(Person Trips)



Person Trips by Mode: In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total



AM (8-9) Auto 74 29 103 120 5 125 135 186 321 99 378 477 428 598 1,026
Taxi 9 5 14 10 0 10 16 20 36 16 35 51 51 60 111



Subway 407 156 563 172 7 179 684 913 1,597 537 1,969 2,506 1,800 3,045 4,845
LIRR 66 5 71 27 1 28 85 15 100 7 26 33 185 47 232
Bus 38 10 48 7 0 7 56 44 100 35 95 130 136 149 285



Walk 89 79 168 9 0 9 122 183 305 269 448 717 489 710 1,199
Total 683 284 967 345 13 358 1,098 1,361 2,459 963 2,951 3,914 3,089 4,609 7,698



MD (12-1) Auto 24 28 52 49 79 128 91 82 173 160 153 313 324 342 666
Taxi 20 21 41 4 7 11 29 27 56 64 64 128 117 119 236



Subway 170 179 349 70 103 173 424 420 844 994 969 1,963 1,658 1,671 3,329
LIRR 1 1 2 11 21 32 4 4 8 9 9 18 25 35 60
Bus 48 59 107 3 5 8 65 76 141 118 118 236 234 258 492



Walk 617 746 1,363 4 6 10 701 848 1,549 1,354 1,352 2,706 2,676 2,952 5,628
Total 880 1,034 1,914 141 221 362 1,314 1,457 2,771 2,699 2,665 5,364 5,034 5,377 10,411



PM (5-6) Auto 33 94 127 532 97 629 185 196 381 374 210 584 1,124 597 1,721
Taxi 10 15 25 46 8 54 26 26 52 54 41 95 136 90 226



Subway 195 529 724 760 126 886 919 1,016 1,935 2,010 1,168 3,178 3,884 2,839 6,723
LIRR 6 77 83 118 26 144 17 100 117 26 13 39 167 216 383
Bus 21 55 76 32 6 38 53 81 134 122 88 210 228 230 458



Walk 210 227 437 41 7 48 304 280 584 873 768 1,641 1,428 1,282 2,710
Total 475 997 1,472 1,529 270 1,799 1,504 1,699 3,203 3,459 2,288 5,747 6,967 5,254 12,221



Pre-game (7-8 PM) Auto 26 29 55 4,651 48 4,699 155 91 246 301 132 433 5,133 300 5,433
Taxi 4 6 10 401 4 405 17 11 28 30 18 48 452 39 491



Subway 140 160 300 6,642 63 6,705 749 444 1,193 1,583 712 2,295 9,114 1,379 10,493
LIRR 6 20 26 1,029 13 1,042 16 27 43 21 9 30 1,072 69 1,141
Bus 10 15 25 281 3 284 38 30 68 78 42 120 407 90 497



Walk 75 72 147 361 4 365 160 111 271 391 282 673 987 469 1,456
Total 261 302 563 13,365 135 13,500 1,135 714 1,849 2,404 1,195 3,599 17,165 2,346 19,511



Post-game (10-11 PM) Auto 12 4 16 53 5,438 5,491 81 8 89 162 11 173 308 5,461 5,769
Taxi 2 1 3 5 454 459 8 1 9 15 3 18 30 459 489



Subway 62 22 84 76 7,074 7,150 387 41 428 842 64 906 1,367 7,201 8,568
LIRR 2 2 4 12 1,454 1,466 6 3 9 12 0 12 32 1,459 1,491
Bus 3 2 5 3 318 321 18 3 21 39 7 46 63 330 393



Walk 27 21 48 4 409 413 73 22 95 171 72 243 275 524 799
Total 108 52 160 153 15,147 15,300 573 78 651 1,241 157 1,398 2,075 15,434 17,509



Saturday (1-2 PM) Auto 22 21 43 5,346 54 5,400 137 130 267 263 258 521 5,768 463 6,231
Taxi 10 8 18 401 4 405 22 19 41 43 38 81 476 69 545



Subway 97 85 182 5,881 59 5,940 319 305 624 747 710 1,457 7,044 1,159 8,203
LIRR 1 1 2 1,069 11 1,080 6 6 12 13 13 26 1,089 31 1,120
Bus 19 15 34 267 3 270 37 33 70 86 77 163 409 128 537



Walk 252 208 460 401 4 405 409 360 769 1,065 938 2,003 2,127 1,510 3,637
Total 401 338 739 13,365 135 13,500 930 853 1,783 2,217 2,034 4,251 16,913 3,360 20,273



Saturday (4-5 PM) Auto 22 26 48 61 6,059 6,120 140 140 280 265 270 535 488 6,495 6,983
Taxi 8 10 18 5 454 459 21 20 41 38 43 81 72 527 599



Subway 85 98 183 67 6,665 6,732 318 348 666 725 762 1,487 1,195 7,873 9,068
LIRR 1 1 2 12 1,212 1,224 7 11 18 13 13 26 33 1,237 1,270
Bus 14 19 33 3 303 306 33 36 69 77 86 163 127 444 571



Walk 202 261 463 5 454 459 354 387 741 950 1,077 2,027 1,511 2,179 3,690
Total 332 415 747 153 15,147 15,300 873 942 1,815 2,068 2,251 4,319 3,426 18,755 22,181



Notes:
(1) Includes blocks 1120, 1121, 1128, 1129.



Total Trips



Site 5



Office/Local Retail Office/Hotel/Local Retail



Residential Blocks (1)



Residential/Local RetailResidential/ Arena Residential/



Arena Block
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Table 4
Travel Demand Forecast for the Commercial Mixed-Use Variation - 2016



(Person Trips)



Person Trips by Mode: In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total



AM (8-9) Auto 139 8 147 120 5 125 339 120 459 99 378 477 697 511 1,208
Taxi 14 3 17 10 0 10 31 11 42 16 35 51 71 49 120



Subway 758 49 807 172 7 179 1,836 626 2,462 537 1,969 2,506 3,303 2,651 5,954
LIRR 137 6 143 27 1 28 313 20 333 7 26 33 484 53 537
Bus 72 7 79 7 0 7 165 32 197 35 95 130 279 134 413



Walk 109 65 174 9 0 9 180 130 310 269 448 717 567 643 1,210
Total 1,229 138 1,367 345 13 358 2,864 939 3,803 963 2,951 3,914 5,401 4,041 9,442



MD (12-1) Auto 22 29 51 49 79 128 70 83 153 160 153 313 301 344 645
Taxi 22 25 47 4 7 11 30 37 67 64 64 128 120 133 253



Subway 150 172 322 70 103 173 371 415 786 994 969 1,963 1,585 1,659 3,244
LIRR 0 0 0 11 21 32 2 2 4 9 9 18 22 32 54
Bus 67 89 156 3 5 8 124 175 299 118 118 236 312 387 699



Walk 855 1,121 1,976 4 6 10 1,457 2,061 3,518 1,354 1,352 2,706 3,670 4,540 8,210
Total 1,116 1,436 2,552 141 221 362 2,054 2,773 4,827 2,699 2,665 5,364 6,010 7,095 13,105



PM (5-6) Auto 14 163 177 532 97 629 124 416 540 374 210 584 1,044 886 1,930
Taxi 9 21 30 46 8 54 17 42 59 54 41 95 126 112 238



Subway 100 905 1,005 760 126 886 669 2,264 2,933 2,010 1,168 3,178 3,539 4,463 8,002
LIRR 8 157 165 118 26 144 26 361 387 26 13 39 178 557 735
Bus 18 92 110 32 6 38 43 204 247 122 88 210 215 390 605



Walk 197 246 443 41 7 48 252 336 588 873 768 1,641 1,363 1,357 2,720
Total 346 1,584 1,930 1,529 270 1,799 1,131 3,623 4,754 3,459 2,288 5,747 6,465 7,765 14,230



Pre-game (7-8 PM) Auto 12 41 53 4,651 48 4,699 108 126 234 301 132 433 5,072 347 5,419
Taxi 4 6 10 401 4 405 10 12 22 30 18 48 445 40 485



Subway 69 226 295 6,642 63 6,705 565 676 1,241 1,583 712 2,295 8,859 1,677 10,536
LIRR 10 39 49 1,029 13 1,042 28 91 119 21 9 30 1,088 152 1,240
Bus 9 23 32 281 3 284 33 56 89 78 42 120 401 124 525



Walk 64 74 138 361 4 365 118 109 227 391 282 673 934 469 1,403
Total 168 409 577 13,365 135 13,500 862 1,070 1,932 2,404 1,195 3,599 16,799 2,809 19,608



Post-game (10-11 PM) Auto 2 6 8 53 5,438 5,491 49 14 63 162 11 173 266 5,469 5,735
Taxi 1 1 2 5 454 459 4 2 6 15 3 18 25 460 485



Subway 13 32 45 76 7,074 7,150 252 76 328 842 64 906 1,183 7,246 8,429
LIRR 1 5 6 12 1,454 1,466 6 11 17 12 0 12 31 1,470 1,501
Bus 2 3 5 3 318 321 12 7 19 39 7 46 56 335 391



Walk 20 22 42 4 409 413 49 25 74 171 72 243 244 528 772
Total 39 69 108 153 15,147 15,300 372 135 507 1,241 157 1,398 1,805 15,508 17,313



Saturday (1-2 PM) Auto 7 6 13 5,346 54 5,400 76 74 150 263 258 521 5,692 392 6,084
Taxi 9 7 16 401 4 405 12 11 23 43 38 81 465 60 525



Subway 63 51 114 5,881 59 5,940 218 205 423 747 710 1,457 6,909 1,025 7,934
LIRR 0 0 0 1,069 11 1,080 3 3 6 13 13 26 1,085 27 1,112
Bus 18 14 32 267 3 270 31 27 58 86 77 163 402 121 523



Walk 249 198 447 401 4 405 386 322 708 1,065 938 2,003 2,101 1,462 3,563
Total 346 276 622 13,365 135 13,500 726 642 1,368 2,217 2,034 4,251 16,654 3,087 19,741



Saturday (4-5 PM) Auto 6 14 20 61 6,059 6,120 78 93 171 265 270 535 410 6,436 6,846
Taxi 7 10 17 5 454 459 11 13 24 38 43 81 61 520 581



Subway 56 102 158 67 6,665 6,732 221 310 531 725 762 1,487 1,069 7,839 8,908
LIRR 1 8 9 12 1,212 1,224 7 21 28 13 13 26 33 1,254 1,287
Bus 13 19 32 3 303 306 25 34 59 77 86 163 118 442 560



Walk 173 214 387 5 454 459 269 310 579 950 1,077 2,027 1,397 2,055 3,452
Total 256 367 623 153 15,147 15,300 611 781 1,392 2,068 2,251 4,319 3,088 18,546 21,634



Notes:
(1) Includes blocks 1120, 1121, 1128, 1129.



Site 5 Residential Blocks (1)Arena Block



Total Trips
Local Retail



Office/Local Retail Arena Residential/Office/ Residential/Local Retail
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Table 5



Comparison of 2016 Peak Hour Travel



Residential Variation vs. Commercial Variation



Person Trips



Peak Hour



Residential



Variation



Commercial



Variation



Net



Difference



%



Difference



8-9 AM 7,698 9,442 (1,744) (23%)



12-1 PM (midday) 10,411 13,105 (2,694) (26%)



5-6 PM 12,221 14,230 (2,009) (16%)



7-8 PM (pre-game) 19,511 19,608 (97) (1%)



10-11 PM (post-game) 17,509 17,313 196 1%



Saturday 1-2 PM 20,273 19,741 532 3%



Saturday 4-5 PM 22,181 21,634 547 3%



Vehicle Trips (Auto/Taxi/Truck)



Peak Hour



Residential



Variation



Commercial



Variation



Net



Difference



%



Difference



8-9 AM 972 1,099 (127) (13%)



12-1 PM (midday) 718 728 (10) (1%)



5-6 PM 1,331 1,489 (158) (12%)



7-8 PM (pre-game) 3,020 2,989 31 1%



10-11 PM (post-game) 2,981 2,952 29 1%



Saturday 1-2 PM 3,050 2,919 131 4%



Saturday 4-5 PM 3,380 3,251 129 4%



Transit Trips (Subway/Bus/LIRR)



Peak Hour



Residential



Variation



Commercial



Variation



Net



Difference



%



Difference



8-9 AM 5,362 6,904 (1,542) (29%)



12-1 PM (midday) 3,881 3,997 (116) (3%)



5-6 PM 7,564 9,342 (1,778) (24%)



7-8 PM (pre-game) 12,131 12,301 (170) (1%)



10-11 PM (post-game) 10,452 10,321 131 1%



Saturday 1-2 PM 9,860 9,569 291 3%



Saturday 4-5 PM 10,909 10,755 154 1%
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store) currently located on Block 927 (Site 5).  However, the travel demand forecast
conservatively assumes no credit for the travel demand from these existing uses that would
be displaced in the Build condition.



As shown in Table 5, the number of person trips generated by the residential mixed-use
variation (inbound and outbound combined) would range from 7,698 in the AM peak hour
to 22,181 in the Saturday 4-5 PM post-game peak hour.  The commercial mixed-use variation,
would generate from 9,442 peak hour person trips (in the AM) to 21,634 (in the Saturday
4-5 PM post-game).  The commercial mixed-use variation would generate 1,744 more trips
than the proposed project in the weekday AM peak hour, 2,694 more trips in the midday,
2,009 more trips in the PM peak hour.  By contrast, the residential mixed-use variation would
generate 532 more person trips than the commercial mixed-use variation during the Saturday
1-2 PM pre-game peak hour, and 547 more trips in the Saturday 4-5 PM post-game peak
hour.  During the weekday 7-8 PM pre-game and 10-11 PM post-game periods, the travel
demand from the two variations would differ by roughly one percent (fewer than 200 trips).



The numbers of peak hour vehicle trips that would be generated by the residential mixed-use
variation and the commercial mixed-use variation are also summarized in Table 5, and are
shown in detail in Tables 6 and 7, respectively.  As was the case for person trips, the
commercial mixed-use variation would generate more vehicle trips (from 10 to 158 more)
in the AM, midday and PM peak hours, while the residential mixed-use variation would
generate a higher number of trips in the Saturday pre-game and post-game peak hours (131
and 129 more, respectively).  During the weekday 7-8 PM pre-game and 10-11 PM post-game
periods, the number of vehicle trips generated by the two variations are virtually the same,
differing by roughly one percent (31 and 29 trips, respectively).



As demonstrated by the data in Table 5, the commercial mixed-use variation would generate
a substantially higher level of total travel demand (from 16 to 26 percent higher) compared
to the residential mixed-use variation in the key weekday AM, midday and PM peak hours.
During the weekday 7-8 PM and 10-11 PM periods, the demand from the two variations
would be roughly equivalent, differing by approximately one percent.  By contrast, on
Saturdays the residential mixed-use variation would generate approximately three percent
more trips than the commercial mixed-use variation during the 1-2 PM and 4-5 PM peak
hours.  The commercial mixed-use variation was therefore selected as the reasonable worst
case scenario (RWCS) for the weekday transportation analyses, while the residential mixed-
use variation is analyzed as the RWCS for the two Saturday peak hours.



As shown in Table 4, under the commercial mixed-use variation, new trips by subway are
expected to total 5,954, 8,002 and 10,536 during the analyzed weekday 8-9 AM, 5-6 PM
and 7-8 PM peak hours, respectively.  New bus trips would total 413 and 605 during the
weekday 8-9 AM and 5-6 PM peak hours analyzed for potential bus impacts.  New weekday
peak hour trips on the Long Island Rail Road would range from 54 (in the midday) to 1,501
(in the 10-11 PM post-game peak hour).  As shown in Table 7, the commercial mixed-use
variation is expected to add between 438 and 2,581 autos to the study area street system
in each weekday peak hour, and from 120 to 412 new taxi trips.  Peak hour truck trips would
increase by from 6 to 84 in each weekday peak hour.  In general, the highest numbers of
new weekday vehicle trips would occur during the 7-8 PM (pre-game) and 10-11 PM (post-
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game) peak hours, primarily as a result of demand en route to and from the arena.  As shown
in Table 6, on Saturdays, the residential mixed-use variation (the RWCS for the Saturday
analyses) would add an estimated 2,638 auto, 402 taxi and 10 truck trips to the street system
in the 1-2 PM peak hour, and 2,922 auto, 458 taxi and no truck trips in the 4-5 PM peak
hour.



PARKING DEMAND



Based on the travel demand assumptions discussed above, the proposed arena is expected
to generate a daily parking demand of approximately 2,800 spaces on a typical Nets weekday
game day, and approximately 2,600 spaces on weekends.  Although some of this parking
demand would be generated by arena employees and non-spectator visitors over the course
of a day, the majority of the demand would occur during game times on weekday evenings,
as well as on weekends.



Parking demand generated by new residential development will be forecast assuming a
rate of 0.4 spaces per dwelling unit based on auto ownership data from the 2000 Census
for neighborhoods in the vicinity of the site.  (This rate is also consistent with the rate assumed
for the residential component of the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.)  The rate
assumed for parking demand from new hotel space – 0.20 spaces per room overnight –
is based on data from the Renaissance Plaza Expansion EAS.  Parking demand from new
office and retail space will be derived from the forecasts of daily auto trips for these uses.



To accommodate projected parking demand, it is anticipated that both the residential mixed-
use variation and the commercial mixed-used variation would include approximately 3,800
spaces in parking garages located on Site 5, the Arena Block and blocks 1120, 1128 and
1129.  These shared parking facilities would service demand from all project components
– arena, residential and commercial.  Office and retail demand would peak in the midday
period and decline during the afternoon and evening, allowing for additional capacity to be
used for residential and hotel demand (which typically peak in the overnight) and for demand
from the arena.  With the exception of the arena, parking demand generated under either
variation would be fully accommodated in the off-street parking facilities that would be
developed on-site.  Accounting for commercial and residential demand, it is anticipated that
approximately 1,100 spaces would be available on-site on weekdays to accommodate the
parking needs of the arena, while the remaining arena demand (totaling approximately 1,700
spaces) would be accommodated at public off-street parking facilities located in the vicinity.
The analysis of off-street parking will therefore examine conditions at public off-street parking
facilities within a 1/2-mile radius of the arena.  On-street parking conditions within 1/4-mile
of the site will also be examined to determined the effects of street closures and other
changes in on-street parking supply in the vicinity of the project site.
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TRIP ASSIGNMENT



Auto/Taxi



The distribution of auto and taxi trips for each project component (office, residential, hotel,
local retail and arena) by borough/county or region is shown in Table 8.  The distributions
for office, residential and hotel uses were based on data from the 2000 Census, while the
assignment for the arena component was based on data from both the Downtown Brooklyn
Development project and the expected geographical distribution of demand to the arena
(see “Transportation Planning Assumptions,” above).  Given the differences in their travel
demand characteristics, each project component is expected to have a unique trip assignment
pattern.  For example, a majority of the auto trips generated by the residential and hotel
components are expected to have endpoints in Manhattan (60%) and Brooklyn (33%), while
office trips are expected to be more widely dispersed, with five percent en route to/from
Manhattan, 53 percent to/from Brooklyn, 17 percent to/from Queens, eight percent to/from
Long Island and five percent to/from New Jersey.  The arena is expected to draw not only
from Brooklyn, Queens and Manhattan, but also from New Jersey and Long Island. As
previously discussed, separate assignments for trips arriving and departing the arena on
weekdays are assumed in order to reflect the fact that on weekdays some spectators would
likely travel to the arena from their workplaces, and then depart to residences in a different
borough or county at the conclusion of a game.  As the project’s retail component is expected
to consist primarily of local retail uses serving the surrounding worker and residential
populations, all of its trips are expected to be local Brooklyn-based.



Auto and taxi trips will be assigned to the primary corridors providing access to and from
the project site based on their origin or destination as well as the most direct routes to major
access points such as the Brooklyn-Queens Expressway and Brooklyn and Manhattan
bridges.  The auto and taxi trip assignment patterns along the corridors providing access
to Site 5 and the Arena Block are illustrated in Appendix B, while the assignments for auto
and taxi trips en route to and from Blocks 1120, 1121, 1128 and 1129 are provided in
Appendix C.  The assignments of auto and taxi (as well as truck) trips will take into account
changes to the study area traffic network that are expected to occur by the 2010 and 2016
Build years as a result of No Build developments and initiatives by NYCDOT and other
agencies.  These include street closures and changes in street directions proposed as
mitigation for the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.



As discussed above, it is anticipated that approximately 1,100 spaces would be available
on-site to accommodate the parking needs of the arena, while the remaining arena demand
(totaling approximately 1,700 spaces on weekdays) would be accommodated at public off-
street facilities located in the vicinity.  The assignment of arena auto trips will therefore reflect
this distribution of trips to both on-site parking facilities and directly to off-site parking facilities.



Truck



Truck trips en route to and from the site will be assigned to designated local and through
truck routes in Downtown Brooklyn.  These include Atlantic, Flatbush, Third, and Fourth
Avenues, and portions of Fifth Avenue and Bergen Street.
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Diverted Traffic



In addition to the project’s generating new travel demand by autos, taxis and trucks,
permanent roadway closures and changes in street direction associated with the proposed
project would alter traffic flows in the vicinity of the project site in the 2010 and 2016 analysis
years.  These would include the permanent closure of Pacific Street between Flatbush and
Sixth Avenues, and between Carlton and Vanderbilt Avenues; and the permanent closure
of Fifth Avenue between Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues.  Sixth Avenue would be converted
from one-way southbound to two-way operation between Atlantic and Flatbush Avenues
both to facilitate access to and from the project site and to provide an alternative route for
some of the traffic diverted off of Fifth Avenue.  Carlton Avenue would be converted from
one-way northbound to two-way operation between Atlantic Avenue and Pacific Street, also
to provide for local circulation.  The analysis of 2010 and 2016 Build traffic conditions will
assume that No Build traffic diverted off of Fifth Avenue would be distributed among parallel
north-south corridors, including Fourth Avenue, Flatbush Avenue and Sixth Avenue.  As
the segments of Pacific Street to be closed primarily provide access to adjacent land uses,
diversions as a result of these closures are expected to be localized.



Transit/Pedestrian



The distribution of project-generated subway trips for each project component by
borough/county or region is shown in Table 9.  As was the case for auto and taxi trips, these
assignment patterns were based on Census data and data from the Downtown Brooklyn
Development project and the arena demand distribution.  They differ from the assignment
of auto trips primarily with respect to the project’s arena component.  As shown in Table
9, from 36 to 43 percent of subway trips generated by the arena are expected to be en route
to or from Manhattan, 24 to 26 percent en route to or from Brooklyn and 10 to 12 percent
en route to or from Queens.  Arena spectators en route to or from New Jersey via PATH
or NJ Transit trains and buses would account for approximately 14 to 18 percent of subway
trips.



Project-generated bus and walk trips are assumed to be local within Brooklyn.  Trips by
commuter rail (i.e., Long Island Rail Road) are assumed to have origins or destinations
primarily in Nassau or Suffolk counties.



TRAFFIC STUDY AREA



As shown in Figure 3, the traffic study area, which extends upwards of 1.2 miles from the
project site, is bounded on the north by Tillary Street/Park Avenue, on the south by Eastern
Parkway/Union Street, on the east by Grand Avenue, and on the west by Hicks Street.  The
study area encompasses a total of 93 intersections along local streets proximate to the project
site or that would likely be affected by project-related changes to the street network, as well
as along arterials that would provide access to or from the site.  Given the numerous corridors
providing access to the project site, including Atlantic, Flatbush, Carlton, Vanderbilt,
Washington, Third, Fourth, Fifth and Sixth avenues, project-generated traffic is expected
to be widely dispersed to the north, south, east and west, and is expected to become rapidly
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less concentrated with increasing distance from the project site. The traffic study area
therefore focuses on locations where new traffic is expected to be most concentrated, and
does not include more distant locations along regional access corridors such as the BQE,
Brooklyn-Battery Tunnel or across the East River Bridges to Manhattan. The study area
does, however, include key intersections along corridors connecting these regional access
routes and the project site (including all intersections along Flatbush Avenue Extension as
far north as Tillary Street).



SUBWAY STATIONS SELECTED FOR ANALYSIS



As part of the proposed project, improvements to the Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street subway
station complex would provide direct access between the project site and the subway routes
serving this facility (the B, D, M, N, Q, R and Nos. 2, 3, 4 and 5 trains).  The large majority
of project-generated subway trips are therefore expected to utilize this station
complex.  However, some trips are also expected to occur at other stations that are either
served by trains not accessible at Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street or that would also provide
reasonably convenient access to the project site.  For example, some trips by Nos. (2) and
(3) trains would likely use the Bergen Street station given its proximity to the proposed
buildings along Sixth Avenue and on blocks to the east.  The Fulton Street (G) station, the
Lafayette Avenue (C) station, and the Washington-Clinton Avenues (C) station would also
be used by project-generated trips as neither (C) train nor (G) train service is available at
Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street.



Table 10 shows the numbers of new entering and exiting subway trips that would be generated
by the commercial mixed-use variation at each of these stations in the three peak hours
analyzed for subway station impacts (weekday AM, PM and 7-8 PM pre-game).  The CEQR
Technical Manual typically requires a detailed analysis of a subway station when the
incremental increase in peak hour trips totals 200 persons per hour or more.   As shown
in Table 10, new subway trips generated by the commercial mixed-use variation would exceed
this threshold in one or more analyzed peak hours at the Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street station
complex (upwards of 9,549 new trips in each peak hour), Bergen Street station (upwards
of 346 new trips in each analyzed peak hour), the Lafayette Avenue station (upwards of
467 new trips in each peak hour), and the Fulton Street station (246 and 254 new trips in
the 5-6 PM and 7-8 PM peak hours, respectively).  These stations were therefore selected
for quantitative analysis in the EIS.



The analysis of subway station conditions will examine key station elements, including
stairways, escalators, walkways and fare arrays, under peak 15-minute flow conditions.
As subway demand generated by the arena is expected to be heavily surged, especially
at the conclusion of an event such as a Nets basketball game, the analysis will incorporate
peaking factors of 1.36 for arena subway trips during the 7-8 PM pre-game period and 1.84
for trips during the 10-11 PM post-game period.  These factors were derived from data in
the Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis study and MTA ridership data from stations
serving Madison Square Garden.
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Table 10



2016 Peak Hour Trips Generated by the



Commercial Mixed-Use Variation at Area Subway Stations



Subway Station



8-9 AM



Peak Hour



5-6 PM



Peak Hour



7-8 PM (Pre-Game)



Peak Hour



Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total



Atlantic Ave



(2,3,4,5)



1,241 1,334 2,575 1,794 1,671 3,465 716 4,737 5,453



Atlantic Ave (B,Q) 515 567 1,082 783 694 1,477 306 1,782 2,088



Pacific St



(D,M,N,R)



501 915 1,416 1,202 698 1,900 402 1,606 2,008



Bergen St (2,3) 157 107 264 178 168 346 79 129 208



Lafayette Ave (C) 122 236 358 305 162 467 101 354 455



Clinton-W ash.



Aves (C)



60 17 77 38 64 102 22 48 70



Fulton St (G) 56 126 182 163 83 246 52 202 254



Total 2,652 3,302 5,954 4,463 3,540 8,003 1,678 8,858 10,536



ASSIGNMENT OF PROJECT-GENERATED BUS TRIPS



Downtown Brooklyn is well served by numerous bus routes operated by MTA New York
City Transit (NYC Transit), and many of these routes operate in close proximity to the project
site along Atlantic, Flatbush, Third, Fifth and Vanderbilt Avenues, and Dean, Bergen and
Fulton Streets.  Bus patrons en route to and from the project site would therefore likely find
it unnecessary to walk substantial distances to access a needed bus service.  Consequently,
the analysis of project-generated bus trips focuses on the 12 routes located within 1/4-mile
of the site, as it is on these routes that project trips would be most heavily concentrated.
These routes include the B25, B26, B37, B38, B41, B45, B52, B63, B65, B67, B69 and B103.
Assignment of project increment bus trips to individual routes will be based on existing
demand patterns and the relative proximity of each route to the proposed development blocks.



ASSIGNMENT OF PROJECT-GENERATED PEDESTRIAN TRIPS



Figure 4 shows the sidewalk, corner area and crosswalk locations selected for analysis of
potential pedestrian impacts.  These locations were selected as they serve as key links
between the project site and the surrounding street system, and/or would be used by
concentrations of project-generated pedestrian demand linked to other modes (i.e., en route
to subway stations, bus stops or off-site parking garages).  The majority of subway-linked
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pedestrian trips would be assigned to the proposed new on-site entrance to the Atlantic
Avenue/Pacific Street station complex.  Additional subway-linked pedestrian trips would
be assigned to corridors connecting the site to other nearby stations.  Pedestrians linked
to the bus mode are expected to be most concentrated along Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues
where stops for many of the routes are located.  Some pedestrian trips are also expected
to cross Atlantic Avenue to access bus routes operating along Fulton Street.  Pedestrians
walking between off-site parking facilities and the arena are expected to be most concentrated
at the crosswalks at the intersection of Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues as the majority of
off-site parking facilities are located to the north and west of the project site.  Parking demand
from the project’s commercial and residential components would be fully accommodated
at on-site facilities, and are not expected to generate substantial walk trips outside of the
project site.  Walk-only trips (i.e., walk trips not associated with other modes) would be widely
dispersed among links between the project site and the surrounding street system.



APPENDIX A



TRIP ORIGIN AND MODAL SPLIT ASSUMPTIONS FOR WEEKDAY AND WEEKEND



SPORTING EVENTS AT THE PROPOSED ATLANTIC YARDS ARENA
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Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment Project



Atlantic Yards Arena Trip Origin/Destination and Modal Split Assumptions
Weekday Sporting Event (Arriving)



Atlantic Yards 
Arena Estimated 



Range
Manhattan 36% 15%-25%
Bronx 4% 2%-4%
Brooklyn 7% 25%-35%
Queens 6% 8%-10%
Staten Island 3% 4%-6%
Nassau/Suffolk 12% 12%-18%
Westchester 5% 2%-4%
New Jersey 21% 10%-20%
Other 6% 0%
Total 100%



MSG:  Modal Split by Origin (1) MSG:  Trip Distribution by Origin and Mode



Origin Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 9% 18% 41% 3% 29% 0% 0% 100% 3.2% 6.5% 14.8% 1.1% 10.4% 0.0% 0.0% 36%
Bronx 58% 0% 37% 4% 0% 0% 1% 100% 2.3% 0.0% 1.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4%
Brooklyn 51% 3% 42% 1% 3% 0% 0% 100% 3.6% 0.2% 2.9% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 7%
Queens 37% 0% 45% 5% 0% 13% 0% 100% 2.2% 0.0% 2.7% 0.3% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 6%
Staten Island 72% 2% 16% 10% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.2% 0.1% 0.5% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3%
Nassau/Suffolk 21% 0% 2% 0% 0% 77% 0% 100% 2.5% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 9.2% 0.0% 12%
Westchester 56% 2% 4% 0% 0% 0% 38% 100% 2.8% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 5%
New Jersey 38% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 59% 100% 8.0% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.4% 21%
Other 48% 3% 9% 3% 3% 15% 19% 100% 2.9% 0.2% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.9% 1.1% 6%



29.7% 7.5% 23.6% 2.1% 10.8% 10.9% 15.5% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards Arena:  Modal Split by Origin/Destination (2) Atlantic Yards Arena:  Distribution by Origin/Destination and Mode



Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 12% 4% 84% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.0% 1.0% 21.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0%
Bronx 64% 1% 35% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.9% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
Brooklyn 40% 4% 40% 7% 9% 0% 0% 100% 12.0% 1.2% 12.0% 2.1% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 30.0%
Queens 39% 1% 60% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.5% 0.1% 5.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0%
Staten Island 73% 2% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.7% 0.1% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0%
Nassau/Suffolk 28% 2% 5% 0% 0% 65% 0% 100% 3.4% 0.2% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 7.8% 0.0% 12.0%
Westchester 58% 2% 40% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.7% 0.1% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
New Jersey 43% 2% 55% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 5.6% 0.3% 7.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 13.0%



34.8% 3.0% 49.7% 2.1% 2.7% 7.8% 0.0% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards
MSG:  Total Modal Split Arena:  Total Modal Split Atlantic Yards Arena: Trip Assignment by Mode



Auto 29.7% Auto 34.8% Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR
Taxi 7.5% Taxi 3.0% Manhattan 8.6% 33.6% 42.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Subway 23.6% Subway 49.7% Bronx 5.5% 1.0% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bus 2.1% Bus 2.1% Brooklyn 34.5% 40.3% 24.2% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%



Walk 10.8% Walk 2.7% Queens 10.1% 3.0% 10.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
LIRR 10.9% LIRR 7.8% Staten Island 10.5% 3.4% 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Other (3) 15.5% Other (3) 0.0% Nassau/Suffolk 9.7% 8.1% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 100.0% Total 100.0% Westchester 5.0% 2.0% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



New Jersey 16.1% 8.7% 14.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Notes:
(1) Source: Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, August 26, 2003.
(2) Based on data developed for the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.
(3) "Other" category for MSG includes: PATH, Metro-North, NJ Transit.
    Patrons attending Atlantic Yards Arena events who use these "Other" transit modes are assumed to arrive/depart Downtown Brooklyn via subway.
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Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment Project



Atlantic Yards Arena Trip Origin/Destination and Modal Split Assumptions
Weekday Sporting Event (Departing)



Atlantic Yards 
Arena Estimated 



Range
Manhattan 36% 15%-25%
Bronx 4% 2%-4%
Brooklyn 7% 25%-35%
Queens 6% 8%-10%
Staten Island 3% 4%-6%
Nassau/Suffolk 12% 12%-18%
Westchester 5% 2%-4%
New Jersey 21% 10%-20%
Other 6% 0%
Total 100%



MSG:  Modal Split by Origin (1) MSG:  Trip Distribution by Origin and Mode



Origin Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 9% 18% 41% 3% 29% 0% 0% 100% 3.2% 6.5% 14.8% 1.1% 10.4% 0.0% 0.0% 36%
Bronx 58% 0% 37% 4% 0% 0% 1% 100% 2.3% 0.0% 1.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4%
Brooklyn 51% 3% 42% 1% 3% 0% 0% 100% 3.6% 0.2% 2.9% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 7%
Queens 37% 0% 45% 5% 0% 13% 0% 100% 2.2% 0.0% 2.7% 0.3% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 6%
Staten Island 72% 2% 16% 10% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.2% 0.1% 0.5% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3%
Nassau/Suffolk 21% 0% 2% 0% 0% 77% 0% 100% 2.5% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 9.2% 0.0% 12%
Westchester 56% 2% 4% 0% 0% 0% 38% 100% 2.8% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 5%
New Jersey 38% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 59% 100% 8.0% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.4% 21%
Other 48% 3% 9% 3% 3% 15% 19% 100% 2.9% 0.2% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.9% 1.1% 6%



29.7% 7.5% 23.6% 2.1% 10.8% 10.9% 15.5% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards Arena:  Modal Split by Origin/Destination (2) Atlantic Yards Arena:  Distribution by Origin/Destination and Mode



Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 12% 4% 84% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.4% 0.8% 16.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0%
Bronx 64% 1% 35% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.9% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
Brooklyn 40% 4% 40% 7% 9% 0% 0% 100% 12.0% 1.2% 12.0% 2.1% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 30.0%
Queens 39% 1% 60% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.5% 0.1% 5.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0%
Staten Island 73% 2% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.7% 0.1% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0%
Nassau/Suffolk 28% 2% 5% 0% 0% 65% 0% 100% 4.2% 0.3% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 9.8% 0.0% 15.0%
Westchester 58% 2% 40% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.7% 0.1% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
New Jersey 43% 2% 55% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 6.5% 0.3% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.0%



35.9% 2.9% 46.7% 2.1% 2.7% 9.8% 0.0% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards
MSG:  Total Modal Split Arena:  Total Modal Split Atlantic Yards Arena: Trip Assignment by Mode



Auto 29.7% Auto 35.9% Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR
Taxi 7.5% Taxi 2.9% Manhattan 6.7% 27.8% 36.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Subway 23.6% Subway 46.7% Bronx 5.4% 1.0% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bus 2.1% Bus 2.1% Brooklyn 33.5% 41.7% 25.7% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%



Walk 10.8% Walk 2.7% Queens 9.8% 3.1% 11.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
LIRR 10.9% LIRR 9.8% Staten Island 10.2% 3.5% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Other (3) 15.5% Other (3) 0.0% Nassau/Suffolk 11.7% 10.4% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 100.0% Total 100.0% Westchester 4.9% 2.1% 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



New Jersey 18.0% 10.4% 17.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Notes:
(1) Source: Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, August 26, 2003.
(2) Based on data developed for the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.
(3) "Other" category for MSG includes: PATH, Metro-North, NJ Transit.
    Patrons attending Atlantic Yards Arena events who use these "Other" transit modes are assumed to arrive/depart Downtown Brooklyn via subway.



Madison Square Garden (MSG) Trip 



Origins (1)
Trip O/D Assumed for 
Atlantic Yards Arena 



20%
3%
30%
9%
5%



100%



15%
3%
15%
0%



A-91











Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment Project



Atlantic Yards Arena Trip Origin/Destination and Modal Split Assumptions
Weekend Sporting Event (Arriving and Departing)



Atlantic Yards 
Arena Estimated 



Range
Manhattan 30% 15%-25%
Bronx 3% 2%-4%
Brooklyn 9% 25%-35%
Queens 7% 8%-10%
Staten Island 1% 4%-6%
Nassau/Suffolk 14% 12%-18%
Westchester 7% 2%-4%
New Jersey 23% 10%-20%
Other 6% 0%
Total 100%



MSG:  Modal Split by Origin (1) MSG:  Trip Distribution by Origin and Mode



Origin Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 14% 23% 28% 2% 33% 0% 0% 100% 4.2% 6.9% 8.4% 0.6% 9.9% 0.0% 0.0% 30%
Bronx 50% 0% 41% 8% 0% 0% 1% 100% 1.5% 0.0% 1.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3%
Brooklyn 51% 3% 46% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 4.6% 0.3% 4.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9%
Queens 54% 4% 28% 0% 0% 14% 0% 100% 3.8% 0.3% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 7%
Staten Island 83% 0% 17% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0.8% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1%
Nassau/Suffolk 33% 2% 0% 0% 0% 65% 0% 100% 4.6% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.1% 0.0% 14%
Westchester 92% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 100% 6.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 7%
New Jersey 54% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 46% 100% 12.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.6% 23%
Other 61% 6% 8% 0% 0% 6% 19% 100% 3.7% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 1.1% 6%



42.0% 8.1% 16.4% 0.8% 9.9% 10.4% 12.3% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards Arena:  Modal Split by Origin (2) Atlantic Yards Arena:  Distribution by Origin/Destination and Mode



Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 12% 4% 84% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.4% 0.8% 16.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0%
Bronx 55% 1% 44% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.7% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
Brooklyn 40% 4% 40% 6% 10% 0% 0% 100% 12.0% 1.2% 12.0% 1.8% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 30.0%
Queens 38% 2% 58% 2% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.4% 0.2% 5.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0%
Staten Island 80% 2% 18% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 4.0% 0.1% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0%
Nassau/Suffolk 40% 2% 4% 0% 0% 54% 0% 100% 6.0% 0.3% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 8.1% 0.0% 15.0%
Westchester 80% 2% 18% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.4% 0.1% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
New Jersey 55% 2% 43% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 8.2% 0.3% 6.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.0%



40.1% 3.0% 43.8% 2.0% 3.0% 8.1% 0.0% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards
MSG:  Total Modal Split Arena:  Total Modal Split Atlantic Yards Arena: Trip Assignment by Mode



Auto 42.0% Auto 40.1% Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR
Taxi 8.1% Taxi 3.0% Manhattan 6.0% 26.9% 38.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Subway 16.4% Subway 43.8% Bronx 4.1% 1.0% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bus 0.8% Bus 2.0% Brooklyn 29.9% 40.4% 27.4% 90.9% 100.0% 0.0%



Walk 9.9% Walk 3.0% Queens 8.5% 6.1% 11.9% 9.1% 0.0% 0.0%
LIRR 10.4% LIRR 8.1% Staten Island 10.0% 3.4% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Other (3) 12.3% Other (3) 0.0% Nassau/Suffolk 15.0% 10.1% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 100.0% Total 100.0% Westchester 6.0% 2.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



New Jersey 20.5% 10.1% 14.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Notes:
(1) Source: Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, August 26, 2003.
(2) Based on data developed for the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.
(3) "Other" category for MSG includes: PATH, Metro-North, NJ Transit.
    Patrons attending Atlantic Yards Arena events who use these "Other" transit modes are assumed to arrive/depart Downtown Brooklyn via subway.
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PB Team NYCT – Number 7 Extension Project
 2 Broadway-5th Floor, Mailbox 519 
 New York, NY  10004 
 Fax:  646-252-2063 



 
                                FINAL        MEMORANDUM 



 
TO:  G. Price, NYC Department of City Planning 
  M. Amjadi, NYC Department of City Planning 



FROM: E. Metzger 
 
DATE:  November 11, 2003 
   
RE:  CM-1189R/C-26501– Preparation of a Draft and Final Environmental Impact 



Statement and Provision of Transit Engineering Services for the Proposed No. 7 
Subway Extension-Far West Midtown Manhattan Rezoning 



 
SUBJECT: Madison Square Garden Relocation and Expansion Transportation Planning 



Assumptions 
 
CIN:  MTA-NYC Transit/CM 1189R-C26501-00-C-1.00-DCP-03F-1689 
 
 
This technical memorandum provides a summary of the transportation planning assumptions 
proposed to be utilized for a potential relocation and expansion of Madison Square Garden 
(MSG) in the traffic, parking, transit, and pedestrian analyses of the DGEIS. Under the proposed 
action, MSG – currently located on the western portion of the block bounded by West 31st 
Street, West 33rd Street, Seventh Avenue, and Eighth Avenue – would move approximately one 
and a half blocks to the west (to the eastern portion of the block bounded by West 31st Street, 
West 33rd Street, Ninth Avenue, and Tenth Avenue). Regardless of its future location1, the 
DGEIS will also assume that the overall seating capacity of MSG would be increased.2 
 
Background 
MSG is the home of three sports franchises: the New York Rangers (NHL hockey), New York 
Knicks (NBA basketball), and New York Liberty (WNBA basketball). Its 19,500-seat3 arena 
serves as a venue for a number of other events including concerts, college basketball games, 
and the circus. MSG also includes a theater that can accommodate up to 5,600 spectators, 
which currently hosts concerts, boxing, family shows, and annual events such as the NBA and 
NFL drafts. A 36,000 square foot expo center is located adjacent to the arena and is used for 
trade shows, consumer fairs, and also provides additional storage space for certain events held 
on the arena floor. 
 
A comprehensive list of all events held at MSG in 2002 (including events held in the arena, 
theater, and expo center) is provided in Table 1. For clarity, dark days (days when no events 
were scheduled), including days reserved for loading, unloading, and storage activities are 
designated by shading. As shown in Table 1, MSG’s peak period throughout the year generally 
coincides with the New York Rangers’ and New York Knicks’ seasons during the late fall, winter, 
and early spring. In 2002, a total of 266 arena events were held on 224 days (there were 30 
days on which multiple events were held; nearly half of these days involved circus 



                                                 
1 An alternative to the proposed action includes MSG remaining at its present location. 
2 The NYCDCP Hudson Yards Development Scenarios indicate that the arena seating capacity of MSG would 
increase from 19,500 to 23,000. 
3 Actual attendance capacity varies by event (see Table 5). 



Event Start Time Event Start Time Event Start Time
1/1/02 Tuesday
1/2/02 Wednesday Load-Out
1/3/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Dallas 7:30 PM Load-Out
1/4/02 Friday Load-Out



1/5/02 Saturday College Basketball: St. John's vs. West Virginia               
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Boston



2:00 PM     
7:30 PM Load-Out



1/6/02 Sunday Load-In
1/7/02 Monday Wrestling: WWF RAW 7:45 PM Restoration
1/8/02 Tuesday Wrestling: WWF Smackdown 7:30 PM Restoration
1/9/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Los Angeles 8:00 PM Restoration
1/10/02 Thursday Restoration
1/11/02 Friday Restoration
1/12/02 Saturday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Milwaukee 7:30 PM
1/13/02 Sunday
1/14/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Columbus 7:00 PM
1/15/02 Tuesday
1/16/02 Wednesday Comedy: David Brenner (lobby) 8:00 PM Load-In
1/17/02 Thursday Comedy: David Brenner (lobby) 8:00 PM Load-In



1/18/02 Friday Comedy: David Brenner (lobby)              
Comedy: David Brenner (lobby)



8:00 PM    
10:30 PM Burlington Coat Sale 9:00 AM



1/19/02 Saturday Ice Show: Super Skate 7:00 PM Comedy: David Brenner (lobby)              
Comedy: David Brenner (lobby)



8:00 PM    
10:30 PM Burlington Coat Sale 9:00 AM



1/20/02 Sunday College Basketball: St. John's vs. Villanova 2:00 PM Comedy You Can't Refuse (lobby)          
Comedy You Can't Refuse (lobby)



7:00 PM    
10:00 PM Burlington Coat Sale 11:00 AM



1/21/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Charlotte 1:00 PM Burlington Coat Sale 9:00 AM
1/22/02 Tuesday Load-Out
1/23/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Boston 7:00 PM
1/24/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Phoenix 7:30 PM
1/25/02 Friday Rangers Skating Party 9:00 AM Load-In Rangers Skating Party 9:00 AM



1/26/02 Saturday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Washington                             
College Basketball: St. John's vs. Providence



1:00 PM     
9:00 PM Boxing: Mosley vs. Forrest 7:00 PM



1/27/02 Sunday Rangers Skating Party 9:00 AM Rangers Skating Party 9:00 AM
1/28/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Tampa Bay 7:00 PM Track Storage
1/29/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Philadelphia 7:30 PM Awards: Archer 6:30 PM Track Storage
1/30/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. NY Islanders 7:00 PM Track Storage
1/31/02 Thursday Load-In Track Storage



2/1/02 Friday Millrose Games 5:00 PM Comedy: Class Clowns (lobby)               
Comedy: Class Clowns (lobby)



8:00 PM    
11:00 PM Warmup Area N/A



2/2/02 Saturday Colgate Track 11:00 AM Warmup Area & Carnival N/A
2/3/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Miami 12:00 PM
2/4/02 Monday Ice Maintenance
2/5/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. LA Clippers 7:30 PM Load-In Load-In
2/6/02 Wednesday Dog Show Setup
2/7/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Atlanta 7:30 PM Family Show: Sesame Street 10:30 AM Dog Show Setup



2/8/02 Friday Dream Game                                                                     
Harlem Globetrotters



12:00 PM    
7:00 PM



Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM Dog Show Benching



2/9/02 Saturday College Basketball: St. John's vs. Connecticut 7:00 PM
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:30 PM



Dog Show Benching



2/10/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Pittsburgh 1:00 PM
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:30 PM



Dog Show Benching



2/11/02 Monday Dog Show 8:00 AM Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:00 AM   
2:00 PM Dog Show Benching



2/12/02 Tuesday Dog Show 8:00 AM Storage Dog Show Benching
2/13/02 Wednesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Toronto 7:30 PM Family Show: Sesame Street 10:30 AM Load-Out
2/14/02 Thursday Concert: Luis Miguel 8:00 PM Family Show: Sesame Street 10:30 AM
2/15/02 Friday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Detroit 7:30 PM Family Show: Sesame Street 10:30 AM



2/16/02 Saturday Concert: Concierto Del Amor 8:00 PM
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:30 PM



2/17/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Utah 7:00 PM
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:30 PM



2/18/02 Monday College Basketball: St. John's vs. Boston College 7:00 PM Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM



2/19/02 Tuesday Maintenance
2/20/02 Wednesday Maintenance
2/21/02 Thursday Maintenance
2/22/02 Friday Concert: Crosby, Stills, Nash & Young 8:00 PM
2/23/02 Saturday Concert: Crosby, Stills, Nash & Young 8:00 PM
2/24/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. LA Lakers 12:00 PM
2/25/02 Monday Ice Maintenance Load-In
2/26/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. New Jersey 7:00 PM NYS Bar Exam 9:00 AM
2/27/02 Wednesday College Basketball: St. John's vs. Notre Dame 7:30 PM NYS Bar Exam 9:00 AM
2/28/02 Thursday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Ottawa 7:00 PM
3/1/02 Friday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Seattle 7:30 PM Load-In



3/2/02 Saturday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Philadelphia                           
NYPD vs. FDNY



3:00 PM     
8:00 PM Teachers' Exam 8:30 AM



3/3/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. San Antonio 3:00 PM Knicks Kids' Day 1:00 PM
3/4/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Calgary 7:00 PM Load-In
3/5/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Milwaukee 7:30 PM Press



3/6/02 Wednesday College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader                      
College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader



12:00 PM    
7:00 PM Press



3/7/02 Thursday College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader                      
College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader



12:00 PM    
7:00 PM Press



3/8/02 Friday College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader 7:00 PM Concert: Beres Hammond 8:00 PM Press
3/9/02 Saturday College Basketball: Big East Championship 8:00 PM Press
3/10/02 Sunday
3/11/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Montreal 7:30 PM
3/12/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Philadelphia 7:30 PM
3/13/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Boston 8:00 PM
3/14/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Sacramento 7:30 PM
3/15/02 Friday Concert: Billy Joel & Elton John 7:30 PM



3/16/02 Saturday
PSAL                                                                                  
PSAL                                                                                  
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Cleveland



11:00 AM    
1:00 PM     
7:30 PM



3/17/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Detroit 3:00 PM



ARENA



Table 1: 2002 Madison Square Garden Events
THEATER (includes lobby) EXPO CENTER



Date Day of Week
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Event Start Time Event Start Time Event Start Time
ARENA



Table 1: 2002 Madison Square Garden Events
THEATER (includes lobby) EXPO CENTER



Date Day of Week
3/18/02 Monday Circus Stabling
3/19/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Vancouver 7:00 PM Circus Stabling
3/20/02 Wednesday Circus Stabling
3/21/02 Thursday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey 7:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/22/02 Friday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Atlanta



10:30 AM    
7:00 PM AFT Mayor's Circus N/A Circus Stabling



3/23/02 Saturday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Concert: El Vacilon 8:00 PM Circus Stabling



3/24/02 Sunday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



3/25/02 Monday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Denver



10:30 AM    
7:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/26/02 Tuesday College Basketball: NIT Doubleheader 7:00 PM Circus Stabling



3/27/02 Wednesday Graduation: NYPD                                                             
NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Philadelpia



11:00 AM    
8:00 PM Circus Stabling



3/28/02 Thursday College Basketball: NIT Doubleheader 6:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/29/02 Friday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Minnesota



12:00 PM    
7:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/30/02 Saturday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby)     
Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby)



8:00 PM    
10:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/31/02 Sunday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



4/1/02 Monday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Concert: Hot 97 8:00 PM Circus Stabling



4/2/02 Tuesday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Charlotte



12:00 PM    
8:00 PM Load-In Circus Stabling



4/3/02 Wednesday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



12:00 PM    
7:30 PM Press Conference 12:00 PM Circus Stabling



4/4/02 Thursday Basketball: McDonald's Games                                         
Basketball: McDonald's Games



5:00 PM     
8:00 PM Circus Stabling



4/5/02 Friday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



4/6/02 Saturday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



4/7/02 Sunday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



4/8/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Pittsburgh 7:00 PM Clean



4/9/02 Tuesday Dream Game                                                                     
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Orlando



1:00 PM     
7:30 PM Comedy: KISS-FM (lobby) 8:00 PM Clean



4/10/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Toronto 7:00 PM Load-In Clean
4/11/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Chicago 7:30 PM Boxing: Golden Gloves 7:30 PM Clean
4/12/02 Friday Concert: Luis Miguel 8:00 PM Boxing: Golden Gloves 7:30 PM
4/13/02 Saturday Ice Show: Target Stars on Ice 8:00 PM Load-In
4/14/02 Sunday Load-In
4/15/02 Monday Load-In
4/16/02 Tuesday Load-In
4/17/02 Wednesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. New Jersey 7:30 PM Meeting: Coca-Cola Shareholders 9:30 AM
4/18/02 Thursday Load-In
4/19/02 Friday Load-In
4/20/02 Saturday Concert: Hola New York 8:00 PM NFL Draft 12:00 PM
4/21/02 Sunday NFL Draft 12:00 PM
4/22/02 Monday Load-In
4/23/02 Tuesday Comedy: KISS-FM (lobby) 8:00 PM Job Fair 11:00 AM
4/24/02 Wednesday Load-In
4/25/02 Thursday Destinations Showcase 12:00 PM
4/26/02 Friday Concert: Paul McCartney 8:00 PM Load-In



4/27/02 Saturday Concert: Paul McCartney 8:00 PM CPR Seminar (lobby)                              
Boxing: McCline vs. Briggs



9:00 AM    
6:30 PM



4/28/02 Sunday
4/29/02 Monday Liberty Media Day 10:00 AM
4/30/02 Tuesday
5/1/02 Wednesday Religious: Bountiful Blessings 7:00 PM



5/2/02 Thursday Religious: Bountiful Blessings                 
Religious: Bountiful Blessings



11:00 AM   
7:00 PM Load-In



5/3/02 Friday Religious: Bountiful Blessings                 
Religious: Bountiful Blessings



11:00 AM   
7:00 PM Load-In



5/4/02 Saturday Storage
5/5/02 Sunday Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
5/6/02 Monday Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
5/7/02 Tuesday Comedy: KISS-FM (lobby) 8:00 PM Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
5/8/02 Wednesday Load-In Load-Out
5/9/02 Thursday Meeting: Regional Coke 10:00 AM
5/10/02 Friday Concert: Kid Rock 8:00 PM Load-In Set-Up
5/11/02 Saturday Load-In Teachers' Exam 8:30 AM
5/12/02 Sunday Load-In
5/13/02 Monday Load-In
5/14/02 Tuesday Load-In
5/15/02 Wednesday Load-In
5/16/02 Thursday Set-Up UPN Event 10:30 AM Set-Up
5/17/02 Friday Emmys Dinner 5:30 PM Awards: Daytime Emmys 9:00 PM Emmys Dinner 5:30 PM
5/18/02 Saturday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Houston (preseason) 4:00 PM Load-Out Local 3 Elections 6:00 AM
5/19/02 Sunday
5/20/02 Monday Liberty Open Practice 7:00 PM Graduation: NYU Law 10:30 AM Court Repair
5/21/02 Tuesday Comedy: KISS-FM (lobby) 8:00 PM Court Repair
5/22/02 Wednesday Graduation: New School 3:00 PM Court Repair
5/23/02 Thursday Graduation: Yeshiva 11:00 AM Court Repair
5/24/02 Friday Graduation: College of Dentistry 10:30 AM Court Repair
5/25/02 Saturday Concert: Latin Show 8:00 PM Comedy: Eddie Griffin 8:00 PM Court Repair
5/26/02 Sunday Religious: Yogeshwar 3:00 PM Religious: Yogeshwar N/A Court Repair
5/27/02 Monday Court Repair
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Date Day of Week
5/28/02 Tuesday Concert: Dave Mathews 7:30 PM Court Repair



5/29/02 Wednesday Concert: Dave Mathews 7:30 PM Graduation: Baruch                                 
Graduation: Baruch



11:00 AM   
3:30 PM Court Repair



5/30/02 Thursday Graduation: John Jay 10:30 AM Court Repair
5/31/02 Friday Concert: Blink 182 & Green Day 7:30 PM Graduation: BMCC 11:30 AM Court Repair
6/1/02 Saturday Court Repair
6/2/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Miami 12:00 PM Court Repair
6/3/02 Monday Graduation: NYC Tech 1:00 PM Court Repair
6/4/02 Tuesday Meeting (lobby) 10:00 AM Court Repair
6/5/02 Wednesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Detroit 7:30 PM Court Repair
6/6/02 Thursday Court Repair
6/7/02 Friday Court Repair



6/8/02 Saturday Comedy: Chuck Nice                               
Comedy: Chuck Nice



8:00 PM    
10:30 PM Court Repair



6/9/02 Sunday Court Repair
6/10/02 Monday Court Repair
6/11/02 Tuesday Meeting: Port Authority 10:00 AM Court Repair
6/12/02 Wednesday Court Repair
6/13/02 Thursday Concert: Andrea Bocelli 8:00 PM Comedy: Grrl Genius Night (lobby) 8:00 PM Court Repair
6/14/02 Friday Comedy Forum (lobby) N/A Court Repair
6/15/02 Saturday Court Repair
6/16/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Charlotte 2:00 PM Court Repair
6/17/02 Monday Dream Game 5:00 PM Court Repair
6/18/02 Tuesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Orlando 7:30 PM Court Repair
6/19/02 Wednesday Dinner (lobby) 5:30 PM Court Repair
6/20/02 Thursday Graduation: Edward R. Murrow 6:30 PM Court Repair
6/21/02 Friday Concert: Incubus 8:00 PM Court Repair
6/22/02 Saturday Concert: Latin Concert 8:00 PM Court Repair
6/23/02 Sunday Court Repair
6/24/02 Monday Concert: Korn 8:00 PM Load-In Court Repair
6/25/02 Tuesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Indiana 7:30 PM Load-In Court Repair
6/26/02 Wednesday Concert: Cher 8:00 PM NBA Draft 7:00 PM Court Repair
6/27/02 Thursday Concert: Cher 8:00 PM Graduation (lobby) 11:00 AM Load-In
6/28/02 Friday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Cleveland 7:30 PM Comic & Fantasy Expo 3:00 PM
6/29/02 Saturday Wrestling: WWE RAW 8:00 PM Comic & Fantasy Expo 10:00 AM
6/30/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Portland 4:00 PM Comic & Fantasy Expo 10:00 AM
7/1/02 Monday Film Shoot 12:00 PM Film Shoot 8:00 AM Load-Out
7/2/02 Tuesday
7/3/02 Wednesday
7/4/02 Thursday
7/5/02 Friday
7/6/02 Saturday
7/7/02 Sunday
7/8/02 Monday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Phoenix 7:30 PM Load-In
7/9/02 Tuesday Load-In
7/10/02 Wednesday Load-In
7/11/02 Thursday N/A 9:45 AM
7/12/02 Friday Concert: Marc Anthony 7:30 PM Load-In
7/13/02 Saturday Tampax Tour 1:00 PM Tour Exhibit 3:00 PM
7/14/02 Sunday Concert: Chayanne 8:00 PM
7/15/02 Monday
7/16/02 Tuesday
7/17/02 Wednesday
7/18/02 Thursday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Los Angeles 8:00 PM Blood Drive (lobby) 9:00 AM
7/19/02 Friday
7/20/02 Saturday Concert: PA Colombia 7:30 PM Teachers' Exam 8:30 AM
7/21/02 Sunday



7/22/02 Monday Dream Game                                                                     
WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Cleveland



1:00 PM     
7:30 PM



7/23/02 Tuesday Load-In Load-In
7/24/02 Wednesday Load-In Load-In



7/25/02 Thursday
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar



9:30 AM     
2:00 PM     
7:00 PM



Religious: Creflo Dollar N/A



7/26/02 Friday
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar



9:30 AM     
2:00 PM     
7:00 PM



Religious: Creflo Dollar N/A



7/27/02 Saturday
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar



9:30 AM     
2:00 PM     
7:00 PM



Religious: Creflo Dollar N/A



7/28/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Houston 2:00 PM



7/29/02 Monday
Dream Games                                                                   
Dream Games                                                                   
Dream Games



1:00 PM     
6:00 PM     
8:00 PM



7/30/02 Tuesday Liberty Open Practice 7:00 PM Storage
7/31/02 Wednesday Concert: The Who 7:30 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Storage
8/1/02 Thursday Concert: The Who 7:30 PM Storage
8/2/02 Friday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Miami 7:30 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Storage
8/3/02 Saturday Concert: The Who 7:30 PM Storage
8/4/02 Sunday Concert: The Who 7:30 PM Storage
8/5/02 Monday
8/6/02 Tuesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Minnesota 7:30 PM
8/7/02 Wednesday Concert: Lil Bow Wow 7:30 PM
8/8/02 Thursday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Washington 7:30 PM
8/9/02 Friday
8/10/02 Saturday Wedding Expo 11:00 AM
8/11/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Charlotte 4:00 PM
8/12/02 Monday Concert: Bruce Springsteen 7:30 PM Storage
8/13/02 Tuesday Knicks City Dancer Auditions N/A Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
8/14/02 Wednesday Knicks City Dancer Auditions N/A Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
8/15/02 Thursday
8/16/02 Friday Avon Launch N/A
8/17/02 Saturday
8/18/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Indiana (playoffs) 12:00 PM
8/19/02 Monday
8/20/02 Tuesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Indiana (playoffs) 8:00 PM
8/21/02 Wednesday
8/22/02 Thursday Teacher's Seminar 9:00 AM Teacher's Exhibits 12:00 PM



A-96











Event Start Time Event Start Time Event Start Time
ARENA



Table 1: 2002 Madison Square Garden Events
THEATER (includes lobby) EXPO CENTER



Date Day of Week
8/23/02 Friday
8/24/02 Saturday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Washington (playoffs) 8:00 PM
8/25/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Washington (playoffs) 7:00 PM
8/26/02 Monday Wrestling: WWE RAW 7:45 PM
8/27/02 Tuesday
8/28/02 Wednesday
8/29/02 Thursday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Los Angeles (playoffs) 7:30 PM
8/30/02 Friday Concert: Carribean Concert 7:00 PM
8/31/02 Saturday
9/1/02 Sunday
9/2/02 Monday
9/3/02 Tuesday
9/4/02 Wednesday
9/5/02 Thursday
9/6/02 Friday
9/7/02 Saturday Concert: Salsa Fest 8:00 PM
9/8/02 Sunday
9/9/02 Monday Load-In
9/10/02 Tuesday Load-In Job Fair 11:00 AM
9/11/02 Wednesday Day of Hope and Healing 7:00 PM Holding Area
9/12/02 Thursday
9/13/02 Friday Load-In Set-up
9/14/02 Saturday Religious: 7th Day Adventists 9:30 AM Religious: Adventists' Luncheon 1:30 PM
9/15/02 Sunday Ice Maintenance
9/16/02 Monday Ice Maintenance
9/17/02 Tuesday Basketball: Wheelchair Basketball Classic 7:00 PM
9/18/02 Wednesday Ice Maintenance
9/19/02 Thursday Load-In Season Opener (lobby) 5:30 PM
9/20/02 Friday Ice Show: Stars, Stripes & Skates 8:00 PM Load-In
9/21/02 Saturday Concert: Viva Mexico 7:30 PM Fannie Mae Home Fair 10:00 AM
9/22/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Philadelphia (preseason) 5:00 PM
9/23/02 Monday Concert: Billy Joel & Elton John 7:30 PM
9/24/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. New Jersey (preseason) 7:00 PM Graduation: LaGuardia 10:30 AM
9/25/02 Wednesday Load-In Storage
9/26/02 Thursday Concert: Rolling Stones 8:00 PM Storage
9/27/02 Friday Concert: Enrique Iglesias 8:00 PM Load-In
9/28/02 Saturday Comedy: Vacilon 69 8:00 PM
9/29/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Boston (preseason) 5:00 PM
9/30/02 Monday Load-In
10/1/02 Tuesday Concert: One Night With Light 8:00 PM
10/2/02 Wednesday
10/3/02 Thursday
10/4/02 Friday
10/5/02 Saturday Concert: Marc Anthony & Carlos Vives 8:00 PM
10/6/02 Sunday Concert: Radio Jesus 3:00 PM
10/7/02 Monday Set-Up
10/8/02 Tuesday Concert: Music to My Ears 7:30 PM Storage
10/9/02 Wednesday Set-Up Employee Dinner (lobby) 5:30 PM
10/10/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. San Antonio (preseason) 7:30 PM Load-In
10/11/02 Friday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Montreal 7:00 PM Load-In



10/12/02 Saturday FDNY Memorial                                                                 
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Phoenix (preseason)



10:00 AM    
7:30 PM Bar Mitzvah (lobby) 8:00 PM Load-In



10/13/02 Sunday Girl Scouts' Anniversary 2:00 PM Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
10/14/02 Monday Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
10/15/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Toronto 7:00 PM Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
10/16/02 Wednesday Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Load-Out
10/17/02 Thursday Concert: Cher 8:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Storage
10/18/02 Friday Concert: Cher 8:00 PM Comedy: Dave Chappelle 8:00 PM Storage
10/19/02 Saturday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Nashville 7:00 PM Concert: Rock & Roll Revival 7:30 PM
10/20/02 Sunday Concert: Vicente & Alejandro Fernandez 7:00 PM Bar Mitzvah (lobby) 12:00 PM
10/21/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Tampa Bay 7:00 PM
10/22/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Utah (preseason) 7:30 PM Learning Annex 6:30 PM
10/23/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Washington 7:00 PM Big East Media Day (lobby) 9:30 AM
10/24/02 Thursday Concert: Rush 8:00 PM Awards: AFB (lobby) 5:30 PM
10/25/02 Friday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Los Angeles 7:00 PM Religious: Church of Christ 7:00 PM



10/26/02 Saturday
Religious: Church of Christ                     
Religious: Church of Christ                     
Religious: Church of Christ



9:00 AM    
2:00 PM    
7:00 PM



10/27/02 Sunday Religious: Church of Christ 3:00 PM
10/28/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Phoenix 7:00 PM Concert: Mana 8:00 PM
10/29/02 Tuesday
10/30/02 Wednesday
10/31/02 Thursday
11/1/02 Friday Concert: Hopeville Tour 8:00 PM
11/2/02 Saturday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Boston 7:30 PM Comedy: J. Anthony Brown 7:30 PM
11/3/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. St. Louis 5:00 PM
11/4/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Milwaukee 7:30 PM
11/5/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Edmonton 7:00 PM
11/6/02 Wednesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Sacramento 7:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
11/7/02 Thursday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Calgary 7:00 PM Load-In
11/8/02 Friday Basketball: St. John's vs. Harlem Globetrotters 7:30 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
11/9/02 Saturday Concert: Hispanos Unidos 8:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
11/10/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. New Orleans 4:00 PM Load-In
11/11/02 Monday Concert: Bob Dylan 8:00 PM Load-In Storage
11/12/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Utah 7:30 PM Load-In Storage
11/13/02 Wednesday Concert: Bob Dylan 8:00 PM Load-In Storage
11/14/02 Thursday College Basketball: AT&T Doubleheader 7:00 PM Load-In
11/15/02 Friday College Basketball: AT&T Doubleheader 6:30 PM Load-In
11/16/02 Saturday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Philadelphia 1:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 9:00 PM Storage
11/17/02 Sunday Wrestling: WWE Survivor Series 7:45 PM Load-In Storage
11/18/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Detroit 7:30 PM Load-In
11/19/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Anaheim 7:00 PM Load-In
11/20/02 Wednesday Concert: Shakira 9:00 PM Load-In Storage
11/21/02 Thursday Concert: Peter Gabriel 8:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Storage
11/22/02 Friday Load-In
11/23/02 Saturday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. NY Islanders 1:00 PM Rehearsal
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Date Day of Week
11/24/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Minnesota 7:00 PM Rehearsal
11/25/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Carolina 7:00 PM Rehearsal
11/26/02 Tuesday Concert: The Other Ones 7:30 PM Rehearsal Storage
11/27/02 Wednesday College Basketball: NIT Doubleheader 7:00 PM Rehearsal
11/28/02 Thursday



11/29/02 Friday College Basketball: NIT Doubleheader 6:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



1:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



11/30/02 Saturday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. New Orleans 1:00 PM



Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



12/1/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Tampa Bay 1:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/2/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Cleveland 7:30 PM
12/3/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Columbus 7:00 PM



12/4/02 Wednesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Orlando 7:30 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



2:00 PM    
7:30 PM



12/5/02 Thursday Concert: Guns & Roses 7:30 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
7:30 PM Storage



12/6/02 Friday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Buffalo 7:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Load-In



12/7/02 Saturday College Basketball Tripleheader 12:00 PM



Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Teachers' Exam 8:30 AM



12/8/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Boston 1:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/9/02 Monday Concert: KISS-FM R&B Jam 7:00 PM Storage
12/10/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Seattle 7:30 PM



12/11/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Chicago 8:00 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



2:00 PM    
7:30 PM Storage



12/12/02 Thursday Concert: Z-100 Jingle Ball 7:00 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
7:30 PM Storage



12/13/02 Friday Concert: Tom Petty 7:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Storage



12/14/02 Saturday College Basketball Doubleheader                                 
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Boston



12:00 PM    
7:30 PM



Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



12/15/02 Sunday
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/16/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. San Jose 7:00 PM
12/17/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. New Jersey 7:30 PM



12/18/02 Wednesday Concert: WKTU's Miracle on 34th Street 7:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
7:30 PM



Storage



12/19/02 Thursday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Montreal 7:00 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
7:30 PM



12/20/02 Friday Concert: Dave Mathews 7:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Storage



12/21/02 Saturday Concert: Dave Mathews 7:30 PM



Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Storage



12/22/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Miami 7:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/23/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. New Jersey 7:00 PM Set-Up
12/24/02 Tuesday Set-Up
12/25/02 Wednesday Musical: A Christmas Carol 2:00 PM Day of Giving Dinner 2:00 PM



12/26/02 Thursday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Pittsburgh 7:00 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/27/02 Friday College Basketball: Holiday Festival Doubleheader 6:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/28/02 Saturday College Basketball: Holiday Festival Doubleheader 3:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



12/29/02 Sunday
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/30/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. San Antonio 7:30 PM
12/31/02 Tuesday Concert: Phish 8:00 PM Storage



Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003.



Color Key:
Dark Day (includes loading, unloading, and/or storage activities)
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performances). Over the course of the year, 141 
dark days occurred at the arena (109 on weekdays, 13 on Saturdays, and 19 on Sundays). 
 
Table 1 also illustrates the pattern in the scheduling of events held at the theater and expo 
center. Out of the 177 events held at the theater in 2002, 83 involved performances of “Sesame 
Street Live” and “A Christmas Carol”, two productions that primarily occurred during the months 
of February and December, respectively. Multiple performances of these shows (typically three) 
were usually held on the same day. For this reason, there were only 120 days on which events 
where scheduled (there were 39 days on which multiple events were held – 22 of these involved 
performances of “A Christmas Carol”). Over the course of the year, there were 245 days on 
which there was no event at the theater (178 of the dark days were on weekdays, 27 were on 
Saturdays, and 40 were on Sundays). As shown in Table 1, when compared to the arena and 
theater, there were relatively few public events held at the expo center over the course of the 
entire year (there were only 38 days with events). 
 
Arena events in 2002 were tabulated by event type based on the schedule shown in Table 1 
and additionally sorted by weekdays, Saturdays, and Sundays. Table 2 shows that the majority 
of weekday events involve basketball games, hockey games, concerts, and circus 
performances; the pattern of events on Sundays is more pronounced and primarily involves 
basketball and hockey games. Most of the weekend concerts tended to occur on Saturdays.4  
 



Table 2: Distribution of 2002 MSG Arena Events 
Event Type Weekday Saturday Sunday Total 
Basketball (College) 13 7 1 21 
Basketball (NBA) 29 8 7 44 
Basketball (Other) 5 0 0 5 
Basketball (WNBA) 12 2 7 21 
Circus 14 9 9 32 
Concert 38 13 3 54 
Dog Show 2 0 0 2 
Graduation 2 0 0 2 
Ice Show 1 2 0 3 
Hockey (NHL) 32 4 7 43 
Other 15 4 2 21 
Religious 6 3 2 11 
Track 1 1 0 2 
Wrestling 3 1 1 5 
Totals 173 54 39 266 



    Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
 
Table 3 provides a similar tabulation of 2002 events held in the theater, which is also sorted by 
weekdays, Saturdays, and Sundays. This table indicates that nearly half of all theater events 
involved performances of “Sesame Street Live” (categorized as a family show) or “A Christmas 
Carol” (categorized as a musical). Although there were a significant amount of comedy events 
(34), many of these were competitions that took place in the theater lobby (which has a smaller 
seating capacity of approximately 500-600). A review of Table 3 shows that there were 
substantially fewer events at the theater on Sundays (26) compared to Saturdays (49) and that 
approximately 80% of the Sunday events involved performances of the family show or musical. 



                                                 
4 Although there were a total of 9 Sunday circus performances, these occurred over a period of 3 Sundays (multiple 
shows were held on each date). 
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Table 3: Distribution of 2002 MSG Theater Events 
Event Type Weekday Saturday Sunday Total 
Awards 3 0 0 3 
Boxing 2 2 0 4 
Comedy 22 10 2 34 
Concert 5 3 1 9 
Draft 1 1 1 3 
Family Show 10 6 6 22 
Graduation 11 0 0 11 
Meeting 4 0 0 4 
Musical 27 19 15 61 
Other 12 4 0 16 
Religious 5 4 1 10 
Totals 102 49 26 177 



     Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
 
Table 4 shows the distribution of arena and theater events that were held on the same day at 
MSG in 2002 and compares their differences in start times. Events with overlapping arrival 
periods were assumed to include all events with differences in start times of less than one hour. 
As shown in Table 4, there were overlaps on slightly less than half of the weekdays when 
events were held at the two venues. A review of these events indicates that approximately half 
of these overlaps involve events in the theater lobby. As shown in Table 4, there were no 
overlapping events on Sundays since all events had differences in start times of one hour or 
greater.  
 



Table 4: Relationship between 2002 Arena and Theater Events Held On Same Day 
Difference in Start Times 



Day of Week Same ½ Hour  1 Hour  > 1 Hour  
Total 



Events 
Weekday 10 10 7 25 52 
Saturday 3 6 5 6 20 
Sunday 0 0 3 4 7 
Totals 13 16 15 35 79 



            Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
 
Existing Attendance Patterns 
Table 5 presents detailed data about the major types of arena events (concerts, NBA 
basketball, WNBA basketball, college basketball, NHL hockey, and the circus). This table 
includes typical event durations, attendance capacities, and existing 85th percentile 
attendances.5 Although both the New York Knicks and New York Rangers currently tend to sell 
out many of their games, the Knicks games have the highest 85th percentile attendance out of 
all events. As shown in Table 5, the 85th percentile attendances at WNBA basketball games and 
circus performances are significantly lower compared to the other major events; for this reason 
a WNBA basketball game or circus performance would not be expected to constitute the 
reasonable worst-case scenario for the analysis of transportation-related impacts. According to 
Madison Square Garden management, although concert attendance varies, a significant 



                                                 
5 85th percentile attendances will be used to develop a reasonable worst-case scenario that would occur with enough 
frequency to warrant consideration for analysis. 
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number of concerts sell out every year. 
Therefore, the events that have the highest 85th percentile attendances involve NBA basketball 
games, concerts, and NHL hockey games. 
 



Table 5: Existing Arena Capacity and Approximate Duration of Events 
85th Percentile Attendances 



Event Type 
Typical 



Duration1 
Attendance 
Capacity2 Overall Weekday Weekend 



Concert 3+ hours 20,629 17,977 18,301 16,476 
NBA Basketball 2 ½ hours 20,024 19,0233 
WNBA Basketball 2 hours 20,024 11,605 11,221 12,126 
College Basketball 2 hours 20,024 16,012 14,389 16,167 
NHL Hockey 2 ¾ hours 18,295 17,3803 
Circus 2 ½ hours 18,295 13,687 13,686 13,062 
Sources: Madison Square Garden and Sam Schwartz LLC, 2003. 
Notes: (1) Listed durations are minimum times and do not include overtime or unexpected delays. (2) Includes 
seats and suites. (3) Most of these events are sold out; Sam Schwartz LLC estimates indicate that actual 
attendances range between 95% and 100% of capacity. 



  
Travel Surveys 
To establish the existing travel patterns of MSG attendees, travel surveys conducted by Vollmer 
Associates in the fall of 1987 were utilized.6 These surveys included interviews to determine 
modes of travel specific to the origins of attendees at the following three weeknight events: 



 Cars Concert (Thursday, October 29, 1987 @ 8:00 pm); 
 New York Knicks vs. Boston Celtics (Monday, November 9, 1987 @ 7:30 pm); and  
 New York Rangers vs. New Jersey Devils (Tuesday, November 10, 1987 @ 7:30 pm). 



 
Additional surveys at MSG were conducted by Sam Schwartz LLC in the spring of 2003.7 These 
surveys were used to determine temporal distributions, vehicle occupancies, and to 
approximate variations in travel patterns between a weekday and a Sunday sports event. 
Events that were surveyed included: 



 New York Knicks vs. Milwaukee Bucks (Sunday, March 16, 2003 @ 7:00 pm); 
 New York Knicks vs. Toronto Raptors (Monday, March 24, 2003 @ 7:30 pm); 
 New York Knicks vs. New Jersey Nets (Friday, March 28, 2003 @ 8:00 pm); 
 New York Rangers vs. Pittsburgh Penguins (Wednesday, March 26, 2003 @ 7:30 pm); 
 New York Rangers vs. New Jersey Devils (Friday, April 4, 2003 @ 7:30 pm); and 
 Red Hot Chili Peppers Concert (Tuesday, May 20, 2003 @ 8:00 pm). 



 
Trip Origins 
A comparison of trip origins from the three weeknight events surveyed (concert, Rangers game, 
and Knicks game) is presented in Table 6. The table also includes an average distribution of 
origins for the weeknight sports events and a projected distribution of origins for Sunday sports 
events. As shown in the table, the percentage of Manhattan origins is highest for the weeknight 
sports events; this variation is likely attributed to the large percentage of attendees that go to 
these types of MSG events directly from work in Manhattan. 
 
 
 
 



                                                 
6Technical Memorandum A-4, Madison Square Garden Attendance Profile, Vollmer Associates, 1987. 
7Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, Sam Schwartz LLC, August 26, 2003. 
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Table 6: Trip Origins of MSG Attendees 



Region 
Weeknight 



Concert 



Weeknight 
Rangers 



Game 



Weeknight 
Knicks 
Game 



Weeknight 
Sports 



Average 



Sunday 
Sports 
Event1 



Staten Island 2.7% 1.7% 1.6% 1.6% 0.5% 
Manhattan 20.8% 34.8% 38.8% 36.8% 30.3% 
Brooklyn 11.6% 7.2% 8.2% 7.7% 9.8% 
Bronx 4.6% 2.6% 3.7% 3.2% 2.3% 
Queens 14.0% 8.3% 11.8% 10.1% 11.6% 
Long Island 15.4% 13.2% 9.0% 11.1% 12.7% 
Westchester 14.2% 5.7% 4.6% 5.1% 7.1% 
Rockland 0.8% 1.1% 7.4% 4.3% 4.3% 
New Jersey 13.9% 22.1% 9.6% 15.7% 17.0% 
Connecticut 1.9% 3.2% 5.4% 4.3% 4.3% 
Sources: Vollmer Associates, 1987. 
Notes: (1) Estimated based on weeknight sports average using Sam Schwartz LLC surveys. (2) Sum of origins 
do not total 100% due to rounding. 



    
Existing and Projected Modal Splits 
In order to develop trip assignments specific for each mode of travel, modal splits expanded to a 
regional basis will be utilized. Table 7 shows modal splits by region for a weeknight concert, a 
weeknight sports event, and a Sunday sports event. The table also includes the weighted 
average modal splits, which were calculated by applying the respective trip origins (listed in 
Table 6) to the regional modal splits. The results show that overall auto usage is consistent for 
weeknight events (31.7% for the concert and 33.7% for the sports events) and is higher (48.4%) 
for a Sunday sports event. In contrast, overall transit usage is highest for a weeknight concert 
(51.8%) and lowest for a Sunday sports event (34.8%). 
 
In order to account for a potential relocation of Madison Square Garden to a location one and a 
half blocks west of its existing location, auto and taxi modal splits were increased by 7.5% and 
5%, respectively, to account for a reduced access to transit services. This is similar to the 
methodology that was used to develop modal split assumptions for sports events at the 
proposed nearby multi-use facility based the existing MSG travel surveys8. The resulting modal 
splits are shown in Table 8. It is anticipated that given the existing and projected location of 
MSG, the existing and projected modal splits would be affected by neither the No. 7 subway 
extension nor the LIRR East Side Access project. 
 
Temporal Distributions 
Table 9 shows the results of the temporal distributions obtained from the MSG door counts. 
Based on the results of these surveys, it will be assumed that approximately 75% percent of 
arrivals to sports events9 and 50% of arrivals to concerts would occur during the peak hour. 
Compared to sports events, the temporal distributions of concert events tend to exhibit less 
pronounced peaking characteristics because there are usually opening acts before the 
headliner band and a significant amount of attendees typically arrive after the concert begins. 



                                                 
8 It was assumed that arena events at the proposed multi-use facility location would have increases in auto and taxi 
splits of 15% and 10%, respectively. Since MSG would be relocated to a site approximately halfway between Penn 
Station and the proposed multi-use facility, the increases in auto/taxi modal splits were assumed to 50% of what was 
assumed for the proposed multi-use facility. 
9 To provide for a conservative analysis, data from the March 16, 2003 and March 28, 2003 New York Knicks games 
were excluded due to their lower peak hour temporal distributions. 
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Staten Island 72% 10% 0% 0% 0% 18% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 12% 28% 1% 21% 4% 34% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 44% 3% 1% 0% 0% 52% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 46% 9% 0% 3% 3% 39% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 49% 1% 2% 1% 0% 37% 10% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 22% 2% 2% 0% 0% 2% 72% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 18% 8% 0% 8% 60% 6% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 83% 0% 0% 0% 17% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 42% 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 0% 35% 16% 100%
Connecticut 39% 5% 0% 34% 0% 22% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 31.7% 8.7% 1.1% 6.7% 9.8% 22.4% 12.5% 4.9% 2.2% 100.0%
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Staten Island 80% 4% 6% 0% 2% 10% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 13% 17% 4% 24% 2% 42% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 58% 1% 0% 0% 1% 41% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 48% 2% 0% 0% 4% 47% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 42% 3% 1% 1% 1% 45% 9% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 25% 0% 1% 1% 0% 4% 70% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 52% 7% 0% 9% 19% 14% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 46% 0% 0% 5% 50% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 54% 3% 0% 2% 5% 2% 1% 25% 9% 100%
Connecticut 44% 9% 4% 8% 20% 17% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 33.7% 7.9% 1.7% 10.2% 5.6% 26.9% 8.7% 3.9% 1.4% 100.0%
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Staten Island 92% 1% 1% 0% 1% 5% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 19% 22% 4% 19% 1% 34% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 56% 1% 0% 0% 1% 42% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 41% 2% 0% 0% 4% 53% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 61% 3% 1% 1% 1% 29% 6% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 38% 0% 1% 0% 0% 3% 57% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 83% 7% 0% 2% 5% 3% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 58% 0% 0% 4% 38% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 76% 3% 0% 1% 2% 1% 0% 12% 4% 100%
Connecticut 55% 9% 4% 6% 14% 12% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 48.4% 8.4% 1.7% 6.6% 3.6% 20.5% 8.0% 2.0% 0.7% 100.0%
Source: Vollmer Associates, 1987.
Note: Sunday modal splits estimated based on weeknight sports average using Sam Schwartz LLC surveys (2003).



SUNDAY SPORTS EVENT



WEEKNIGHT CONCERT



Table 7: Existing Arrival Modal Splits By Region
(Without MSG Relocation)



WEEKNIGHT SPORTS EVENT
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Staten Island 77% 11% 0% 0% 0% 12% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 13% 29% 1% 20% 4% 33% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 47% 3% 1% 0% 0% 49% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 49% 9% 0% 3% 3% 36% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 53% 1% 2% 1% 0% 34% 9% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 24% 2% 2% 0% 0% 2% 70% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 19% 8% 0% 8% 59% 6% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 89% 0% 0% 0% 11% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 45% 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 0% 33% 15% 100%
Connecticut 42% 5% 0% 32% 0% 21% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 34.1% 9.1% 1.1% 6.4% 9.5% 21.0% 12.1% 4.6% 2.1% 100.0%
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Staten Island 85% 4% 6% 0% 1% 4% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 13% 18% 4% 23% 1% 41% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 62% 1% 0% 0% 0% 37% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 52% 2% 0% 0% 3% 43% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 45% 3% 1% 1% 1% 42% 8% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 27% 0% 1% 0% 0% 4% 68% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 55% 7% 0% 8% 17% 12% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 49% 0% 0% 5% 46% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 58% 3% 0% 2% 5% 2% 0% 23% 8% 100%
Connecticut 47% 9% 4% 7% 18% 15% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 36.2% 8.3% 1.8% 9.8% 5.1% 25.5% 8.4% 3.6% 1.3% 100.0%
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Staten Island 95% 1% 1% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 21% 23% 5% 18% 1% 32% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 61% 1% 0% 0% 0% 38% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 44% 2% 0% 0% 4% 50% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 65% 3% 1% 1% 1% 25% 5% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 41% 0% 1% 0% 0% 3% 54% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 89% 7% 0% 1% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 62% 0% 0% 3% 34% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 82% 3% 0% 1% 2% 1% 0% 9% 3% 100%
Connecticut 59% 9% 4% 5% 12% 10% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 52.0% 8.8% 1.8% 6.1% 3.0% 18.7% 7.6% 1.5% 0.5% 100.0%
Source: Vollmer Associates, 1987.



SUNDAY SPORTS EVENT



WEEKNIGHT CONCERT



Table 8: Projected Arrival Modal Splits By Region
(With MSG Relocation)



WEEKNIGHT SPORTS EVENT



A-100











Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent
6:00 PM - 6:15 PM 6:00 PM - 6:15 PM
6:15 PM - 6:30 PM 1 0% 6:15 PM - 6:30 PM
6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 326 2% 6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 61 0%
6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 2,200 16% 6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 2,234 13%
7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 1,685 12% 7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 1,911 11%
7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 2,646 19% 7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 3,403 20%
7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 3,320 24% 7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 4,258 25%
7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 2,194 16% 7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 2,753 16%
8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 873 6% 8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 1,501 9%
8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 319 2% 8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 611 4%
8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 178 1% 8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 321 2%
8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 8:45 PM - 9:00 PM
9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 9:00 PM - 9:15 PM
9:15 PM - 9:30 PM 9:15 PM - 9:30 PM
9:30 PM - 9:45 PM 9:30 PM - 9:45 PM



13,742 100% 17,053 100%



Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent
6:00 PM - 6:15 PM 1 0% 6:00 PM - 6:15 PM
6:15 PM - 6:30 PM 1 0% 6:15 PM - 6:30 PM
6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 178 1% 6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 6,106 28%
6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 1,152 9% 6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 86 0%
7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 1,362 10% 7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 327 1%
7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 2,471 19% 7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 1,910 9%
7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 2,985 23% 7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 2,092 9%
7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 2,634 20% 7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 3,016 14%
8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 1,204 9% 8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 3,791 17%
8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 606 5% 8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 2,703 12%
8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 324 2% 8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 1,147 5%
8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 132 1% 8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 558 3%
9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 63 0% 9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 208 1%
9:15 PM - 9:30 PM 9:15 PM - 9:30 PM 121 1%
9:30 PM - 9:45 PM 9:30 PM - 9:45 PM



13,113 100% 22,065 100%



Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent
5:30 PM - 5:45 PM 8,330 38% 6:00 PM - 6:15 PM
5:45 PM - 6:00 PM 75 0% 6:15 PM - 6:30 PM
6:00 PM - 6:15 PM 102 0% 6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 16 0%
6:15 PM - 6:30 PM 1,288 6% 6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 561 4%
6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 1,492 7% 7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 446 3%
6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 2,706 12% 7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 1,044 7%
7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 3,436 16% 7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 1,639 11%
7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 2,445 11% 7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 2,036 13%
7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 1,119 5% 8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 1,850 12%
7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 562 3% 8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 1,857 12%
8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 271 1% 8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 1,929 13%
8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 163 1% 8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 1,403 9%
8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 57 0% 9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 1,149 7%
8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 9:15 PM - 9:30 PM 862 6%
9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 9:30 PM - 9:45 PM 599 4%



22,046 100% 15,391 100%



Source: Sam Schwartz LLC, 2003.
Note: Event start times are indicated by shading.



10,079 46% 7,672 50%(6:30-7:30 PM) (7:45-8:45 PM)



9,845 72%



9,452 72%



Peak Hour Peak Hour



(7:00-8:00 PM) (7:00-8:00 PM)



Table 9: Temporal Distribution of MSG Attendees



New York Rangers New York Rangers



New York Knicks New York Knicks



Peak Hour Peak Hour 72%12,325



(7:30-8:00 PM)



Time Period Time Period



Totals Totals



Red Hot Chili Peppers



Time Period



Totals Totals



Sunday, March 16, 2003 Tuesday, May 20, 2003
New York Knicks



Peak Hour Peak Hour 11,602(7:00-8:00 PM) 53%



Time Period



Totals



Wednesday, March 26, 2003 Friday, April 4, 2003
Time Period



Totals



Monday, March 24, 2003 Friday, March 28, 2003
Time Period
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Similar to the projections made for the proposed multi-use facility, all event staff would be 
expected to arrive 2-3 hours prior to an event at MSG and would be on post prior to the gate 
opening time. For this reason, event staff would not be expected to travel during the peak arrival 
period of attendees. 
 
Vehicle Occupancy 
Table 10 shows the vehicle occupancies that will be used for attendees at a weeknight concert, 
weeknight sports event, and Sunday sports event; these were based on the Sam Schwartz LLC 
surveys.10 
 



Table 10: Vehicle Occupancies 
 Auto Taxi 



Weeknight Concert 2.5 2.6 
Weeknight Sports Event 2.2 2.5 



Sunday Sports Event 2.8 2.8 
                          Source: Sam Schwartz LLC, 2003. 



 
Projected Attendance Increases 
Regardless of a potential relocation, the DGEIS will also consider that the overall attendance 
capacity of MSG would increase by approximately 18% (from 19,500 to 23,000). Although it has 
not been determined how this change would affect the event-specific seating capacities listed in 
Table 5, it is assumed that each capacity would increase by the same proportion. Based on a 
review of the existing 85th percentile attendances shown in Table 5, it is anticipated that the 
increased seating capacity would have an effect on three types of events (concerts, NBA 
basketball, and NHL hockey) because many of these events currently sell out and would be 
expected to draw additional attendees. As shown in Table 11, it is assumed that the 85th 
percentile attendances at these events would also increase by 18%. Conversely, events which 
do not currently sell out would not be expected to be impacted by the availability of additional 
seating. 
 
Truck Trip Generation and Distribution 
Incremental truck trips associated with the expansion of MSG will be forecasted using the 
methodologies provided within the Multi-Use Facility Transportation Planning Assumptions 
Technical Memorandum (November 11, 2003). Because there would be an 18% increase in 
attendance capacity, the number of truck deliveries on an average weekday (food, beverage, 
and other merchandise) would be expected to increase by the same proportion.11 



 
Table 11: Events with Projected Attendance Increases 



Existing 85th Percentile 
Attendances 



Projected 85th Percentile 
Attendances Event 



Type 
Existing 
Capacity 



Projected 
Capacity Overall Weekday Weekend Overall Weekday Weekend



Concert 20,629 24,332 17,977 18,301 16,476 21,204 21,586 19,433 
NBA 



Basketball 20,024 23,618 19,023 22,437 



NHL 
Hockey 18,295 21,579 17,380 20,499 



Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
Note: Projected capacities and attendances assume an 18% increase. 
 
                                                 
10 Sam Schwartz LLC, Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, August 2003. 
11 An increase in truck trips associated with equipment for concerts and other events is not expected. 
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Selection of Weekday Evening Event for 
Analysis Purposes 
The Multi-Use Facility Transportation Planning Assumptions Technical Memorandum 
(November 11, 2003) evaluated potential combinations of simultaneous weekday evening 
events that could take place at MSG (a sports event or a concert) and at the multi-use facility (a 
football game, a stadium concert, an arena concert, or an arena sports event). The results of 
this analysis showed that the largest number of total vehicle trips would result from the 
combination of arrivals to a concert at MSG and arrivals to a football game at the multi-use 
facility. This particular combination of events will be analyzed for future conditions with the 
proposed action during the weekday evening peak hour (8-9 PM). A subsequent review of the 
simultaneous events held at the arena and theater in 2002 indicates that 8 of the 38 weekday 
concerts occurred on nights with concurrent theater events (not including events held in the 
theater lobby). It is expected that the probability of a theater event occurring at the same time of 
both a weeknight football game and a concert is unlikely12; therefore a theater event is not 
recommended to be included as part of the combination of reasonable worst-case events 
selected for analysis.13 
 
Selection of Sunday Afternoon Event for Analysis Purposes 
The Convention Center Expansion Transportation Planning Assumptions Technical 
Memorandum (October 24, 2003) determined that the Sunday 4-5 PM period would be the 
worst-case scenario for trips on a weekend as it would coincide with the peak hour of activity at 
the Convention Center and departures associated with a 1 PM football game at the adjacent 
multi-use facility. As shown in Table 2, the primary events held on Sundays at MSG in 2002 
involved NBA basketball games and NHL hockey games.14 In order to determine how arrivals 
and departures to these events would interface with the selected 4-5 PM peak hour, the starting 
and ending times of these events were examined (using typical event durations provided by 
MSG); these are compared in Table 12. As shown in this table, departures associated with the 1 
PM Rangers games and arrivals associated with the 5 PM Rangers games would have the 
potential to occur during the 4-5 PM peak hour. The pattern of starting times for Knicks games 
shown in Table 12 would not be expected to result in arrivals/departures occurring during the 4-
5 PM peak hour. 
 



Table 12: Start and End Times of Sunday Sports Events at MSG in 2002 
New York Knicks New York Rangers 



Date Start Time End Time Date Start Time End Time 
2/3/02 12:00 PM 2:30 PM 2/10/02 1:00 PM 3:45 PM 



2/24/02 12:00 PM 2:30 PM 12/1/02 1:00 PM 3:45 PM 
3/3/02 3:00 PM 5:30 PM 12/8/02 1:00 PM 3:45 PM 



11/10/02 4:00 PM 6:30 PM 3/17/02 3:00 PM 5:45 PM 
2/17/02 7:00 PM 9:30 PM 9/22/02 5:00 PM 7:45 PM 



11/24/02 7:00 PM 9:30 PM 9/29/02 5:00 PM 7:45 PM 
12/22/02 7:00 PM 9:30 PM 11/3/02 5:00 PM 7:45 PM 



          Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
 



                                                 
12 Including the 2003 season, the New York Jets have only hosted a total of 14 Monday Night Football games since 
1970 (an average of less than one per year). 
13 According to Madison Square Garden management, there would not be a theater in the new arena if MSG is 
relocated. 
14 WNBA basketball games and circus performances were excluded because they had lower 85th percentile 
attendances. 
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A review of the 2003-04 Knicks’ and Rangers’ 
schedules indicates that a comparable pattern will occur on Sundays this season: the Knicks 
have one game scheduled at 1 PM, three games scheduled for 7 PM, and one game scheduled 
for 7:30 PM; all four of the Rangers games on Sunday are scheduled for 5 PM. Therefore, it is 
assumed that travel associated with Rangers games would generally have the greatest potential 
to overlap with the 4-5 PM peak hour. 
 
As previously described, it was assumed that 75% of arrivals to a sports event at MSG would 
occur during the peak arrival hour. Based on projections made by the New York Jets for the 
temporal distribution of departures from the multi-use facility in an arena configuration, it is 
assumed that 90-95% of fans would leave MSG in the hour immediately following the end of an 
event, and that these departures would be concentrated within a 20-minute period (the time it 
would take to clear the arena). Therefore, it is expected that the majority of departures 
associated with a 1 PM game would occur during the 3-4 PM period. For this reason, it is 
recommended that the travel demand associated with arrivals to a 5 PM Rangers game should 
be included as part of the Sunday afternoon peak hour (4-5 PM) as this combination of events 
would have the greatest potential for traffic implications.  
 
It should be noted that although there were no overlapping arena and theater events on 
Sundays (as shown in Table 4), there were five Sunday afternoon performances of “A 
Christmas Carol” in December (during the NFL football season) that began at 5 PM, and arrivals 
associated with this event would have a potential to overlap with the 4-5 PM peak hour. On 
these five Sundays, there were two Rangers games scheduled for 1 PM, one Knicks game 
scheduled for 7 PM, and two dark days in the arena. Because the start times of these theater 
events were staggered in such a way were did not coincide with arena events, it is not realistic 
to combine travel demand associated with both events. The travel demand associated with a 
Rangers game (an attendance capacity of 18,295) would be expected to be more conservative 
than the travel demand associated with “A Christmas Carol” (an attendance capacity of 5,600). 
Although the travel demand associated with a theater event will not be included in the Sunday 
afternoon peak hour, its associated parking demand will be included to provide for a more 
conservative analysis.  
 
cc: L. Lennon 
 D. Fields 
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Memorandum


To:	Brett Bollinger/Chris Kern/Viktoriya Wise/Kansai Uchida – SF Planning Department


	Catherine Reilly – SF Office of Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


From:	José I. Farrán – Adavant Consulting; Luba C. Wyznyckyj – LCW Consulting


Date:	August 8, 2014 	DRAFT 1– Subject to Revisions


Re:	Travel and Parking Demand Estimates for the Proposed Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development at Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32


This technical memorandum describes the methodology and assumptions used to determine the travel demand for the proposed project, and presents the estimate of project-generated person and vehicle trips that would travel to and from the proposed multi-purpose event center and ancillary development at Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32. Parking demand estimates for the proposed uses are also presented. Detailed travel demand calculation and supporting data are included in the attached Appendix.


Introduction and Background


GSW Arena LLC (GSW), an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC, which owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, proposes to develop an approximately 12-acre project located in San Francisco on land referred to as Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Project Area. The proposed project consists of a new approximately 18,000-seat multi-purpose event center and ancillary development including multiple office buildings, retail, restaurants, structured parking, plaza areas, and other amenities. The event center would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season, as well as provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The rectangular site is bound by Third Street to the west, South Street to the north, Terry François Boulevard to the east, and 16th Street to the south, as shown in an aerial map of the project site in Figure 1. It should be noted as part of the buildout of Mission Bay, Terry François Boulevard will be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 30 and 32[footnoteRef:2]. [2:  Relocation of Terry François Boulevard will be implemented as part of the Mission Bay Area South Infrastructure Plan by FOCIL-Mission Bay, the entity serving as master developer of the remaining development rights within the Mission Bay South Plan project area.] 












			[image: \\SERVER\RedirectedFolders\cmiller\Desktop\GSW Mission Bay TMP Concepts_6 23 14.bmp]





			Figure 1


Proposed Project Site Location












Proposed Project Land Uses


The proposed project includes a multi-purpose event center, general office, general retail, and restaurant uses (including both quick service and more formal sit-down restaurants) on Mission Bay Development Blocks 29 through 32.[footnoteRef:3]  In addition, both live and movie theaters would be included. The event center building would include a variety of supporting uses, including office space, practice facilities, event hall, and other event-related uses.  Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project development.  [3:  Quick service restaurants consist of full-service eating establishments with typical duration of stay of approximately one hour, while more formal sit-down restaurants have a typical duration of stay of at least one hour and generally do not serve breakfast (Source: Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington DC, 2012).] 









			Table 1


Summary of Proposed Project for Travel Demand Analysis





			


Project Component


			Characteristics





			


			Gross Square Feet / Attendance for Travel Demand Analysis


			Event Center Employment Characteristics





			Event Center


· No Event


· GS Warriors Game


· Convention


			700,500 GSF





18,064 attendees (maximum)


9,000 attendees (typical)


			


100 employees


825 employees


675 employees





			Office (GSW Administration & Mgmt.)


			20,000 GSF


			





			General Office


			494,210 GSF


			





			General Retail


			37,000 GSF


			





			Quick Service Restaurant


			37,000 GSF


			





			Sit-down Restaurant


			37,000 GSF


			





			Live Theater


			25,000 GSF – 600 seats


Matinee: 2 to 5 PM


Evening: 7:30 to 10:30 PM


40% weekdays/60% weekends


Overlap with events


			


111 daily employees + 


64 event day employees = 


175 employees





			Movie Theater


			39,000 GSF – 420 seats


Standard movie theater days and hours of operation


Overlap with events


			





			Notes:


[a] This table presents the characteristics of the proposed project uses as they are defined for travel demand analysis purposes.


[b] GSF = gross square feet.


[c] The GSW administration and management space is part of the 700,500 GSF event center area.











Event Center Attendance


An event center is a special trip generator for which travel demand characteristics (i.e., trip generation rates, peak hour factors, etc.) are not available from standard sources used for development projects in San Francisco such as the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines)[footnoteRef:4] or the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual.[footnoteRef:5]  As such, the transportation planning characteristics of the proposed event center were evaluated taking into account the expected attendance for various events at the proposed event center. [4:  Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, San Francisco Planning Department, October 2002.]  [5:  Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012.] 






Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 2; Appendix A (pp. A-7 through A-11) provides additional information about the survey data.[footnoteRef:6] The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, non-sports event), but will be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends (both weekday and weekend scenarios are included in this analysis). In the case of sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. [6:  Event types and characteristics provided by the project sponsor were based on the current event mix at the Oracle Arena in Oakland and SAP Center in San Jose, as well as information from the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York.  The project sponsor considers the Barclays Center to be a relevant comparable, as it is the most recently completed entertainment venue hosting an NBA team, is a single-tenant arena, and is in an urban setting.  Attendance estimates for conferences, corporate events, and other rentals were validated through discussion with San Francisco Travel.] 






Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball home game; concert average attendance is estimated at 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees.  As shown in Table 2, there would be approximately 220 event days in any given year. Table 2 also provides a summary of event center employment according to the type of event. 





Transportation planning analyses of special generators such as event centers typically use the 85th percentile, and sometimes the 90th percentile, of the daily attendance throughout a period of one or more years, to define the attendance for the design day.  For the analysis of the proposed event center, the use of the maximum attendance presented in Table 2 for basketball games was analyzed, as it the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees) even though during the majority of the events, it is not expected to be fully occupied. 
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			Table 2


Event Characteristics at Proposed Event Center





			Event Type


			Annual Number of Event Days at the Event Center


			Event Attendance [a]


			Event Center


Day-of-Game/Event Employment Characteristics [a]


			Season


			Event Temporal Characteristics





			


			


			Average


			Maximum


			


			


			





			Golden State Warriors Basketball Home Games


			2 to 3 preseason home games


			11,000


			18,064


			925 [b]


			two weeks mid-October


			Regular season game time: 7:30 to ~9:40 p.m. [d] 


Preseason/Postseason game time variable.
Monthly Distribution: ~7 homes games per month


Weekly Distribution: 50%/50% weekdays/weekends


Monday-Thursday:	2 to 6 home games/month


Friday: 	1 to 3 home games/month


Saturday: 	1 to 3 home games/month


Sunday: 	0 to 1 home games/month





			


			41 regular season home games


			17,000


			18,064


			925 [b]


			late October to mid-April


			





			


			0 to 16 post season home games


			18,000


			18,064


			925 [b]


			mid-April to mid-June


			





			Concerts


			Approximately 45


			12,500


			14,000 to 18,500 [e]


			775 [c]


			major concert season is Fall, Winter and early Spring; Summer is the slow season


			Concert time: typically 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m.





Weekly distribution: primarily Friday and Saturday evenings





			Family Shows [f]


			Approximately 55


			5,000


			8,200


			675 [c]


			distributed throughout the year


			Family Show characteristics: typically 10 shows over 5 days (Wednesday to Sunday):


Wednesday:	1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.


Thursday: 	1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.


Friday: 	2 shows, 10:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.; and 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.


Saturday: 	3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.; 
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and 
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.


Sunday: 	3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.; 
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and 
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.





			Other Sporting Events [g]


			Approximately 30


			7,000


			18,064


			675 [c]


			distributed throughout the year; times variable





			Conventions/ Corporate Events [h]


			Approximately 31


			9,000


			18,500 [i]


			675 [c]


			distributed throughout the year; times variable





			Notes:


[a] The event center attendance and employment estimates used for travel demand calculations and analysis are shown in bold and italics.


[b]  This estimate includes approximately 825 event center day-of-game non-Warriors employees, and approximately 100 Warriors employees that would work at the Warriors games.  This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors management offices in the event center during the day, non-Warriors employees of the retail buildings on Piers 30-32, or the visiting team and their support staff at the event center.


[c] This estimate includes event center day-of-game/event non-Warriors employees.  This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors management offices in the event center during the day, non-Warriors employees of the retail buildings on Piers 30-32, or the visiting team/event performers and their support staff at the event center.


[d] The large majority of Golden State Warriors regular season home games would start at 7:30 p.m. For example, over the course of the most recent full three NBA regular seasons (2010‐11, 2012‐13, and 2013-14; the 2011-12 NBA season was shortened due to delays in signing of a collective bargaining agreement between NBA owners and players and consequently is not included), 90 percent of Golden State Warriors home games started at 7:30 p.m., 6 percent of homes games started at 6:00 p.m., and the balance (accounting for one home game or less per season) started at either 1:00 p.m. (on Martin Luther King holiday), 5:00 p.m., or 7:00 p.m.


[e] Nearly 90 percent of annual concerts at the event center would be with maximum end‐stage concert configuration attendance of 14,000, and 10 percent (no more than four annually) would be with a 360‐degree configuration which would allow for a maximum attendance of about 18,500.


[f] Family shows provide theatrical entertainment geared towards children and families; examples include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live.


[g] Other sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts.  These could be professional, collegiate, amateur, high school/youth, local, regional, or international competition.


[h] Conventions/Corporate Events examples include conventions, conferences, cultural events, and corporate events. It is not anticipated that the event center would host entire conferences, but rather it would act as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center in those instances when an event or speaker requires more space than can be accommodated there.


[i] The maximum attendance of 18,500 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated at the event center in a configuration similar to a center stage concert (see footnote e). However, the event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people.





			Source: Golden Gate Warriors, Strada Investment Group based on current event mix at the Oracle Arena in Oakland and the SAP Center in San Jose, as well as information provided for the recently completed Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York – 2014
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In addition to a sell-out basketball game event, the transportation analysis also includes a convention/corporate event at the event center.  For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the maximum average attendance (i.e., the average attendance for events would be 9,000 or fewer attendees) for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:7] [7:  The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360‐degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 






The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game.  In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game.


Travel Demand


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco.  





However, as noted above, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand estimates for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center nor for the live theater. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, 2012, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance described in the previous section,[footnoteRef:8] while travel demand for the proposed live theater was based on full occupancy of the proposed number of seats during a performance (i.e., 600 seats). [8:  Survey and other relevant data supplied by the project sponsor are included in Appendix A (pp. A-7 to A-11).] 






In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, appropriate adjustments have been made to account for these factors, as described later in this memorandum.





The weekday daily PM peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides PM peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3) where the project site is located.  





Travel demand was also determined, as described in the following section, for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. Appendix A (pp. A-15 through A-20, and A-23 through A-62) contains the travel demand calculations and assumptions. For the office, retail, restaurant and movie theater uses, a weekday-to-Saturday ratio was obtained from the trip generation rates presented in ITE’s Trip Generation Manual for the proposed project uses, which was then applied to the weekday daily trip generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines in order to obtain the weekend daily rates.  For the office, retail, and restaurant uses, data from the Pushkarev and Zupan and ULI studies was used to estimate the percentage of daily trips that would occur during the weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours.  





For the movie theater use, a percentage of weekday daily trips that would occur during the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours was obtained from ITE sources.[footnoteRef:9]  For the live theater use, the analysis assumes sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday. [9:  Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1995 and Trip Generation for Entertainment Land Uses, J. Doyle, ITE 1999 Annual Meeting.] 






Project Scenarios and Time Periods of Analysis


Travel demand for the proposed event center and ancillary development at Mission Bay Development Blocks 29-32 presented in this document evaluates three different event scenarios:


No event at the event center;


Basketball game at the event center; and [footnoteRef:10] [10:  The game day analysis for weekday PM (4 to 6 PM), evening (6 to 8 PM), and Saturday evening (7 to 9 PM) will also include the evaluation of transportation conditions when a SF Giants home game occurs concurrently with a basketball game. Weekday late evening (9 to 11 PM) conditions will not be analyzed for concurrent basketball and baseball game conditions.] 



Convention event at the event center.





The expected start and end times of these project events and other characteristics are presented in Table 2 (p. 5). The travel demand for the three scenarios has been estimated for the following six time periods:


Weekday all day;


Weekday PM peak period (highest 60-minute period between 4 and 6 PM);


Weekday evening peak period (highest 60-minute period between 6 and 8 PM);


Weekday late evening period (highest 60-minute period between 9 and 11 PM);


Saturday all day; and


Saturday evening period (highest 60-minute period between 7 and 9 PM). 





Each event scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific event would occur.  For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. 





The weekday PM peak period (from 4 to 6 PM) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic in the area is highest. The weekday evening peak period (from 6 to 8 PM) was selected because basketball games typically start at 7:30 PM and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6 to 8 PM period than during the 4 to 6 PM commute peak period. The weekday late evening period (from 9 to 11 PM) was selected because it represents the period during which the highest outbound event trips would occur.  The Saturday evening period (from 7 to 9 PM) was selected because it represents the period during which the highest inbound event trips would occur.  





The “No Event” conditions reflect travel demand associated with the office uses at the event center, plus the travel demand associated with the general office, retail, restaurant (both quick service and sit-down) and movie and live theater uses for the weekday PM commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. Table 3 provides a cross-tabulation of proposed scenarios and time periods for which the project travel demand was estimated.  





			Table 3


Proposed Project Scenarios and Time Periods


for Travel Demand Estimation





			Project Scenario


			Time Period [a]





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM 


Peak Hour


(4 to 6 PM)


			Evening 


Peak Hour


(6 to 8 PM)


			Late Evening


Peak Hour 


(9 to 11 PM)


			Daily


			Evening  Peak Hour


(7 to 9 PM)





			No Event


			√


			√


			


			


			√


			√





			Basketball Game


			√


			√ [b]


			√ [b]


			√


			√


			√ [b]





			Convention Event


			√


			√


			


			


			


			





			Notes:


[a] The time periods presented in this table are those for which the project travel demand is being estimated because that is the time period during which trip volumes would be highest; they do not represent the only time periods during which an event could take place at the proposed event center. 


[b] The basketball game day analysis also includes the evaluation of peak hour transportation conditions when a SF Giants home game occurs concurrently with a basketball game.





			Source: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting – August 2014














Overall, the travel demand was calculated for seven combinations of project scenarios and peak hour time periods, five peak hour scenarios on a weekday and two peak hour scenarios on a Saturday.  In addition, the transportation impact analysis of basketball game conditions was performed for three peak hour scenarios (weekday PM, weekday evening, and Saturday evening) that also includes the evaluation of transportation conditions with the travel demand generated by a concurrent SF Giants baseball game at AT&T Park, however, this does not affect the calculation of the proposed project travel demand estimates presented in this document.





Trip Generation


The person-trip generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to Mission Bay Development Blocks 29-32 and are based on the appropriate rates as described in a previous section and summarized in Table 4.  Detailed calculations for the development of these rates are provided in Appendix A (pp. A-5 through A-22). The rates shown in Table 4 were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 GSF of office, retail and restaurant uses, and the number of movie theater and live theater seats to be built as part of the proposed project in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. 





It should be noted that the rates presented in Table 4 represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a standalone use. It is expected that some of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals already present in the area that are destined to either existing nearby uses or to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the nearby residential, research and development, office or UCSF.
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			Table 4


Proposed Project Person Trip Generation Rates by Land Use and Time Period [a]





			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


Rate


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period [b]


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period [b]


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period [c]


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour of the 7 to 9 PM period [b]





			


			


			% of Daily


			Rate


			% of Daily


			Rate


			% of Daily


			Rate


			% of Weekday


			Rate


			% of Daily


			Rate





			Event Center (per attendee)


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			2.1


			2.8%


			0.06


			34.4%


			0.72


			33.0%


			0.69


			100%


			2.1


			32.5%


			0.68





			Convention Event [d]


			3.2


			10.9%


			0.35


			N.A. [e]


			N.A. [e]


			N.A. [e]


			N.A. [e]





			General Office (per 1,000 GSF)


			18.1


			8.5%


			1.54


			1.7%


			0.31


			0.4%


			0.08


			22%


			4.0


			1.1%


			0.04





			General Retail (per 1,000 GSF)


			150.0


			9.0%


			13.50


			6.8%


			10.13


			3.2%


			4.73


			117%


			175.5


			4.0%


			7.02





			Restaurant (per 1,000 GSF)


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Quick Service Rest. (no event) [f]


			600.0


			13.5%


			81.00


			0.0%


			0.00


			0.0%


			0.00


			125%


			747.3


			0.0%


			0.00





			Quick Service Rest. (event) [f]


			600.0


			13.5%


			81.00


			20.3%


			121.50


			20.3%


			121.50


			125%


			747.3


			24.0%


			179.34





			Sit-down Restaurant


			200.0


			13.5%


			27.00


			20.3%


			40.50


			20.3%


			40.50


			125%


			249.1


			24.0%


			59.78





			Live Theater (per seat) [g]


			2.6


			15.2%


			0.39


			23.2%


			0.60


			50.0%


			1.29


			177%


			4.6


			7.9%


			0.36





			Movie Theater (per seat)


			1.1


			23.0%


			0.26


			24.4%


			0.28


			36.2%


			0.41


			171%


			1.9


			49.6%


			0.96





			Notes:


[a] See Appendix B (pp. A-23 through A-62) for detailed trip generation rate calculations.


[b] Pre-event analysis period.


[c] Post-event analysis period.


[d] The average person trip rate per attendee depends in part on the number of employees working at the event; a convention event has the lowest attendee-to-employee ratio (13) compared to a basketball game (22); in addition, it is assumed that 25 percent of the employees and 50 percent of the attendees during a convention would leave the project site during the day for lunch, shopping, errands, etc., resulting in the highest average person trip rate.


[e] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis because other scenarios would capture the potential transportation impacts during this period.


[f] Quick service restaurant uses assumed to be closed after 6 PM during no event days, but open (with the same % of daily trip generation during the peak hours as a restaurant) during an event day.


[g] Live theater demand assumes full occupancy and one evening performance on weekdays and two performances (matinee and evening) on a Saturday.





			Source: SF Guidelines, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Urban Land Institute, Pushkarev and Zupan, Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center,[footnoteRef:11] a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips), than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets,[footnoteRef:12] which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses.  [11:  San Francisco Boudin Bakery and Café at Fisherman's Wharf Transportation Study, prepared by Wilbur Smith Associates for the San Francisco Planning Department, Case Number 2003.0186, September 19, 2003.]  [12:  City Place Cross Shopping Survey Results, Technical memorandum prepared by AECOM for the SF Planning Department, October 18, 2007 (a copy of this document is included in Appendix D, p. A-71.).] 






Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event, as shown in Table 5, when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office, movie theater, and live theater uses.








			Table 5


Proposed Linked Visitor Trip Reduction Factors [a]


by Type of Land Use





			Land Use [b]


			Time Period





			


			Daily


			4 to 6 PM


			After 6 PM





			


			Event


			No Event


			Event


			No Event


			Event


			No Event





			General Retail


			67%


			33%


			75%


			33%


			95%


			33%





			Quick Service Restaurant


			67%


			67%


			75%


			67%


			95%


			closed





			Sit-down Restaurant


			67%


			33%


			75%


			33%


			95%


			33%





			Notes:


[a] As an example, a 67 percent linked trip reduction factor means that 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other project or nearby uses. No linked trip reduction factors were applied to employee work trips for any of the proposed land uses.


[b] No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office, movie theater, and live theater uses.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014














Table 6 presents the resulting number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods, once the trip rates presented in Table 4 and the linked trip factors shown in Table 5 were applied to the proposed project land uses and event attendances presented in Tables 1 and 2, respectively; the calculations and adjustments for each individual land use are shown in Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62).








			Table 6


Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Period [a]





			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour of the 7 to 9 PM period





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center [b]


			250


			21


			


			


			250


			0





			General Office


			9,312


			792


			


			


			2,077


			23





			General Retail


			3,774


			340


			


			


			4,417


			177





			Quick Service Restaurant [d]


			7,992


			1,079


			


			


			9,954


			0





			Sit-down Restaurant [d]


			5,032


			679


			


			


			6,268


			1,504





			Live Theater [e]


			1,550


			235


			


			


			2,750


			216





			Movie Theater


			475


			109


			


			


			812


			403





			Total person trips w/out event


			28,385


			3,255


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			26,528


			2,322





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			37,778


			1,042


			13,006


			12,449


			37,778


			12,284





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]





			General Office


			9,312


			792


			158


			40


			2,077


			23





			General Retail [d]


			1,998


			140


			33


			15


			2,338


			23





			Quick Service Restaurant [d]


			7,992


			839


			216


			216


			9,954


			319





			Sit-down Restaurant [d]


			2,664


			280


			132


			132


			3,318


			195





			Live Theater [e]


			1,550


			235


			360


			775


			2,750


			216





			Movie Theater


			475


			109


			116


			172


			812


			403





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			61,769


			3,436


			14,021


			13,798


			59,028


			13,461





			Convention Event


			52,679


			5,508


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]





			Notes:


[a] Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip. See Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62) for detailed trip generation calculations for each individual land use.


[b] 100 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


[d] Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


[e] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.














No Event 


As shown in Table 6, the overall daily and peak hour person trip generation on a weekday are lower than on a Saturday for all uses except for office, due to the higher Saturday trip generation rates for retail, restaurant, live theater and movie theater uses. Overall, however, the proposed project would generate more trips on a weekday than on a Saturday.





· On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 28,385 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 3,255 person trips during the weekday PM peak hour. 





· On a Saturday without an event the proposed project would generate 26,528 daily person trips and 2,322 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.





With Event


The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 61,769 trips.  Of these, 3,436 person trips would be during the PM peak hour, 14,021 person trips during the evening peak hour, and 13,798 person trips during the weekday late evening peak hour.  The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 59,028 for a basketball game (13,461 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour).





Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (37,778 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event), however, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday PM peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 52,679 trips, of which 5,508 person trips would occur during the PM peak hour.





Trip Distribution


The distribution of trips for the uses being proposed by the project was obtained from the SF Guidelines for Superdistrict 3[footnoteRef:13] (SD3), in which the project is located, for a convention event employee trips as well as for the proposed office, restaurant, retail, live theater and movie theater uses, and from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco; see Appendix A, p. A-8) for basketball events. The distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region (a map of the San Francisco Superdistricts is included in Appendix A, p. A-22). The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 7. [13:  Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).  These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix A (p. A-25).] 
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			Table 7


Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Use [a]





			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Event


			Convention Event


			General Retail


			Office/Restaurant


Movie Theater/Live Theater





			


			Workers [b]


			Visitors


			Workers [b]


			Visitors [e]


			Workers [b]


			Visitors [f]


			Workers [b]


			Visitors [g]





			


			


			Weekday Inbound [c]


			All Other [d]


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			8.3%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			8.3%


			55.0%


			8.3%


			6.0%


			8.3%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			10.6%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			10.6%


			5.0%


			10.6%


			9.0%


			10.6%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			23.9%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			23.9%


			5.0%


			23.9%


			61.0%


			23.9%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.9%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.9%


			5.0%


			7.9%


			5.0%


			7.9%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			14.3%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			14.3%


			7.5%


			14.3%


			3.0%


			14.3%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			5.6%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			5.6%


			2.5%


			5.6%


			2.0%


			5.6%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			26.9%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			26.9%


			10.0%


			26.9%


			9.0%


			26.9%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total 


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			Notes:


[a] Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


[b] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)


[c] Adjusted for trips starting at the place of employment rather than at home for a weekday evening event based on Golden State Warriors survey data (see Appendix A, p. A-8).


[d] Weekday outbound, Saturday inbound and outbound. Based on Golden State Warriors survey data for a San Francisco arena (see Appendix A, pp. A-10 and A-11).


[e] Based on Moscone Center Expansion Project EIR data.


[f] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-14 Visitor Trips to SD3 (Retail).


[g] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other).





			Sources: SF Guidelines, GS Warriors, Moscone Center, Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (50.7 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD3 (23.9 percent), followed by South Bay (26.9 percent), and then East Bay (14.3 percent) origins/destinations. 





For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations. The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence.  The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders, which is provided in Appendix A (p. A-8).  As shown in Table 7 and in the appendix, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday would increase by approximately 7.5 percentage points, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas.  





The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, restaurant and theater uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.





Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, PM peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips.  For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the no-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, restaurant, live theater and movie theater) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis.  The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel (see Appendix A, pp. A-35 through A-46), but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum.





Travel mode splits of employee and visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of event (basketball games and conventions) employee trips were also estimated using SD3 data in the SF Guidelines. 





Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR,[footnoteRef:14] with some adjustments to account for the SD3 location of the proposed project. Walk trips in SD1, SD2 and SD4 were proportionally shifted to auto and transit trips; no adjustments were made within SD3 or for trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco. [14:  Moscone Center Expansion Project – Estimation of Travel Demand, Adavant Consulting, January 9, 2014. Appendix C of Moscone Center Expansion Project Draft EIR, April 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.0154E.] 






Mode splits for basketball event attendee trips were based on weekday and Saturday game attendance data collected by the San Francisco Giants in the fall 2012, which are presented in more detail in Appendix A (p. A-14).





Table 8 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday PM peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour.





No Event


On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 2,007 person trips by automobile (61 percent), 603 person trips by transit (19 percent), and 645 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the PM peak hour.  





On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,337 person trips by automobile (58 percent), 426 person trips by transit (18 percent), and 559 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour.





With Event


The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


The overall project would generate 2,168 person trips by automobile (63 percent), 720 person trips by transit (21 percent), and 549 person trips by other modes (16 percent) during the weekday PM peak hour.


The overall project would generate 5,213 person trips by automobile (37 percent), 6,035 person trips by transit (43 percent), and 2,774 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour.  


The overall project would generate 5,821 person trips by automobile (42 percent), 5,693 person trips by transit (41 percent), and 2,284 person trips by other modes (17 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 





On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 5,884 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 6,123 person trips by transit (46 percent), and 1,495 person trips by other modes (11 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (43 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 37 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.





On a weekday with a convention event, during the PM peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (17 percent), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by taxi or convention shuttle bus.  Approximately two percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.
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			Table 8


Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period [a]





			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour


of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 7 to 9 PM period





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other[b]


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other[b]


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other[b]


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other[b]


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			15


			4


			2


			21


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			0


			0


			0


			0





			General Office


			542


			158


			91


			792


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			16


			5


			2


			23





			General Retail [e]


			219


			41


			79


			340


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			114


			22


			41


			177





			Quick Service Restaurant [e]


			623


			204


			251


			1,079


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Sit-down Restaurant [e]


			387


			128


			164


			679


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			857


			284


			363


			1,504





			Live Theater [f]


			158


			47


			30


			235


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			121


			41


			54


			216





			Movie Theater


			62


			21


			27


			109


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			229


			76


			99


			403





			Total person trips


w/out event


			2,007


			603


			645


			3,255


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			1,337


			426


			559


			2,322





			


			61%


			19%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			58%


			18%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			663


			264


			115


			1,042


			4,606


			5,842


			2,558


			13,006


			5,020


			5,436


			1,992


			12,449


			5,161


			5,901


			1,221


			12,284





			Convention Event [e]


			954


			454


			1,705


			3,113


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]





			General Office


			542


			158


			91


			792


			112


			32


			14


			158


			28


			8


			3


			40


			16


			5


			2


			23





			General Retail [e]


			91


			18


			31


			140


			22


			5


			6


			33


			10


			2


			3


			15


			15


			4


			4


			23





			Quick Service Restaurant [e]


			489


			159


			191


			839


			121


			40


			54


			216


			121


			40


			54


			216


			179


			60


			80


			319





			Sit-down Restaurant [e]


			163


			53


			64


			280


			83


			26


			23


			132


			83


			26


			23


			132


			122


			38


			34


			195





			Live Theater [f]


			158


			47


			30


			235


			202


			68


			90


			360


			461


			148


			166


			775


			121


			41


			54


			216





			Movie Theater


			62


			21


			27


			109


			66


			22


			28


			116


			97


			32


			42


			172


			229


			76


			99


			403





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			2,168


			720


			549


			3,436


			5,213


			6,035


			2,774


			14,021


			5,821


			5,693


			2,284


			13,798


			5,844


			6,123


			1,495


			13,461





			


			


			63%


			21%


			16%


			100%


			37%


			43%


			20%


			100%


			42%


			41%


			17%


			100%


			43%


			46%


			11%


			100%





			


			Convention Event


			2,459


			909


			2,139


			5,508


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]





			


			


			45%


			17%


			39%


			100%


			


			


			





			Notes:


[a] Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding; see Appendix B (pp. A-50 to A-62) for detailed trip generation calculations.





			[b] “Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, etc.


[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


[d] Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


			[e] Includes linked trip reductions.


[f] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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Vehicle Occupancies and Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, restaurant, and theater uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. 





Average Vehicle Occupancy: Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center was developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 was used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. More detailed information from the 2007 SF Giants survey is included in Appendix A (p. A-14).  The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends.[footnoteRef:15]   [15:  Table 2, p. 5; Transportation Planning Assumptions for the Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment, Technical Memorandum, Philip Habib and Associates, May 4, 2006, and Table 10, p. 6, Madison Square Garden Relocation and Expansion Transportation Planning Assumptions, Technical Memorandum from PB Team to New York City Department of City Planning, November 11, 2003; copies of these two documents are included in Appendix D, starting on pages A-75 and A-93, respectively.] 






Table 9 summarizes the average vehicle occupancy rates and number of vehicles for project trips by place of origin/destination and time period.  When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball ranges between 1.5 and 2.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour.





During the weekday PM peak hour without and with a basketball game, the average vehicle occupancy is 1.7 and 1.5 passengers per vehicle, respectively, which generally reflects the overall peak period commute average vehicle occupancies of the other project land uses (i.e., the proportion of basketball game attendees travel to the event center during the PM peak hour would be low – 2.8 percent of arrivals, as presented in Table 4).  During the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, the average vehicle occupancy increases to 2.4 persons per vehicle, as the majority of trips are event-related. During the Saturday evening peak hour for no event conditions, the average vehicle occupancy is higher, at 2.1 persons per vehicle, reflecting the generally higher average vehicle occupancy for entertainment uses (i.e., the sit-down restaurant, movie theater, and live theater), while with a basketball game the average vehicle occupancy increases to 2.6 persons per vehicle reflecting the greater number of attendees traveling to the event center by auto mode on a Saturday as compared to a weekday game.  
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			Table 9


Average Vehicle Occupancies and Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a, b]





			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 7 to 9 PM period





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention


Event [c]


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			1.7


			80


			1.6


			88


			6.1 


			241


			1.7


			129


			1.8


			112


			2.0


			53


			2.1


			105





			Superdistrict 2


			1.7


			161


			1.5


			167


			2.3


			150


			1.8


			153


			1.9


			149


			1.9


			112


			2.1


			118





			Superdistrict 3


			1.9


			326


			1.7


			332


			2.0


			265


			2.0


			132


			2.0


			166


			2.3


			205


			2.2


			130





			Superdistrict 4


			1.9


			85


			1.7


			102


			2.8


			95


			2.0


			93


			2.1


			87


			2.3


			47


			2.4


			72





			East Bay


			2.0


			113


			1.8


			149


			2.1


			160


			2.5


			319


			2.5


			339


			2.4


			59


			2.6


			317





			North Bay


			1.6


			48


			1.6


			77


			1.8


			82


			2.7


			442


			2.7


			612


			1.8


			16


			2.7


			601





			South Bay


			1.4


			302


			1.3


			455


			1.6


			421


			2.5


			994


			2.5


			1,043


			2.0


			111


			2.6


			970





			Out of Region


			1.7


			41


			1.6


			37


			1.7


			96


			4.1


			22


			3.6


			27


			1.7


			31


			2.7


			36





			Total Vehicles


			1.7


			1,155


			1.5


			1,407


			2.6


			1,510


			2.4


			2,285


			2.4


			2,535


			2.1


			635


			2.6


			2,350





			Inbound


			


			398


			


			750


			


			424


			


			2,079


			


			119


			


			315


			


			2,129





			


			


			34%


			


			53%


			


			28%


			


			91%


			


			5%


			


			50%


			


			91%





			Outbound


			


			757


			


			657


			


			1,086


			


			206


			


			2,416


			


			320


			


			221





			


			


			66%


			


			47%


			


			72%


			


			9%


			


			95%


			


			50%


			


			9%





			Notes:


[a] Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


[b] Average vehicle occupancy rates vary depending on the time of day (i.e., analysis periods) as the proportion of trips generated by the various land uses components of the project, each one with a different average vehicle occupancy rate, is different depending on the time of the day. See Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62) for detailed vehicle occupancy and vehicle trip demand calculations for each individual land use.


[c] The average vehicle occupancy rate for a convention event includes trips by shuttle bus service with an average occupancy of 25 passengers per vehicle, per the Moscone Center Expansion Project EIR.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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The average vehicle occupancy during a convention event during the weekday PM peak hour (2.6 persons per vehicle overall, 6.1 persons per vehicle for SD1) includes trips by shuttle bus with an average vehicle occupancy of 25 passengers per vehicle.





Vehicle Trips: The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination has been summarized in Table 9.





No Event 


During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 1,115 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (635 vehicle trips) would be less than during the weekday PM peak hour (1,115 vehicle trips), primarily because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal.





With Event


On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 1,407 vehicle trips during the PM peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,285 transit trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 2,535 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the PM or evening peak hours because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrate within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.  





On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,350 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 9, the greatest vehicle trip generation would occur with a Saturday basketball game than with a weekday basketball game as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). 





On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 1,510 vehicle trips during the PM peak hour. A convention event would generate fewer weekday PM peak hour vehicles trips than a basketball game, as convention events would have both the lowest typical event attendance (9,000 attendees for a convention event as compared to 18,064 attendees for a basketball game) and the highest non-automobile event-only mode use (69 percent transit/other mode for a convention event during the PM peak hour, as compared to 36 percent transit/other mode share for a basketball game during the PM peak hour; see Table 8, p. 18).





Transit Trips by Place of Origin


Table 10 summarizes the transit trips generated by the proposed project for the various scenarios and time periods.
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			Table 10


Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a]





			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 7 to 9 PM period





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			81


			94


			339


			643


			447


			57


			721





			Superdistrict 2


			72


			84


			67


			324


			248


			47


			270





			Superdistrict 3


			249


			221


			191


			370


			325


			207


			398





			Superdistrict 4


			41


			51


			48


			296


			221


			26


			256





			East Bay


			96


			167


			157


			3,313


			3,334


			61


			3,315





			North Bay


			7


			11


			7


			1


			3


			1


			1





			South Bay


			33


			65


			45


			1,018


			1,015


			11


			995





			Out of Region


			24


			26


			56


			70


			70


			15


			168





			Total Transit Trips


			603


			720


			909


			6,035


			5,693


			426


			6,123





			Inbound


			240


			424


			225


			5,959


			14


			223


			6,022





			


			40%


			59%


			25%


			99%


			0%


			52%


			98%





			Outbound


			364


			296


			684


			75


			5,679


			203


			101





			


			60%


			41%


			75%


			1%


			100%


			48%


			2%





			Notes:


[a] Numbers may not sum due to rounding.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.














[image: Small circle solid cut]LCW Consulting		Adavant


Consulting








[image: Small circle solid cut]LCW Consulting		Adavant


Consulting














PRELIMINARY DRAFT 1 – SUBJECT TO REVISIONS		August 8, 2014


P14002		Page 22





PRELIMINARY DRAFT 1 – SUBJECT TO REVISIONS		August 8, 2014


P14002		Page 23


No Event 


During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 603 transit trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of transit trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (426 transit trips) would be less than during the weekday PM peak hour (603 transit trips).





With Event


On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 720 transit trips during the PM peak hour, and the number of transit trips would increase to 6,035 transit trips during the evening peak hour (arrivals to the event center), and to 5,693 transit trips during the late evening peak hour (departures from the event center). On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 6,123 transit trips during the evening peak hour. 





On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 909 transit trips during the PM peak hour. 





Walk/Other Trips by Place of Origin


Table 11 summarizes the walk/other trips (i.e., walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxi, and other modes) generated by the proposed project.





No Event


During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 645 walk/other trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of walk/other trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (559 walk/other trips) would be less than during the weekday PM peak hour (645 walk/other trips).





With Event


On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 549 walk/other trips during the PM peak hour, and the number of walk/other trips would increase to 2,774 walk/other trips during the evening peak hour (arrivals to the event center), and to 2,284 walk/other trips during the late evening peak hour (departures from the event center). On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 1,495 walk/other trips during the evening peak hour. 





On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 2,139 walk/other trips during the PM peak hour. 
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			Table 11


Walk/Other Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a, b]





			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 7 to 9 PM period





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			133


			126


			1,291


			1,242


			916


			122


			606





			Superdistrict 2


			61


			52


			161


			180


			142


			52


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			398


			308


			396


			510


			453


			346


			325





			Superdistrict 4


			25


			22


			120


			188


			140


			24


			79





			East Bay


			6


			7


			5


			64


			65


			4


			37





			North Bay


			2


			3


			2


			0


			1


			0


			0





			South Bay


			12


			18


			11


			151


			152


			5


			83





			Out of Region


			8


			12


			153


			438


			415


			5


			277





			Total Walk/Other Trips


			645


			549


			2,139


			2,774


			2,284


			559


			1,495





			Inbound


			302


			308


			373


			2,715


			19


			302


			1,381





			


			47%


			56%


			17%


			98%


			1%


			54%


			92%





			Outbound


			343


			240


			1,767


			59


			2,266


			257


			114





			


			53%


			44%


			83%


			2%


			99%


			46%


			8%





			Notes:


[a] Other trips include walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxi and other modes.


[b] Numbers may not sum due to rounding.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:16] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center, described above. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors).   [16:  Table 2-5 and Table 2-6 (pp. 16 and 17); Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.] 






Parking demand was estimated for the midday peak hour (1 to 3 PM) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7 to 9 PM) when parking demand is greater for the basketball game and entertainment uses (i.e., restaurant, theater).





Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses and 2 vehicles per space per day for the movie theater.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  Based on the SF Guidelines, Appendix G, page G-1.  A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day. A turnover of 2 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of two vehicles during the day.] 






Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game, convention event, and live theater function were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games, all convention events, and live theater performances on weekdays, and 2 vehicles per space per day for live theater performances on a Saturday). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event.





Table 12 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. Detailed parking demand calculations are presented in Appendix C (p. A-63).
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			Table 12


Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Period [a]





			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Peak Hour


(1 to 3 PM)


			Late Evening Peak Hour


(7 to 9 PM)


			Midday Peak Hour


(1 to 3 PM)


			Late Evening Peak Hour


(7 to 9 PM)





			


			Short-term spaces


			Long-term spaces


			Total spaces


			Short-term spaces


			Long-term spaces


			Total spaces


			Short-term spaces


			Long-term spaces


			Total spaces


			Short-term spaces


			Long-term spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			0


			55


			55


			0


			6


			6


			0


			55


			55


			0


			6


			6





			General Office


			135


			1,033


			1,168


			7


			103


			110


			0


			184


			184


			0


			0


			0





			General Retail


			109


			59


			168


			104


			56


			160


			128


			59


			187


			96


			47


			143





			Quick Service Restaurant


			161


			59


			220


			0


			0


			0


			200


			59


			259


			0


			0


			0





			Sit-down Restaurant


			80


			53


			133


			107


			59


			166


			100


			53


			153


			133


			59


			192





			Live Theater [b]


			1


			29


			30


			149


			97


			246


			104


			97


			201


			149


			97


			246





			Movie Theater


			28


			3


			31


			28


			5


			33


			48


			0


			51


			48


			5


			53





			Total spaces w/out event


			514


			1,291


			1,805


			395


			326


			721


			580


			510


			1,090


			426


			214


			640





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			50


			137


			187


			2,520


			457


			2,977


			56


			137


			193


			2,811


			457


			3,268





			Convention Event


			1,197


			374


			1,571


			359


			94


			453


			


			N.A. [c]


			 


			


			N.A. [c]


			





			General Office 


			135


			1,033


			1,168


			7


			103


			110


			0


			184


			184


			0


			0


			0





			General Retail


			55


			59


			114


			52


			56


			108


			64


			59


			123


			48


			47


			95





			Quick Service Restaurant


			161


			59


			220


			129


			53


			182


			200


			59


			259


			160


			53


			213





			Sit-down Restaurant


			40


			53


			93


			54


			59


			113


			50


			53


			103


			67


			59


			126





			Live Theater [b]


			1


			29


			30


			149


			97


			246


			104


			97


			201


			149


			97


			246





			Movie Theater


			28


			3


			31


			28


			5


			33


			48


			3


			51


			48


			5


			53





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			470


			1,373


			1,843


			2,939


			830


			3,769


			522


			592


			1,114


			3,283


			718


			4,001





			Convention Event


			1,617


			1,610


			3,227


			778


			467


			1,245


			


			N.A. [c]


			


			


			N.A. [c]


			





			Notes:


[a] See Appendix C (p. A-63) for detailed project parking demand calculations; numbers may not sum due to rounding.


[b] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday.


[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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No Event


On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,805 spaces during weekday midday period and 721 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (1,090 spaces during the midday and 640 spaces during the late evening period) would be slightly less because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less than on a weekday, however, the parking demand associated with the live theater and movie theater would be the same or slightly greater than on a weekday.





With Event


On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 3,227 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 3,769 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 





On a Saturday with an basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 PM and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event.  The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,001 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays.





[bookmark: _GoBack]
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APPENDICES



Appendix A


Travel Demand Calculations
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (OCII)
Subject: FW: Warriors Budget
Date: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 6:50:00 PM


We may want to take a look at the Planning Department budget for design review.  May be low.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 8:24 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Pascual, Merrick (MYR)
Subject: Re: Warriors Budget
 
A few things:
 
The planning page doesn't include design cost details, just CEQA
 
The DPW tabs is called Warriors, should be called DPW staffing or some such
 
OEWD doesn't have a details page. Was that a deliberate decision? Do you think we need more
details on OEWD costs? I'm of two minds about it and want to hear what you think. 
 
Thanks! 
 
 
 


On Aug 7, 2014, at 11:57 PM, "Hussain, Lila (CII)" <lila.hussain@sfgov.org> wrote:


 
Hi Jennifer,
 
Attached is the updated budget, SFMTA can be reimbursed directly from the
developer.  I spoke with Merrick and he indicated that OEWD per the Admin Code
could also receive direct reimbursements for pre-dev costs, but of course it helps there
is a supporting document in the form of a development agreement or some  other
document  Rather than doing a special DA for each City Dept, we could wrap it as part
of OPA obligations of third party developers to cover the cost of pre-dev activities and



mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org

mailto:immanuel.bereket@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org





then we can attach the associated budget for each department.  Please confirm if you
agree. 
 
On a separate note, Patrick Mulligan will be getting us the OEWD/workforce budget
and then we will have a complete budget.  Please let me know if you have any other
preliminary budget questions.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 


<Summary Warriors Budget Revised.xlsx>
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: MOU
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 8:54:14 AM


Hi, Chris/Viktoriya – if you are ok with it, we are thinking that we will do an amendment to our
existing MOU and attach the expanded scope for the GSW’s work (ie, include it as an exhibit).  We
are also confirming if there is a need to increase the budget of the existing MOU so we can do it at
the same time, but it is looking like we are ok.
 
Do you have any concerns about using the existing MOU vs. doing a standalone one?  We figured it
is one less contract to have to track.
 


We are looking at going to our Commission for approval at our August 19th meeting and will have a
draft of the amendment for you to review in the next few days.  What do you need to do on your
side for approvals?


I’ve cc-ed Immanuel and Lila since they are both helping with this topic.  Please give me a call if you
have any concerns/questions/etc.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 11:15 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: MOU
 
Hi Catherine,
Viktoriya asked me to check in with you re the status of the MOU for the Warriors project. Is it
ready to finalize?
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
Date: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 6:47:00 PM
Attachments: Prelim Draft GSW Mission Bay Initial Study_Cultural Only_08-08-14+ck.docx


Thanks.  I am cc-ing Manny.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 5:37 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: FW: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
 
Hi Brett and Catherine,
Please see my comments in the attached version of the sample IS topic. Overall, I think ESA did a
great job implementing our less than clear direction… Per my message earlier today, comments on
this from GSW, CAO and OCII are due to EP by COB Friday 8/15. We’ll consolidate comments before
forwarding to ESA the week of 8/18.
 
Thanks,
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 2:17 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell
Subject: Fwd: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
 
Hi Chris,
Please forward the sample section to the entire team, and be sure to request that they send you
comments by Aug 15, COB.  We assume that you will then forward us the consolidated comments.
We can include discussion of the comments on the agenda for Aug 20, if necessary.
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Initial Study


Project Address/Title


Planning Department Case No. 20XX.XXXXE


A.	PROJECT DESCRIPTION


B.	PROJECT SETTING


C.	COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS


			


			Applicable


			Not Applicable





			Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed to the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable.


			|_|


			|X|





			Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or Region, if applicable.


			|X|


			|_|





			Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other than the Planning Department or the Department of Building Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies.


			|X|


			|_|











D.	SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS


The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor.





			[bookmark: Check8]|_|


			Land Use


			|_|


			Air Quality


			|_|


			Biological Resources





			|_|


			Aesthetics


			|_|


			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			|_|


			Geology and Soils





			|_|


			Population and Housing


			|_|


			Wind and Shadow


			|_|


			Hydrology and Water Quality





			|_|


			Cultural and Paleo. Resources


			|_|


			Recreation


			|_|


			Hazards/Hazardous Materials





			|_|


			Transportation and Circulation


			|_|


			Utilities and Service Systems


			|_|


			Mineral/Energy Resources





			|_|


			Noise


			|_|


			Public Services


			|_|


			Agricultural and Forest Resources





			


			


			


			


			|_|


			Mandatory Findings of Significance











	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Impact Identified and Analyzed in Prior EIR	Comment by Chris Kern: Consider simplifying checklist columns as follows:
Significant Effects not Identified in Prior EIR
Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR
Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives
No new or More Severe Significant Effects

For all criteria that do not require further analysis in the focused EIR, only the last box (Column 4) would be checked.


			Proposed Changes to the Project Result in New or 
More Severe Impacts


			Substantial Changes Occurred With Respect to the Circumstances Under Which the Project is Undertaken that will Result in New or More Severe Impacts; or New Information is Available Showing New or More Severe Impacts


			Newly Feasible or Different Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			Mitigation Measures in the Prior EIR and/or Newly Added Mitigation Measures Adequately Address Impacts


			Less than Significant Impact in Prior EIR or Topic Not Previously Analyzed and No Significant Project Impact 





			4.	CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES—Would the project:


			


			


			


			


			


			





			a)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|





			c)	Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			[bookmark: Check2]|X|


			|_|








Summary of Cultural Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


Summary of Historic Architectural Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic architectural resources present within or adjacent to the Mission Bay plan area. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that former Fire Station 30, located at Third Street and Mission Rock Street within the Mission Bay plan area, was potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); and the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges, located at China Basin Channel located adjacent to but outside the Mission Bay plan area, were determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.[footnoteRef:1] These historic architectural resources were are not located within, or in proximity to, the Blocks 29 to 32 site. [1:  	In 1989, the Lefty O’Doul Bridge was designated City Landmark No. 194.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design Impacts section determined that the proposed demolition of former Fire Station 30 would be a significant impact to this historic architectural resource, however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR further determined that the since the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges were located outside the Mission Bay plan area, and those structures and their setting would not be modified under the Mission Bay project, that impacts to those historic architectural resources would be less than significant. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined the Mission Bay plan would result in a significant impact to historic architectural resources, and identified mitigation measures to reduce the impact to a less than significant level; however, the impact and associated mitigation measures are not applicable to the Blocks 29 to 32 site.


Historic and Prehistoric Archaeological Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Cultural Resources section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic and prehistoric resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including information from a Cultural Resources Evaluation conducted in 1987 by David Chavez & Associates, and supplemented with an archaeological resources review conducted in 1997 by David Chavez & Associates. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study indicated the overall potential for prehistoric Native American sites within the Mission Bay plan area was low, however, there was potential for historic-period archaeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area associated with the use of the area for industrial purposes and as a City landfill in the nineteenth and early twentieth century. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study presented mapping of areas within the Mission Bay project area that had the most notable potential for subsurface historic and prehistoric cultural resources; this included the portion of the Mission Bay plan area south of and including 16th Street (i.e., immediately south of and adjacent to the project site).[footnoteRef:2] No substantial potential for archeological resources was identified in most areas composed of filled land in the former Mission Bay, including the project site, with the exception of the opposite (north) margin of Mission Bay, which was used as the City dump in the late 19th century.  [2:  	Potential historic-period resources in this area were identified as being associated with 19th century shipbuilding activities at Potrero Point (Point San Quentin), which extended northward into the southeast corner of Mission Bay nearly to 16th Street, and with a nearby glass factory. ] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study acknowledged that construction under the Mission Bay plan could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources; however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including potential impacts within the vicinity of Blocks 29 to 32, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level. 


Impact Evaluation


Historic Architectural Resources


Impact CP-1: The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. However, as discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any historic architectural resources within or in proximity of the project site, and correspondingly, did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site. Given the absence of historic architectural resources on or in proximity to the project site, the construction and operation of these proposed uses would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to historic architectural resources. 


At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, several buildings and facilities were located and operating on the project site. These buildings and structures were subsequently removed, and the project site has been subject to grading, some excavation, and construction of paved surface parking lots, fencing and associated utilities on portions of the site. This change in conditions on the project site has not altered the fact that the site contains no historic architectural resources, as those facilities that were removed from the project site did not have any historic architectural status or importance, nor would it alter the effects of the project with respect to impacts on historic architectural resources. 


Pursuant to mitigation identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the sole historic architectural resource located within the Mission Bay plan area (former Fire Station 30) was evaluated and determined to be eligible for the NRHP.[footnoteRef:3] This change in conditions for this resource, however, has no effect on conditions regarding the absence of historic architectural resources at or in the vicinity of the project site. There are no other new historic architectural resources, including City Landmarks and/or historic districts, that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, there have been no substantial changes with respect to circumstances under which the project is undertaken nor has any new information become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project.  [3:  	Former Fire Station 30 has since been rehabilitated consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, converted to provide a community meeting room and house the Arson Task Force, and integrated with the newly-constructed Public Safety Building. ] 



As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts historic architectural resources within the project site. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduced project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Consequently, no previously-identified new mitigation measures to address project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required.


On the bases of the factors discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR on historical resources as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the Planning Code.


	


Archaeological Resources


Impact CP-2: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric- or historic-era archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts, including within Blocks 29 to 32, to a less-than-significant level. 


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. Construction activities would require excavation, grading and pile driving, which could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources, should such resources be present. These types of subsurface construction activities were anticipated and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and there is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of previously-identified significant impacts to archaeological resources.


As discussed under Historic Architectural Resources, above, since preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project site has been subject to subsurface disturbance from grading, some excavation activities and new construction. This change in conditions on the project site would not create the potential for the project to result in new or more severe impacts to potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources that may be present on the site. 


There are no other new historic or prehistoric archaeological resources that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.[footnoteRef:4] Therefore, no new information has become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. [4:  	The “Prehistoric Native American Shell Middens on Mission Bay, San Francisco” archaeological district, recently determined eligible for the National Register, is located in the South of Market neighborhood (in the vicinity of the original northern shoreline of the Mission Bay), and consequently, is not located in proximity to the project site, and moreover, is completely outside the Mission Bay plan area.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including the project site, to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce archaeological resources at the project site. While there are no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives required to reduce project impacts to archaeological resources beyond those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the City has since updated its standard mitigation measures for accidental discovery of archeological resources which would augment and replace the FSEIR Mitigation D.6, as specified below. 


[Reviewers: This approach to revising mitigation measures is consistent with what is used in CPEs.]


Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Implementing FSEIR Mitigation D.6: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities being undertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet. 


Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils disturbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 


If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant from the pool of qualified archaeological consultants maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.


Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archaeological monitoring program; or an archeological testing program. If an archeological monitoring program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site security program if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions.


The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and describing the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 


Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD three copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.


It is noted that, because the Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 implements FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, it does not indicate the presence of a new more severe significant impact or an impact of greater severity than was analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR. Consistent with the conclusions of the FSEIR, FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, as implemented through Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, would reduce the proposed project’s impact to a less-than-significant level. As such, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts on archeological resources than were analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR.


	


Paleontological Resources


Impact CP-3: The project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)


Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, or traces of once-living organisms preserved in rocks and sediments. Paleontological resources are lithologically dependent; that is, deposition and preservation of paleontological resources are related to the lithologic unit in which they occur. If the rock types representing a deposition environment conducive to deposition and preservation of fossils are not favorable, fossils will not be present. Rock types that may contain fossils include sedimentary and volcanic formations. 


The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts on paleontological resources within the Mission Bay Plan area, including the project site. However, the project site is not considered a sensitive area for paleontological resources or unique geological features related to such resources. The project site is underlain by artificial fill and Bay Mud to a depth over 50 feet (i.e., below the depth of proposed excavation), and these soil layers are not sensitive for paleontological resources.


Proposed project construction activities would require pile driving activities which were assumed in the Mission Bay FSEIR to occur in the Mission Bay plan area, including within the project site. There is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would be substantially different from that analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


The proposed installation of piles at the project site would involve limited disruption of the underlying geologic units. As noted above, excavation at the project site would encounter only artificial fill and Bay Mud; both of these units have a low paleontological potential per Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) criteria.[footnoteRef:5] In addition, the project would not involve excavation of exposed rock outcrops that would destroy a unique geologic feature. Therefore, impacts related to paleontological resources and geologic features would be less than significant. [5:  	The SVP has established guidelines for the identification, assessment, and mitigation of adverse impacts on nonrenewable paleontological resources. Many federal, state, county, and city agencies have either formally or informally adopted the SVP’s standard guidelines for the mitigation of adverse construction-related impacts on paleontological resources. The SVP has helped define the value of paleontological resources and, in particular, indicates that geologic units of high paleontological potential are those from which vertebrate or significant invertebrate or significant suites of plant fossils have been recovered in the past (i.e., are represented in institutional collections). Areas that contain potentially datable organic remains older than the Recent era, including deposits associated with nests or middens, and areas that may contain new vertebrate deposits, traces, or trackways, are also classified as significant. Geologic units of low paleontological potential are those that are not known to have produced a substantial body of significant paleontological material. As such, the sensitivity of an area with respect to paleontological resources hinges on its geologic setting and whether significant fossils have been discovered in the area or in similar geologic units.] 



	


Human Remains


Impact CP-4: The proposed project would not disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)	Comment by Chris Kern: Discuss that this topic was not addressed in FSEIR and add impact significance conclusion as done for paleo resources above.


To date, no known human burial locations have been identified within the project site. The possibility cannot be entirely discounted, as human remains could exist anywhere. Project construction could result in direct impacts to previously undiscovered human remains during earthmoving activities. 


Under State law, human remains and associated burial items may be significant resources in two ways: they may be significant to descendant communities for patrimonial, cultural, lineage, and religious reasons and human remains may also be important to the scientific community, such as prehistorians, epidemiologists, and physical anthropologists. The specific stake of some descendant groups in ancestral burials is a matter of law for some groups, such as Native Americans (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98). In other cases, the concerns of the associated descendent group regarding appropriate treatment and disposition of discovered human burials may become known only through outreach. Beliefs concerning appropriate treatment, study, and disposition of human remains and associated burial items may be inconsistent and even conflict between descendent and scientific communities. CEQA and other State regulations concerning Native American human remains provide the following procedural requirements to assist in avoiding potential adverse effects to human remains within the contexts of their value to both descendants communities and the scientific community: 


· When an initial study identifies the existence or probable likelihood that a project would impact Native American human remains, the lead agency is to contact and work with the appropriate Native American representatives identified through the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to develop an agreement for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and any associated burial items (CEQA Guidelines Section15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98)


· If human remains are accidentally discovered, the county coroner must be contacted. If the county coroner determines that the human remains are Native American, the coroner must contact the NAHC within 24 hours. The NAHC must identify the most likely descendant (MLD) to provide for the opportunity to make recommendations for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and associated burial items. If the MLD fails to make recommendations within 24 hours of notification or the project applicant rejects the recommendations of the MLD, the Native American human remains and associated burial items must be reburied in a location not subject to future disturbance within the project site (Public Resources Code Section 5097.98).


· If potentially affected human remains/burial may have scientific significance, whether or not having significance to Native Americans or other descendent communities, then under CEQA, the appropriate mitigation of effect may require the recovery of the scientific information of the remains/burial through identification, evaluation, data recovery, analysis, and interpretation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(2)).


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


[bookmark: _GoBack]Impact C-CP: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, could result in significant impacts to cultural resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)	Comment by Chris Kern: Please also address cumulative impacts in paleo resources and human remains.


The geographic scope for potential cumulative cultural resources generally includes the Mission Bay area. Cumulative projects within the project vicinity would be required to undergo separate environmental review, as necessary. As the proposed project would have no impacts to historic architectural resources, it therefore would not contribute to any such cumulative impact. 


Similar to the proposed project as described under Impacts CP-2 and CP-4, the cumulative projects could have a significant impact on both recorded and unrecorded archeological resources, including human remains interred outside of formal cemeteries, given the substantial amount of construction-related ground disturbance that could occur. The impacts of the proposed project when considered together with similar impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects could contribute to a significant cumulative impact to cultural resources. However, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2, as standard City-required mitigation, would also apply to cumulative projects based on each project’s potential to affect archeological resources and would reduce cumulative impacts to cultural resources to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure: Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	1	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision


Project Name	2	ESA / Project No.


Type of document	Date


Preliminary  Subject to Revision


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	2	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision






Thanks,
Joyce
 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com


-------- Original Message --------
Subject:Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs


Date:Fri, 8 Aug 2014 20:54:28 +0000
From:Paul Mitchell <PMitchell@esassoc.com>


To:Chris Kern <Chris.Kern@sfgov.org>, "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>,
"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>


CC:Gary Oates <GOates@esassoc.com>, Joyce <joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Karl Heisler
<KHeisler@esassoc.com>


Catherine, Chris and Brett:
 
As promised, attached is a preliminary draft of Initial Study Cultural Resources section for the
Warriors project.  This has not been sent out the larger team. Please let us know if you have 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: José I. Farrán
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); "Paul Mitchell";


"Joyce"; Clarke Miller; Luba C. Wyznyckyj
Cc: "Eric Womeldorff"; Chris Mitchell; Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock
Subject: GSW event center at Mission Bay - Draft 1 Travel Demand Analysis Memorandum
Date: Sunday, August 10, 2014 3:32:03 PM
Attachments: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Travel Demand Memo Draft 1 - Adavant LCW 2014 08 08.pdf


Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Travel Demand Memo Draft 1 - Adavant LCW 2014 08 08.docx


All,
 
Attached is the Draft 1 technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology, and results
of the travel demand analysis conducted by Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting for the proposed
GSW event center at Mission Bay.  Two versions of the document are attached; the PDF file includes
the entire document including appendices, while the MS Word file includes the main body of the
memorandum.
 
Let me know if you have any problems opening any of these two files.
 
_______________________________________________________
José I. Farrán, P.E.
  Adavant
         Consulting
200 Francisco St.,  2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94133
office: (415) 362-3552; mobile: (415) 990-6412
jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com
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Memorandum 
To: Brett Bollinger/Chris Kern/Viktoriya Wise/Kansai Uchida – SF Planning Department 



 Catherine Reilly – SF Office of Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 



From: José I. Farrán – Adavant Consulting; Luba C. Wyznyckyj – LCW Consulting 



Date: August 8, 2014  DRAFT 1– Subject to Revisions 



Re: Travel and Parking Demand Estimates for the Proposed Multi-Purpose Event Center & 
Ancillary Development at Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32 



This technical memorandum describes the methodology and assumptions used to determine the 
travel demand for the proposed project, and presents the estimate of project-generated person and 
vehicle trips that would travel to and from the proposed multi-purpose event center and ancillary 
development at Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32. Parking demand estimates for the proposed uses 
are also presented. Detailed travel demand calculation and supporting data are included in the 
attached Appendix. 



INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
GSW Arena LLC (GSW), an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC, which owns and operates the 
Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, proposes to develop an 
approximately 12-acre project located in San Francisco on land referred to as Blocks 29-32 in the 
Mission Bay South Project Area. The proposed project consists of a new approximately 18,000-seat 
multi-purpose event center and ancillary development including multiple office buildings, retail, 
restaurants, structured parking, plaza areas, and other amenities. The event center would host the 
Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season, as well as provide a year-round 
venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural 
events, conferences and conventions. The rectangular site is bound by Third Street to the west, 
South Street to the north, Terry François Boulevard to the east, and 16th Street to the south, as 
shown in an aerial map of the project site in Figure 1. It should be noted as part of the buildout of 
Mission Bay, Terry François Boulevard will be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 30 
and 321. 
 



                                                 
 
1 Relocation of Terry François Boulevard will be implemented as part of the Mission Bay Area South 
Infrastructure Plan by FOCIL-Mission Bay, the entity serving as master developer of the remaining development 
rights within the Mission Bay South Plan project area. 
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Figure 1 
Proposed Project Site Location 
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PROPOSED PROJECT LAND USES 
The proposed project includes a multi-purpose event center, general office, general retail, and 
restaurant uses (including both quick service and more formal sit-down restaurants) on Mission Bay 
Development Blocks 29 through 32.2  In addition, both live and movie theaters would be included. 
The event center building would include a variety of supporting uses, including office space, practice 
facilities, event hall, and other event-related uses.  Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key 
characteristics of the project development.  
 
 



Table 1 
Summary of Proposed Project for Travel Demand Analysis 



 
Project Component 



Characteristics 



Gross Square Feet / Attendance 
for Travel Demand Analysis 



Event Center Employment 
Characteristics 



Event Center 
- No Event 
- GS Warriors Game 
- Convention 



700,500 GSF 
 



18,064 attendees (maximum) 
9,000 attendees (typical) 



 
100 employees 
825 employees 
675 employees 



Office (GSW Administration & 
Mgmt.) 



20,000 GSF  



General Office 494,210 GSF  



General Retail 37,000 GSF  
Quick Service Restaurant 37,000 GSF  



Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 GSF  



Live Theater 25,000 GSF – 600 seats 
Matinee: 2 to 5 PM 



Evening: 7:30 to 10:30 PM 
40% weekdays/60% weekends 



Overlap with events 



 
111 daily employees +  



64 event day employees =  
175 employees 



Movie Theater 39,000 GSF – 420 seats 
Standard movie theater days and 



hours of operation 
Overlap with events 



 



Notes: 
[a] This table presents the characteristics of the proposed project uses as they are defined for travel demand analysis 



purposes. 
[b] GSF = gross square feet. 
[c] The GSW administration and management space is part of the 700,500 GSF event center area. 



                                                 
 
2 Quick service restaurants consist of full-service eating establishments with typical duration of stay of 
approximately one hour, while more formal sit-down restaurants have a typical duration of stay of at least one 
hour and generally do not serve breakfast (Source: Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, Institute of 
Transportation Engineers, Washington DC, 2012). 
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EVENT CENTER ATTENDANCE 
An event center is a special trip generator for which travel demand characteristics (i.e., trip 
generation rates, peak hour factors, etc.) are not available from standard sources used for 
development projects in San Francisco such as the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines 
for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines)3 or the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip 
Generation Manual.4  As such, the transportation planning characteristics of the proposed event 
center were evaluated taking into account the expected attendance for various events at the 
proposed event center. 
 
Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center 
were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 2; Appendix A (pp. A-7 
through A-11) provides additional information about the survey data.5 The expected attendance 
would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, non-sports 
event), but will be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends (both weekday and 
weekend scenarios are included in this analysis). In the case of sporting events, the expected 
attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, 
on the popularity of the performing artists. 
 
Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 
attendees for a family show event to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season 
or post season basketball home game; concert average attendance is estimated at 12,500 
attendees for the typical end-stage configuration, and average convention attendance is 
estimated at 9,000 attendees.  As shown in Table 2, there would be approximately 220 event 
days in any given year. Table 2 also provides a summary of event center employment according 
to the type of event.  
 
Transportation planning analyses of special generators such as event centers typically use the 
85th percentile, and sometimes the 90th percentile, of the daily attendance throughout a period of 
one or more years, to define the attendance for the design day.  For the analysis of the 
proposed event center, the use of the maximum attendance presented in Table 2 for basketball 
games was analyzed, as it the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center 
would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees) even though during the majority of the events, 
it is not expected to be fully occupied.  
 



                                                 
 
3 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, San Francisco Planning Department, 
October 2002. 
4 Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012. 
5 Event types and characteristics provided by the project sponsor were based on the current event mix at the 
Oracle Arena in Oakland and SAP Center in San Jose, as well as information from the Barclays Center in 
Brooklyn, New York.  The project sponsor considers the Barclays Center to be a relevant comparable, as it is 
the most recently completed entertainment venue hosting an NBA team, is a single-tenant arena, and is in an 
urban setting.  Attendance estimates for conferences, corporate events, and other rentals were validated 
through discussion with San Francisco Travel. 
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Table 2 
Event Characteristics at Proposed Event Center 



Event Type 



Annual Number of 
Event Days at the 



Event Center 



Event Attendance [a] 
Event Center 



Day-of-Game/Event 
Employment 



Characteristics [a] Season Event Temporal Characteristics Average Maximum 



Golden State Warriors 
Basketball Home Games 



2 to 3 preseason 
home games 



11,000 18,064 925 [b] 
two weeks mid-
October 



Regular season game time: 7:30 to ~9:40 p.m. [d]  
Preseason/Postseason game time variable. 
Monthly Distribution: ~7 homes games per month 
Weekly Distribution: 50%/50% weekdays/weekends 



Monday-Thursday: 2 to 6 home games/month 
Friday:  1 to 3 home games/month 
Saturday:  1 to 3 home games/month 
Sunday:  0 to 1 home games/month 



41 regular season 
home games 



17,000 18,064 925 [b] late October to mid-
April 



0 to 16 post season 
home games 



18,000 18,064 925 [b] mid-April to mid-June 



Concerts Approximately 45 12,500 14,000 to 
18,500 [e] 



775 [c] major concert season 
is Fall, Winter and 
early Spring; 
Summer is the slow 
season 



Concert time: typically 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. 
 
Weekly distribution: primarily Friday and Saturday 



evenings 



Family Shows [f] Approximately 55 5,000 8,200 675 [c] distributed 
throughout the year 



Family Show characteristics: typically 10 shows over 
5 days (Wednesday to Sunday): 



Wednesday: 1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
Thursday:  1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
Friday:  2 shows, 10:30 a.m. to 12:00 



p.m.; and 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 
p.m. 



Saturday:  3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 
p.m.;  
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and  
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. 



Sunday:  3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 
p.m.;  
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and  
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. 



Other Sporting Events [g] Approximately 30 7,000 18,064 675 [c] distributed throughout the year; times variable 



Conventions/ Corporate 
Events [h] 



Approximately 31 9,000 18,500 [i] 675 [c] distributed throughout the year; times variable 
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Notes: 
[a] The event center attendance and employment estimates used for travel demand calculations and analysis are shown in bold and italics. 
[b]  This estimate includes approximately 825 event center day-of-game non-Warriors employees, and approximately 100 Warriors employees that would work at the Warriors games.  



This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors management offices in the event center during the day, non-Warriors employees of the 
retail buildings on Piers 30-32, or the visiting team and their support staff at the event center. 



[c] This estimate includes event center day-of-game/event non-Warriors employees.  This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors 
management offices in the event center during the day, non-Warriors employees of the retail buildings on Piers 30-32, or the visiting team/event performers and their support staff at the 
event center. 



[d] The large majority of Golden State Warriors regular season home games would start at 7:30 p.m. For example, over the course of the most recent full three NBA regular seasons 
(2010‐11, 2012‐13, and 2013-14; the 2011-12 NBA season was shortened due to delays in signing of a collective bargaining agreement between NBA owners and players and 
consequently is not included), 90 percent of Golden State Warriors home games started at 7:30 p.m., 6 percent of homes games started at 6:00 p.m., and the balance (accounting for 
one home game or less per season) started at either 1:00 p.m. (on Martin Luther King holiday), 5:00 p.m., or 7:00 p.m. 



[e] Nearly 90 percent of annual concerts at the event center would be with maximum end‐stage concert configuration attendance of 14,000, and 10 percent (no more than four annually) 
would be with a 360‐degree configuration which would allow for a maximum attendance of about 18,500. 



[f] Family shows provide theatrical entertainment geared towards children and families; examples include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live. 
[g] Other sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts.  These could be professional, 



collegiate, amateur, high school/youth, local, regional, or international competition. 
[h] Conventions/Corporate Events examples include conventions, conferences, cultural events, and corporate events. It is not anticipated that the event center would host entire 



conferences, but rather it would act as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center in those instances when an event or speaker requires more 
space than can be accommodated there. 



[i] The maximum attendance of 18,500 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated at the event center in a configuration similar to a center 
stage concert (see footnote e). However, the event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an 
attendance of 9,000 people. 



Source: Golden Gate Warriors, Strada Investment Group based on current event mix at the Oracle Arena in Oakland and the SAP Center in San Jose, as well as information provided for the 
recently completed Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York – 2014 
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In addition to a sell-out basketball game event, the transportation analysis also includes a 
convention/corporate event at the event center.  For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-
attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the maximum average 
attendance (i.e., the average attendance for events would be 9,000 or fewer attendees) for 
about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the 
convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).6 
 
The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated 
quantitatively because these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and 
require fewer employees than a basketball game.  In addition, arrival and departure travel 
patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball 
game. 



TRAVEL DEMAND 
Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the 
proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development 
projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and 
mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel 
behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally 
accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco 
development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of 
uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco.   
 
However, as noted above, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand estimates for the 
specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the 
proposed event center nor for the live theater. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as 
the Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, 2012, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), do not 
include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel 
demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated 
attendance described in the previous section,7 while travel demand for the proposed live theater was 
based on full occupancy of the proposed number of seats during a performance (i.e., 600 seats). 
 
In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation 
Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, 
because of its large scale, unique location and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses 
supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, appropriate adjustments have been made to 
account for these factors, as described later in this memorandum. 
 



                                                 
 
6 The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily 
at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in 
Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360‐
degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent. 
7 Survey and other relevant data supplied by the project sponsor are included in Appendix A (pp. A-7 to A-11). 
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The weekday daily PM peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, 
restaurant, and movie theater uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which 
provides PM peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution and average vehicle 
occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3) where the 
project site is located.   
 
Travel demand was also determined, as described in the following section, for weekday evening and 
late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates 
developed for the office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses using information obtained from 
ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and 
Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. Appendix A (pp. A-15 through A-20, and A-23 
through A-62) contains the travel demand calculations and assumptions. For the office, retail, 
restaurant and movie theater uses, a weekday-to-Saturday ratio was obtained from the trip 
generation rates presented in ITE’s Trip Generation Manual for the proposed project uses, which was 
then applied to the weekday daily trip generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines in order to 
obtain the weekend daily rates.  For the office, retail, and restaurant uses, data from the Pushkarev 
and Zupan and ULI studies was used to estimate the percentage of daily trips that would occur 
during the weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours.   
 
For the movie theater use, a percentage of weekday daily trips that would occur during the weekday 
late evening and Saturday evening peak hours was obtained from ITE sources.8  For the live theater 
use, the analysis assumes sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two 
performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday. 
 
PROJECT SCENARIOS AND TIME PERIODS OF ANALYSIS 
Travel demand for the proposed event center and ancillary development at Mission Bay 
Development Blocks 29-32 presented in this document evaluates three different event 
scenarios: 



 No event at the event center; 



 Basketball game at the event center; and 9 



 Convention event at the event center. 
 
The expected start and end times of these project events and other characteristics are 
presented in Table 2 (p. 5). The travel demand for the three scenarios has been estimated for 
the following six time periods: 



                                                 
 
8 Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1995 and Trip Generation for 
Entertainment Land Uses, J. Doyle, ITE 1999 Annual Meeting. 
9 The game day analysis for weekday PM (4 to 6 PM), evening (6 to 8 PM), and Saturday evening (7 to 9 PM) will 
also include the evaluation of transportation conditions when a SF Giants home game occurs concurrently with 
a basketball game. Weekday late evening (9 to 11 PM) conditions will not be analyzed for concurrent basketball 
and baseball game conditions. 
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 Weekday all day; 



 Weekday PM peak period (highest 60-minute period between 4 and 6 PM); 



 Weekday evening peak period (highest 60-minute period between 6 and 8 PM); 



 Weekday late evening period (highest 60-minute period between 9 and 11 PM); 



 Saturday all day; and 



 Saturday evening period (highest 60-minute period between 7 and 9 PM).  
 
Each event scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific 
event would occur.  For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday 
evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention 
events during these time periods was not conducted.  
 
The weekday PM peak period (from 4 to 6 PM) was selected because it represents the period 
during which weekday background traffic in the area is highest. The weekday evening peak 
period (from 6 to 8 PM) was selected because basketball games typically start at 7:30 PM and 
therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center 
during the 6 to 8 PM period than during the 4 to 6 PM commute peak period. The weekday late 
evening period (from 9 to 11 PM) was selected because it represents the period during which the 
highest outbound event trips would occur.  The Saturday evening period (from 7 to 9 PM) was 
selected because it represents the period during which the highest inbound event trips would 
occur.   
 
The “No Event” conditions reflect travel demand associated with the office uses at the event 
center, plus the travel demand associated with the general office, retail, restaurant (both quick 
service and sit-down) and movie and live theater uses for the weekday PM commute peak hour 
of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. Table 3 provides a cross-tabulation of 
proposed scenarios and time periods for which the project travel demand was estimated.   
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Table 3 
Proposed Project Scenarios and Time Periods 



for Travel Demand Estimation 



Project Scenario 



Time Period [a] 



Weekday Saturday 



Daily 
PM  



Peak Hour 
(4 to 6 PM) 



Evening  
Peak Hour 
(6 to 8 PM) 



Late Evening 
Peak Hour  
(9 to 11 PM) 



Daily 
Evening  



Peak Hour 
(7 to 9 PM) 



No Event √ √   √ √ 
Basketball Game √ √ [b] √ [b] √ √ √ [b] 
Convention Event √ √     



Notes: 
[a] The time periods presented in this table are those for which the project travel demand is being estimated because 



that is the time period during which trip volumes would be highest; they do not represent the only time periods 
during which an event could take place at the proposed event center.  



[b] The basketball game day analysis also includes the evaluation of peak hour transportation conditions when a SF 
Giants home game occurs concurrently with a basketball game. 



Source: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting – August 2014 
 
 
Overall, the travel demand was calculated for seven combinations of project scenarios and peak 
hour time periods, five peak hour scenarios on a weekday and two peak hour scenarios on a 
Saturday.  In addition, the transportation impact analysis of basketball game conditions was 
performed for three peak hour scenarios (weekday PM, weekday evening, and Saturday 
evening) that also includes the evaluation of transportation conditions with the travel demand 
generated by a concurrent SF Giants baseball game at AT&T Park, however, this does not 
affect the calculation of the proposed project travel demand estimates presented in this 
document. 
 
TRIP GENERATION 
The person-trip generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, 
employees, and other visitors to Mission Bay Development Blocks 29-32 and are based on the 
appropriate rates as described in a previous section and summarized in Table 4.  Detailed 
calculations for the development of these rates are provided in Appendix A (pp. A-5 through A-
22). The rates shown in Table 4 were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected 
event attendees, 1,000 GSF of office, retail and restaurant uses, and the number of movie 
theater and live theater seats to be built as part of the proposed project in order to obtain the 
number of person trips generated by each land use.  
 
It should be noted that the rates presented in Table 4 represent the number of person trips that 
would be generated by each project component as a standalone use. It is expected that some of 
the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by 
individuals already present in the area that are destined to either existing nearby uses or to 
other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the 
event center or the nearby residential, research and development, office or UCSF. 
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Table 4 
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation Rates by Land Use and Time Period [a] 



Land Use Type 



Weekday Saturday 



Daily 
Rate 



PM Peak Hour of 
the 4 to 6 PM 



period [b] 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 6 to 8 PM 



period [b] 



Late Evening Peak 
Hour of the 9 to 11 



PM period [c] Daily 



Evening Peak 
Hour of the 7 to 9 



PM period [b] 
% of 
Daily Rate 



% of 
Daily Rate % of Daily Rate 



% of 
Weekday Rate 



% of 
Daily Rate 



Event Center (per attendee)            
Basketball Game 2.1 2.8% 0.06 34.4% 0.72 33.0% 0.69 100% 2.1 32.5% 0.68 
Convention Event [d] 3.2 10.9% 0.35 N.A. [e] N.A. [e] N.A. [e] N.A. [e] 



General Office (per 1,000 GSF) 18.1 8.5% 1.54 1.7% 0.31 0.4% 0.08 22% 4.0 1.1% 0.04 
General Retail (per 1,000 GSF) 150.0 9.0% 13.50 6.8% 10.13 3.2% 4.73 117% 175.5 4.0% 7.02 
Restaurant (per 1,000 GSF)            



Quick Service Rest. (no event) [f] 600.0 13.5% 81.00 0.0% 0.00 0.0% 0.00 125% 747.3 0.0% 0.00 
Quick Service Rest. (event) [f] 600.0 13.5% 81.00 20.3% 121.50 20.3% 121.50 125% 747.3 24.0% 179.34 
Sit-down Restaurant 200.0 13.5% 27.00 20.3% 40.50 20.3% 40.50 125% 249.1 24.0% 59.78 



Live Theater (per seat) [g] 2.6 15.2% 0.39 23.2% 0.60 50.0% 1.29 177% 4.6 7.9% 0.36 
Movie Theater (per seat) 1.1 23.0% 0.26 24.4% 0.28 36.2% 0.41 171% 1.9 49.6% 0.96 
Notes: 



[a] See Appendix B (pp. A-23 through A-62) for detailed trip generation rate calculations. 
[b] Pre-event analysis period. 
[c] Post-event analysis period. 
[d] The average person trip rate per attendee depends in part on the number of employees working at the event; a convention event has the lowest attendee-to-employee 



ratio (13) compared to a basketball game (22); in addition, it is assumed that 25 percent of the employees and 50 percent of the attendees during a convention would 
leave the project site during the day for lunch, shopping, errands, etc., resulting in the highest average person trip rate. 



[e] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis because other scenarios would capture the potential transportation impacts during this period. 
[f] Quick service restaurant uses assumed to be closed after 6 PM during no event days, but open (with the same % of daily trip generation during the peak hours as a 



restaurant) during an event day. 
[g] Live theater demand assumes full occupancy and one evening performance on weekdays and two performances (matinee and evening) on a Saturday. 



Source: SF Guidelines, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Urban Land Institute, Pushkarev and Zupan, Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips 
conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses 
accessory to the event center,10 a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-
work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the 
visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other 
hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project 
retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 
percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at 
the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area). These 
assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips), than the 
data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center 
at Powell and Market Streets,11 which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses.  
 
Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an 
event, as shown in Table 5, when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would 
be expected to be lower. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to 
the office, movie theater, and live theater uses. 
 
 



Table 5 
Proposed Linked Visitor Trip Reduction Factors [a] 



by Type of Land Use 



Land Use [b] 



Time Period 



Daily 4 to 6 PM After 6 PM 



Event No Event Event No Event Event No Event 



General Retail 67% 33% 75% 33% 95% 33% 
Quick Service Restaurant 67% 67% 75% 67% 95% closed 
Sit-down Restaurant 67% 33% 75% 33% 95% 33% 



Notes: 
[a] As an example, a 67 percent linked trip reduction factor means that 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered 



new trips to the area unrelated to other project or nearby uses. No linked trip reduction factors were applied to 
employee work trips for any of the proposed land uses. 



[b] No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office, movie theater, and live theater 
uses. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014 
 
 



                                                 
 
10 San Francisco Boudin Bakery and Café at Fisherman's Wharf Transportation Study, prepared by Wilbur 
Smith Associates for the San Francisco Planning Department, Case Number 2003.0186, September 19, 2003. 
11 City Place Cross Shopping Survey Results, Technical memorandum prepared by AECOM for the SF 
Planning Department, October 18, 2007 (a copy of this document is included in Appendix D, p. A-71.). 
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Table 6 presents the resulting number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses 
for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods, once the trip rates 
presented in Table 4 and the linked trip factors shown in Table 5 were applied to the proposed 
project land uses and event attendances presented in Tables 1 and 2, respectively; the 
calculations and adjustments for each individual land use are shown in Appendix B (pp. A-50 
through A-62). 
 
 



Table 6 
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Period [a] 



Land Use Type 



Weekday Saturday 



Daily 



PM Peak 
Hour of 



the 4 to 6 
PM period 



Evening 
Peak Hour 
of the 6 to 



8 PM 
period 



Late 
Evening 



Peak Hour 
of the 9 to 



11 PM 
period 



Daily 



Evening 
Peak 



Hour of 
the 7 to 9 
PM period 



No Event       
Event Center [b] 250 21   250 0 
General Office 9,312 792   2,077 23 
General Retail 3,774 340   4,417 177 
Quick Service Restaurant [d] 7,992 1,079   9,954 0 
Sit-down Restaurant [d] 5,032 679   6,268 1,504 
Live Theater [e] 1,550 235   2,750 216 
Movie Theater 475 109   812 403 
Total person trips w/out event 28,385 3,255 N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 26,528 2,322 
With Event       
Basketball Game 37,778 1,042 13,006 12,449 37,778 12,284 
Convention Event 28,688 3,113 N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 
General Office 9,312 792 158 40 2,077 23 
General Retail [d] 1,998 140 33 15 2,338 23 
Quick Service Restaurant [d] 7,992 839 216 216 9,954 319 
Sit-down Restaurant [d] 2,664 280 132 132 3,318 195 
Live Theater [e] 1,550 235 360 775 2,750 216 
Movie Theater 475 109 116 172 812 403 
Total person trips w/ event       



Basketball Game 61,769 3,436 14,021 13,798 59,028 13,461 
Convention Event 52,679 5,508 N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 



Notes: 
[a] Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip. See Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62) for 



detailed trip generation calculations for each individual land use. 
[b] 100 employees would work at the event center on no-event days. 
[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis. 
[d] Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate. 
[e] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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No Event  
As shown in Table 6, the overall daily and peak hour person trip generation on a weekday are 
lower than on a Saturday for all uses except for office, due to the higher Saturday trip 
generation rates for retail, restaurant, live theater and movie theater uses. Overall, however, the 
proposed project would generate more trips on a weekday than on a Saturday. 
 



 On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 28,385 daily 
person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 3,255 person trips during the weekday PM 
peak hour.  
 



 On a Saturday without an event the proposed project would generate 26,528 daily 
person trips and 2,322 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 



 
With Event 
The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball 
game would be 61,769 trips.  Of these, 3,436 person trips would be during the PM peak hour, 
14,021 person trips during the evening peak hour, and 13,798 person trips during the weekday 
late evening peak hour.  The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a 
basketball game would be 59,028 for a basketball game (13,461 person trips would occur 
during the evening peak hour). 
 
Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (37,778 
person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event), however, 
the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday PM peak hour would be greater than 
during a basketball game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event 
day with a convention event would be 52,679 trips, of which 5,508 person trips would occur 
during the PM peak hour. 
 
TRIP DISTRIBUTION 
The distribution of trips for the uses being proposed by the project was obtained from the SF 
Guidelines for Superdistrict 312 (SD3), in which the project is located, for a convention event 
employee trips as well as for the proposed office, restaurant, retail, live theater and movie 
theater uses, and from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study 
assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at 
Piers 30-32 in San Francisco; see Appendix A, p. A-8) for basketball events. The distribution is 
based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then 
assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North 
Bay, South Bay and Out of Region (a map of the San Francisco Superdistricts is included in 
Appendix A, p. A-22). The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 7. 
 



                                                 
 
12 Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).  
These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the 
Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix A (p. A-25). 
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Table 7 



Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Use [a] 



Place of Trip 
Origin/Destination 



Basketball Event Convention Event General Retail 
Office/Restaurant 



Movie Theater/Live Theater 



Workers [b] 
Visitors 



Workers [b] Visitors [e] Workers [b] Visitors [f] Workers [b] Visitors [g] Weekday 
Inbound [c] 



All Other [d] 



San Francisco          
Superdistrict 1 8.3% 14.8% 11.1% 8.3% 55.0% 8.3% 6.0% 8.3% 13.0% 
Superdistrict 2 10.6% 4.6% 3.4% 10.6% 5.0% 10.6% 9.0% 10.6% 14.0% 
Superdistrict 3 23.9% 5.5% 4.2% 23.9% 5.0% 23.9% 61.0% 23.9% 44.0% 
Superdistrict 4 7.9% 4.4% 3.3% 7.9% 5.0% 7.9% 5.0% 7.9% 7.0% 



East Bay 14.3% 31.1% 33.0% 14.3% 7.5% 14.3% 3.0% 14.3% 9.0% 
North Bay 5.6% 8.9% 13.0% 5.6% 2.5% 5.6% 2.0% 5.6% 1.0% 
South Bay 26.9% 26.7% 28.0% 26.9% 10.0% 26.9% 9.0% 26.9% 9.0% 
Out of Region 2.5% 4.0% 4.0% 2.5% 10.0% 2.5% 5.0% 2.5% 3.0% 



Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Notes: 



[a] Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding. 
[b] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All) 
[c] Adjusted for trips starting at the place of employment rather than at home for a weekday evening event based on Golden State Warriors survey data (see 



Appendix A, p. A-8). 
[d] Weekday outbound, Saturday inbound and outbound. Based on Golden State Warriors survey data for a San Francisco arena (see Appendix A, pp. A-10 and A-



11). 
[e] Based on Moscone Center Expansion Project EIR data. 
[f] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-14 Visitor Trips to SD3 (Retail). 
[g] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other). 



Sources: SF Guidelines, GS Warriors, Moscone Center, Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (50.7 percent), 
with the greatest proportion within SD3 (23.9 percent), followed by South Bay (26.9 percent), 
and then East Bay (14.3 percent) origins/destinations.  
 
For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay 
origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), 
and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations. The origin/destination 
distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees 
who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence.  
The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders, which is 
provided in Appendix A (p. A-8).  As shown in Table 7 and in the appendix, the number of trips 
starting in San Francisco on a weekday would increase by approximately 7.5 percentage points, 
with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), 
North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas.   
 
The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, restaurant and theater uses 
would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), 
and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations. 
 
MODE OF TRAVEL 
The estimated daily, PM peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips 
were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi, motor 
coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips.  For event center basketball games, the “other” category 
includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the no-
event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, restaurant, live theater and movie 
theater) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis.  The bicycle trips generated by a 
basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel (see Appendix A, pp. A-35 
through A-46), but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary 
tables presented in this technical memorandum. 
 
Travel mode splits of employee and visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated 
from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (SD 3), where the project 
site is located. Travel mode splits of event (basketball games and conventions) employee trips 
were also estimated using SD3 data in the SF Guidelines.  
 
Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data 
provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion 
EIR,13 with some adjustments to account for the SD3 location of the proposed project. Walk trips 
in SD1, SD2 and SD4 were proportionally shifted to auto and transit trips; no adjustments were 
made within SD3 or for trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco. 
 



                                                 
 
13 Moscone Center Expansion Project – Estimation of Travel Demand, Adavant Consulting, January 9, 2014. 
Appendix C of Moscone Center Expansion Project Draft EIR, April 2014. A copy of this document is available 
for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 
2013.0154E. 
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Mode splits for basketball event attendee trips were based on weekday and Saturday game 
attendance data collected by the San Francisco Giants in the fall 2012, which are presented in 
more detail in Appendix A (p. A-14). 
 
Table 8 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for 
the standard weekday PM peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak 
hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. 
 
No Event 
On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 2,007 person trips by 
automobile (61 percent), 603 person trips by transit (19 percent), and 645 person trips by other 
modes (20 percent) during the PM peak hour.   
 
On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,337 person trips by 
automobile (58 percent), 426 person trips by transit (18 percent), and 559 person trips by other 
modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 
 
With Event 
The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball 
game would be as follows: 



 The overall project would generate 2,168 person trips by automobile (63 percent), 720 
person trips by transit (21 percent), and 549 person trips by other modes (16 percent) 
during the weekday PM peak hour. 



 The overall project would generate 5,213 person trips by automobile (37 percent), 6,035 
person trips by transit (43 percent), and 2,774 person trips by other modes (20 percent) 
during the weekday evening peak hour.   



 The overall project would generate 5,821 person trips by automobile (42 percent), 5,693 
person trips by transit (41 percent), and 2,284 person trips by other modes (17 percent) 
during the weekday late evening peak hour.  



 
On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 5,884 person trips 
by automobile (43 percent), 6,123 person trips by transit (46 percent), and 1,495 person trips by 
other modes (11 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project 
would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (43 percent on a 
Saturday, as compared to 37 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit 
service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San 
Francisco. 
 
On a weekday with a convention event, during the PM peak hour the proposed project would 
generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (17 percent), since about 80 percent 
of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by taxi or convention shuttle bus.  
Approximately two percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site. 
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Table 8 
Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period [a] 



Project Land Use 



Weekday Saturday 
PM Peak Hour 



of the 4 to 6 PM period 
Evening Peak Hour 



of the 6 to 8 PM period 
Late Evening Peak Hour 
of the 9 to 11 PM period 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 7 to 9 PM period 



Auto Transit 
Walk/ 



Other[b] 
Total Auto Transit 



Walk/ 
Other[b] 



Total Auto Transit 
Walk/ 



Other[b] 
Total Auto Transit 



Walk/ 
Other[b] 



Total 



No Event                 
Event Center 15 4 2 21         0 0 0 0 
General Office 542 158 91 792         16 5 2 23 
General Retail [e] 219 41 79 340         114 22 41 177 
Quick Service Restaurant [e] 623 204 251 1,079         0 0 0 0 
Sit-down Restaurant [e] 387 128 164 679         857 284 363 1,504 
Live Theater [f] 158 47 30 235         121 41 54 216 
Movie Theater 62 21 27 109         229 76 99 403 
Total person trips 
w/out event 



2,007 603 645 3,255 
N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 



1,337 426 559 2,322 
61% 19% 20% 100% 58% 18% 24% 100% 



With Event             
Basketball Game 663 264 115 1,042 4,606 5,842 2,558 13,006 5,020 5,436 1,992 12,449 5,161 5,901 1,221 12,284 
Convention Event [e] 954 454 1,705 3,113 N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 
General Office 542 158 91 792 112 32 14 158 28 8 3 40 16 5 2 23 
General Retail [e] 91 18 31 140 22 5 6 33 10 2 3 15 15 4 4 23 
Quick Service Restaurant [e] 489 159 191 839 121 40 54 216 121 40 54 216 179 60 80 319 
Sit-down Restaurant [e] 163 53 64 280 83 26 23 132 83 26 23 132 122 38 34 195 
Live Theater [f] 158 47 30 235 202 68 90 360 461 148 166 775 121 41 54 216 
Movie Theater 62 21 27 109 66 22 28 116 97 32 42 172 229 76 99 403 
Total person trips w/ event                 
 



Basketball Game 
2,168 720 549 3,436 5,213 6,035 2,774 14,021 5,821 5,693 2,284 13,798 5,844 6,123 1,495 13,461 



 63% 21% 16% 100% 37% 43% 20% 100% 42% 41% 17% 100% 43% 46% 11% 100% 
 



Convention Event 
2,459 909 2,139 5,508 



N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 
 45% 17% 39% 100% 
Notes: 



[a] Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding; see Appendix B (pp. A-50 to A-62) for detailed trip generation calculations. 
[b] “Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, etc. 
[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis. 
[d] Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle. 



[e] Includes linked trip reductions. 
[f] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one 



matinee) on a Saturday. 
Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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VEHICLE OCCUPANCIES AND VEHICLE TRIPS BY PLACE OF ORIGIN 
To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various 
scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by 
automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard 
project land uses, such as office, retail, restaurant, and theater uses were estimated in 
accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines.  
 
Average Vehicle Occupancy: Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event 
center was developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; 
data from 2007 was used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split 
ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. More detailed information from the 
2007 SF Giants survey is included in Appendix A (p. A-14).  The average vehicle occupancy for 
attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 
passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation 
planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies 
between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on 
weekends.14   
 
Table 9 summarizes the average vehicle occupancy rates and number of vehicles for project 
trips by place of origin/destination and time period.  When combined with employee trips and 
trips to/from other on-site uses the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event 
and a basketball ranges between 1.5 and 2.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, 
day of the event, and peak hour. 
 
During the weekday PM peak hour without and with a basketball game, the average vehicle 
occupancy is 1.7 and 1.5 passengers per vehicle, respectively, which generally reflects the 
overall peak period commute average vehicle occupancies of the other project land uses (i.e., 
the proportion of basketball game attendees travel to the event center during the PM peak hour 
would be low – 2.8 percent of arrivals, as presented in Table 4).  During the weekday evening 
and late evening peak hours, the average vehicle occupancy increases to 2.4 persons per 
vehicle, as the majority of trips are event-related. During the Saturday evening peak hour for no 
event conditions, the average vehicle occupancy is higher, at 2.1 persons per vehicle, reflecting 
the generally higher average vehicle occupancy for entertainment uses (i.e., the sit-down 
restaurant, movie theater, and live theater), while with a basketball game the average vehicle 
occupancy increases to 2.6 persons per vehicle reflecting the greater number of attendees 
traveling to the event center by auto mode on a Saturday as compared to a weekday game.   
 
 



                                                 
 
14 Table 2, p. 5; Transportation Planning Assumptions for the Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment, 
Technical Memorandum, Philip Habib and Associates, May 4, 2006, and Table 10, p. 6, Madison Square 
Garden Relocation and Expansion Transportation Planning Assumptions, Technical Memorandum from PB 
Team to New York City Department of City Planning, November 11, 2003; copies of these two documents are 
included in Appendix D, starting on pages A-75 and A-93, respectively. 
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Table 9 
Average Vehicle Occupancies and Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a, b] 



Place of Trip 
Origin/ 
Destination 



Weekday Saturday 



PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period 
Evening Peak 



Hour of the 6 to 8 
PM period 



Late Evening Peak 
Hour of the 9 to 11 



PM period 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 7 to 9 PM period 



No Event Basketball Game 
Convention 



Event [c] Basketball Game Basketball Game No Event Basketball Game 



Avg. 
Veh. 



Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. 
Veh. 



Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. 
Veh. 



Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. Veh. 
Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. Veh. 
Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. Veh. 
Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. Veh. 
Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



San Francisco               
Superdistrict 1 1.7 80 1.6 88 6.1  241 1.7 129 1.8 112 2.0 53 2.1 105 
Superdistrict 2 1.7 161 1.5 167 2.3 150 1.8 153 1.9 149 1.9 112 2.1 118 
Superdistrict 3 1.9 326 1.7 332 2.0 265 2.0 132 2.0 166 2.3 205 2.2 130 
Superdistrict 4 1.9 85 1.7 102 2.8 95 2.0 93 2.1 87 2.3 47 2.4 72 



East Bay 2.0 113 1.8 149 2.1 160 2.5 319 2.5 339 2.4 59 2.6 317 
North Bay 1.6 48 1.6 77 1.8 82 2.7 442 2.7 612 1.8 16 2.7 601 
South Bay 1.4 302 1.3 455 1.6 421 2.5 994 2.5 1,043 2.0 111 2.6 970 
Out of Region 1.7 41 1.6 37 1.7 96 4.1 22 3.6 27 1.7 31 2.7 36 
Total Vehicles 1.7 1,155 1.5 1,407 2.6 1,510 2.4 2,285 2.4 2,535 2.1 635 2.6 2,350 



Inbound  398  750  424  2,079  119  315  2,129 
  34%  53%  28%  91%  5%  50%  91% 
Outbound  757  657  1,086  206  2,416  320  221 
  66%  47%  72%  9%  95%  50%  9% 



Notes: 
[a] Numbers may not sum due to rounding. 
[b] Average vehicle occupancy rates vary depending on the time of day (i.e., analysis periods) as the proportion of trips generated by the various land uses components of the project, 



each one with a different average vehicle occupancy rate, is different depending on the time of the day. See Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62) for detailed vehicle occupancy and 
vehicle trip demand calculations for each individual land use. 



[c] The average vehicle occupancy rate for a convention event includes trips by shuttle bus service with an average occupancy of 25 passengers per vehicle, per the Moscone Center 
Expansion Project EIR. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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The average vehicle occupancy during a convention event during the weekday PM peak hour 
(2.6 persons per vehicle overall, 6.1 persons per vehicle for SD1) includes trips by shuttle bus 
with an average vehicle occupancy of 25 passengers per vehicle. 
 
Vehicle Trips: The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin 
and destination has been summarized in Table 9. 
 
No Event  
During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would 
generate 1,115 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during 
the Saturday evening peak hour (635 vehicle trips) would be less than during the weekday PM 
peak hour (1,115 vehicle trips), primarily because trip generation associated with the office uses 
would be minimal. 
 
With Event 
On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 1,407 vehicle trips 
during the PM peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,285 transit trips 
during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 2,535 vehicle trips 
during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips 
would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than 
during the PM or evening peak hours because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over 
a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas 
departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrate within the one hour immediately following 
the conclusion of an event.   
 
On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,350 vehicle trips 
during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 9, the greatest vehicle trip generation would 
occur with a Saturday basketball game than with a weekday basketball game as more people 
tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and 
less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays 
than on weekdays).  
 
On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 1,510 vehicle trips 
during the PM peak hour. A convention event would generate fewer weekday PM peak hour 
vehicles trips than a basketball game, as convention events would have both the lowest typical 
event attendance (9,000 attendees for a convention event as compared to 18,064 attendees for 
a basketball game) and the highest non-automobile event-only mode use (69 percent 
transit/other mode for a convention event during the PM peak hour, as compared to 36 percent 
transit/other mode share for a basketball game during the PM peak hour; see Table 8, p. 18). 
 
TRANSIT TRIPS BY PLACE OF ORIGIN 
Table 10 summarizes the transit trips generated by the proposed project for the various 
scenarios and time periods. 
 











LCW Consulting  Adavant 
Consulting 



 
 



 
PRELIMINARY DRAFT 1 – SUBJECT TO REVISIONS  August 8, 2014 
P14002  Page 22 



 
Table 10 



Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a] 



Place of Trip 
Origin/Destination 



Weekday Saturday 



PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period 
Evening Peak 



Hour of the 6 to 
8 PM period 



Late Evening 
Peak Hour of 
the 9 to 11 PM 



period 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 7 to 9 PM period 



No Event 
Basketball 



Game 
Convention 



Event 
Basketball 



Game 
Basketball 



Game 
No Event 



Basketball 
Game 



San Francisco        
Superdistrict 1 81 94 339 643 447 57 721 
Superdistrict 2 72 84 67 324 248 47 270 
Superdistrict 3 249 221 191 370 325 207 398 
Superdistrict 4 41 51 48 296 221 26 256 



East Bay 96 167 157 3,313 3,334 61 3,315 
North Bay 7 11 7 1 3 1 1 
South Bay 33 65 45 1,018 1,015 11 995 
Out of Region 24 26 56 70 70 15 168 
Total Transit Trips 603 720 909 6,035 5,693 426 6,123 



Inbound 240 424 225 5,959 14 223 6,022 
 40% 59% 25% 99% 0% 52% 98% 
Outbound 364 296 684 75 5,679 203 101 
 60% 41% 75% 1% 100% 48% 2% 



Notes: 
[a] Numbers may not sum due to rounding. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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No Event  
During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would 
generate 603 transit trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of transit trips during the 
Saturday evening peak hour (426 transit trips) would be less than during the weekday PM peak 
hour (603 transit trips). 
 
With Event 
On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 720 transit trips 
during the PM peak hour, and the number of transit trips would increase to 6,035 transit trips 
during the evening peak hour (arrivals to the event center), and to 5,693 transit trips during the 
late evening peak hour (departures from the event center). On Saturdays with a basketball 
game, the proposed project would generate 6,123 transit trips during the evening peak hour.  
 
On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 909 transit trips 
during the PM peak hour.  
 
WALK/OTHER TRIPS BY PLACE OF ORIGIN 
Table 11 summarizes the walk/other trips (i.e., walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxi, and other modes) 
generated by the proposed project. 
 
No Event 
During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would 
generate 645 walk/other trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of walk/other trips 
during the Saturday evening peak hour (559 walk/other trips) would be less than during the 
weekday PM peak hour (645 walk/other trips). 
 
With Event 
On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 549 walk/other trips 
during the PM peak hour, and the number of walk/other trips would increase to 2,774 walk/other 
trips during the evening peak hour (arrivals to the event center), and to 2,284 walk/other trips 
during the late evening peak hour (departures from the event center). On Saturdays with a 
basketball game, the proposed project would generate 1,495 walk/other trips during the evening 
peak hour.  
 
On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 2,139 walk/other 
trips during the PM peak hour.  
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Table 11 
Walk/Other Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a, b] 



Place of Trip 
Origin/Destination 



Weekday Saturday 



PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period 
Evening Peak 



Hour of the 6 to 
8 PM period 



Late Evening 
Peak Hour of 
the 9 to 11 PM 



period 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 7 to 9 PM period 



No Event 
Basketball 



Game 
Convention 



Event 
Basketball 



Game 
Basketball 



Game 
No Event 



Basketball 
Game 



San Francisco        
Superdistrict 1 133 126 1,291 1,242 916 122 606 
Superdistrict 2 61 52 161 180 142 52 89 
Superdistrict 3 398 308 396 510 453 346 325 
Superdistrict 4 25 22 120 188 140 24 79 



East Bay 6 7 5 64 65 4 37 
North Bay 2 3 2 0 1 0 0 
South Bay 12 18 11 151 152 5 83 
Out of Region 8 12 153 438 415 5 277 
Total Walk/Other Trips 645 549 2,139 2,774 2,284 559 1,495 



Inbound 302 308 373 2,715 19 302 1,381 
 47% 56% 17% 98% 1% 54% 92% 
Outbound 343 240 1,767 59 2,266 257 114 
 53% 44% 83% 2% 99% 46% 8% 



Notes: 
[a] Other trips include walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxi and other modes. 
[b] Numbers may not sum due to rounding. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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PARKING DEMAND 
Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on 
methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the 
Urban Land Institute15 and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center, 
described above. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and 
short-term demand (typically visitors).   
 
Parking demand was estimated for the midday peak hour (1 to 3 PM) when parking occupancy is 
typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7 to 9 PM) when parking 
demand is greater for the basketball game and entertainment uses (i.e., restaurant, theater). 
 
Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses was 
estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation 
estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking 
for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily 
parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses 
and 2 vehicles per space per day for the movie theater.16 
 
Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game, convention event, and live theater function 
were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., 
the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and 
an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games, all 
convention events, and live theater performances on weekdays, and 2 vehicles per space per 
day for live theater performances on a Saturday). Event employee parking demand was 
estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation 
estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each 
event. 
 
Table 12 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed 
project during the midday and late evening periods. Detailed parking demand calculations are 
presented in Appendix C (p. A-63). 
 
 



                                                 
 
15 Table 2-5 and Table 2-6 (pp. 16 and 17); Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005. 
16 Based on the SF Guidelines, Appendix G, page G-1.  A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking is utilized by 
an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day. A turnover of 2 means that each parking space is utilized by an 
average of two vehicles during the day. 
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Table 12 
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Period [a] 



Land Use Type 



Weekday Saturday 
Midday Peak Hour 



(1 to 3 PM) 
Late Evening Peak Hour 



(7 to 9 PM) 
Midday Peak Hour 



(1 to 3 PM) 
Late Evening Peak Hour 



(7 to 9 PM) 
Short-
term 



spaces 



Long-
term 



spaces 



Total 
spaces 



Short-
term 



spaces 



Long-
term 



spaces 



Total 
spaces 



Short-
term 



spaces 



Long-
term 



spaces 



Total 
spaces 



Short-
term 



spaces 



Long-
term 



spaces 



Total 
spaces 



No Event             
Event Center 0 55 55 0 6 6 0 55 55 0 6 6 
General Office 135 1,033 1,168 7 103 110 0 184 184 0 0 0 
General Retail 109 59 168 104 56 160 128 59 187 96 47 143 
Quick Service Restaurant 161 59 220 0 0 0 200 59 259 0 0 0 
Sit-down Restaurant 80 53 133 107 59 166 100 53 153 133 59 192 
Live Theater [b] 1 29 30 149 97 246 104 97 201 149 97 246 
Movie Theater 28 3 31 28 5 33 48 0 51 48 5 53 
Total spaces w/out event 514 1,291 1,805 395 326 721 580 510 1,090 426 214 640 
With Event             
Basketball Game 50 137 187 2,520 457 2,977 56 137 193 2,811 457 3,268 
Convention Event 1,197 374 1,571 359 94 453  N.A. [c]    N.A. [c]  
General Office  135 1,033 1,168 7 103 110 0 184 184 0 0 0 
General Retail 55 59 114 52 56 108 64 59 123 48 47 95 
Quick Service Restaurant 161 59 220 129 53 182 200 59 259 160 53 213 
Sit-down Restaurant 40 53 93 54 59 113 50 53 103 67 59 126 
Live Theater [b] 1 29 30 149 97 246 104 97 201 149 97 246 
Movie Theater 28 3 31 28 5 33 48 3 51 48 5 53 
Total spaces with event             



Basketball Game 470 1,373 1,843 2,939 830 3,769 522 592 1,114 3,283 718 4,001 
Convention Event 1,617 1,610 3,227 778 467 1,245  N.A. [c]   N.A. [c]  



Notes: 
[a] See Appendix C (p. A-63) for detailed project parking demand calculations; numbers may not sum due to rounding. 
[b] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday. 
[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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No Event 
On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking 
demand for 1,805 spaces during weekday midday period and 721 spaces during the late 
evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (1,090 spaces during the midday and 640 
spaces during the late evening period) would be slightly less because the parking demand 
associated with the office use would be substantially less than on a weekday, however, the 
parking demand associated with the live theater and movie theater would be the same or 
slightly greater than on a weekday. 
 
With Event 
On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand 
for 3,227 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 3,769 spaces 
during the late evening period with a basketball game.  
 
On a Saturday with an basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to 
conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 PM and game attendees would 
not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the 
midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but 
similar to conditions without an event.  The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a 
basketball game (4,001 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays due to the higher auto 
mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. 
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
Estimated Origin-Destination for GS Warriors and non-basketball Events at a San Francisco facility



GS WARRIORS SEASON TICKET HOLDERS
PLACE OF RESIDENCE BY ZIP CODE Super PLACE OF RESIDENCE SUMMARY Place of Employment



Zip Code Location District Percentage County Geographical Area Percentage Place of Residence S Francisco East Bay North Bay South Bay Out of Region Total
94102 Hayes Valley/Tenderloin/North of Market SD1 2.1% San Francisco SD1 11.1% San Francisco 21 3 0 4 0 28
94103 South of Market SD1 4.0% SD2 3.4% East Bay 15 91 0 8 3 117
94104 Downtown SD1 4.4% SD3 4.2% North Bay 5 1 10 0 0 16
94105 Downtown SD1 8.4% SD4 3.3% South Bay 8 2 0 40 0 50
94107 South of Market SD1 5.9% Total San Francisco 22.0% Outside Bay Area 0 1 0 1 7 9
94108 Chinatown SD1 3.8% Total All Areas 49 98 10 53 10 220
94109 Polk/Russian Hill SD1 4.2% Alameda East Bay 20.0%
94111 Downtown/South of Market SD1 11.1% Contra Costa East Bay 12.0%
94119 Rincon Center SD1 2.1% San Joaquin East Bay 1.0% Place of residence for GS Warriors season
94133 North Beach/Chinatown SD1 4.2% Total East Bay 33.0% LOCATION ticket holders who work in San Francisco
94141 South of Market SD1 0.2% San Francisco 21 75.0% of SF residents



TOTAL SD1 50.4% Marin North Bay 4.2% East Bay 15 12.8% of East Bay residents
Solano North Bay 4.0% North Bay 5 31.3% of North Bay residents



94115 Western Addition/Japantown SD2 1.9% Sonoma North Bay 3.8% South Bay 8 16.0% of South Bay residents
94117 Haight-Ashbury SD2 1.7% Napa North Bay 1.0% Outside Bay Area 0 0.0% of Outside Bay Area residents
94118 Inner Richmond SD2 3.2% Total North Bay 13.0% Total All Areas 49 22.3% of all residents
94121 Outer Richmond SD2 3.8%
94123 Marina SD2 4.4% Santa Clara South Bay 14.0%
94129 Presidio SD2 0.6% San Mateo South Bay 13.0% Place of employment for GS Warriors season



TOTAL SD2 15.6% Santa Cruz South Bay 1.0% LOCATION ticket holders who live in San Francisco
Total South Bay 28.0% San Francisco 21 75.0% of SF residents



94110 Inner Mission/Bernal Heights SD3 3.1% East Bay 3 10.7% of SF residents
94112 Ingleside-Excelsior/Crocker Amazon SD3 4.6% Other Outside Bay Area 4.0% North Bay 0 0.0% of SF residents
94114 Castro/Noe Valley SD3 2.3% South Bay 4 14.3% of SF residents
94124 Bayview-Hunters Point SD3 2.3% TOTAL ALL AREAS 100.0% Outside Bay Area 0 0.0% of SF residents
94128 SFO SD3 0.2% Total All Areas 28 100.0% of SF residents
94131 Twin Peaks/Glen Park SD3 2.5% Source: GS Warriors, 2013
94134 Visitacion Valley/Sunnydale SD3 1.9%
94158 Mission Bay SD3 1.7% Weekday Trip Origin Adjustment for Live/Work Locations
94188 India Basin SD3 0.4% Original SF Resid. Interim Others who Final



TOTAL SD3 18.9% LOCATION Unadjusted work else. Factor work in SF Adjusted Change
SD1 11.1% -2.8% 8.3% 6.4% 14.8% 3.7%



94116 Parkside/Forest Hill SD4 2.9% SD2 3.4% -0.9% 2.6% 2.0% 4.6% 1.1%
94122 Sunset SD4 5.5% SD3 4.2% -1.0% 3.1% 2.4% 5.5% 1.4%
94127 St Francis Wood/Miraloma/West Portal SD4 4.2% SD4 3.3% -0.8% 2.5% 1.9% 4.4% 1.1%
94132 Lake Merced SD4 2.5% East Bay 33.0% 2.4% 35.4% -4.2% 31.1% -1.9%



TOTAL SD4 15.1% North Bay 13.0% 0.0% 13.0% -4.1% 8.9% -4.1%
South Bay 28.0% 3.1% 31.1% -4.5% 26.7% -1.3%



TOTAL SAN FRANCISCO 100.0% Outside Bay Area 4.0% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0%
Total All Areas 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%



Source: Market study for SF location, GS Warriors, 2013
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(Used to estimate event attendee arrival patterns) 
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
TEMPORAL DISTRIBUTION OF EVENT ATTENDEE ARRIVALS



New York Knicks (NBA) Red Hot
vs. Toronto vs. New Jersey vs. Milwaukee Chili Peppers



Start Time: @ 7:30 PM @ 8:00 PM @ 7:00 PM @ 8:00 PM Arco Golden
Monday Friday Sunday Tuesday Arena State



March 24, 2003 March 28, 2003 March 16, 2003 Average May 20, 2003 (Sacto.) Warriors
Time Period Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent Percent Arrivals Percent Avg. % Avg. %



Peak 60-min Value: 9,452       6:45 PM 11,602     7:15 PM 10,079     6:30 PM 7,672       7:30 PM
72% 53% 46% 50%



2½ hours prior to start -              -              0% -              0% 0% 0%
2 hours prior to start 1              0% 6,106       28% -              9% 0% 1%
1½ hours prior to start 179          1% 413          2% 8,405       38% 14% 7% 15% 11%
1 hour prior to start 2,514       19% 4,002       18% 1,390       6% 15% 17% 30% 20%
½ hour prior to start 5,456       42% 6,807       31% 4,198       19% 30% 25% 40% 34%
Event start time 3,838       29% 3,850       17% 5,881       27% 24% 25% 15% 34%
½ hour after start 930          7% 766          3% 1,681       8% 6% 17%
1 hour after start 195          1% 121          1% 434          2% 1% 9%
1½ hours after start -              0% -              57            0% 0%
TOTAL 13,113     100% 22,065     100% 22,046     100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development



ARENA ATTENDEES WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Estimated % of Daily Estimated % of Daily



Basketball Game Vehicles Estimated Survey Vehicles Estimated Survey
Total daily vehicle trips (in+out) 5,366       5,774       
Inbound daily vehicle trips 2,683       2,887       



Estimated Inbound peak hour 31            1.1% 1.0%
of 4 to 6 PM period
Estimated Inbound peak hour 1,833       68.3% 68.0%
of 6 to 8 PM period
Estimated Inbound peak hour 1,963       68.0% 68.0%
of 7 to 9 PM period
Estimated Outbound peak hour 1,918       71.5% 70.0%
of 9 to 11 PM period



GS WARRIORS DATA
Arrivals



Time Period Start time: 7:30 PM
5:00 PM 5:30 PM 0% 0%
5:30 PM 6:00 PM 1% 1%
6:00 PM 6:30 PM 11% 12%
6:30 PM 7:00 PM 20% 32%
7:00 PM 7:30 PM 34% 66%
7:30 PM 8:00 PM 34% 100%



TOTAL 100%



Departures
Time Period End time: 9:40 PM



9:00 PM 9:30 PM 30% 30%
9:30 PM 10:00 PM 40% 70%



10:00 PM 10:30 PM 30% 100%
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SAN FRANCISCO GIANTS SPECTATOR TRAVEL SURVEYS 
(Used to estimate event travel mode & vehicle occupancy) 
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SF GIANTS BALLPARK TRANSPORTATION SUMMARY



2000 SURVEY 2007 SURVEY 2012 SURVEY
WEEKDAY WEEKEND ALL DAYS WEEKDAY WEEKEND ALL DAYS WEEKDAY WEEKEND ALL DAYS



Afternoon Evening Afternoon COMBINED Afternoon Evening Afternoon Evening COMBINED Afternoon Evening Afternoon Evening COMBINED
ORIGIN OF TRIP
Home 68.0% 72.0% 97.0% 79.0% 76.5% 76.0% 96.5% 77.0% 81.5% 84.2% 71.7% 91.0% 91.1% 84.5%
Work 32.0% 28.0% 3.0% 21.0% 19.0% 20.0% 0.0% 19.0% 14.5% 6.5% 7.1% 6.9% 6.0% 6.6%
Other included in home included in home 4.5% 4.0% 3.5% 4.0% 4.0% 9.3% 21.2% 2.2% 2.8% 8.9%
All Origins 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



San Francisco 26.7% 40.4% 24.8% 27.0% 29.7%
East Bay 29.0% 20.5% 27.6% 26.6% 25.9%
North Bay 19.4% 10.8% 17.6% 14.8% 15.6%
South Bay 24.9% 28.3% 30.0% 31.7% 28.7%
All Origins 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



MODE OF TRAVEL
Auto 49.8% 54.0% 59.0% 53.0% 53.9% 40.9% 33.0% 51.8% 51.3% 44.2%
Charter bus included above included above 0.7% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.3%
Muni 10.9% 11.6% 11.0% 9.8% 10.8% 11.0% 19.2% 7.7% 9.7% 11.9%
BART 12.8% 10.3% 11.9% 14.4% 12.3% 20.3% 15.3% 13.4% 13.1% 15.5%
Caltrain 12.2% 11.6% 9.5% 9.4% 10.7% 9.6% 12.8% 12.7% 12.4% 11.9%
Ferry 5.5% 3.0% 4.1% 6.2% 4.7% 7.6% 6.9% 8.1% 3.7% 6.6%
Taxi 0.8% 1.5% 0.9% 1.2% 1.1% 2.0% 2.0% 0.4% 2.3% 1.7%
Walk 6.0% 5.0% 2.0% 6.0% 4.8% 3.3% 6.4% 2.1% 2.7% 3.6%
Bike included above included above 2.0% 1.0% 1.4% 1.7% 1.5%
Other 2.0% 3.0% 1.5% 0.0% 1.6% 2.7% 3.4% 2.1% 3.0% 2.8%
All Modes 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Auto 48.0% 50.0% 57.5% 51.8% 49.8% 54.0% 59.0% 53.0% 53.9% 40.9% 33.0% 51.8% 51.3% 44.2%
Transit 41.0% 37.0% 33.5% 37.2% 41.4% 36.5% 36.6% 39.8% 38.6% 49.2% 54.2% 42.3% 38.9% 46.1%
Taxi included in other included in other 0.8% 1.5% 0.9% 1.2% 1.1% 2.0% 2.0% 0.4% 2.3% 1.7%
Walk 8.0% 7.0% 5.0% 6.7% 6.0% 5.0% 2.0% 6.0% 4.8% 3.3% 6.4% 2.1% 2.7% 3.6%
Other 3.0% 6.0% 4.0% 4.3% 2.0% 3.0% 1.5% 0.0% 1.6% 4.7% 4.4% 3.5% 4.7% 4.3%
All Modes 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



PARKING LOCATION
SF Giants facilities 76.0% 60.0% 61.0% 65.7% 40.0% 33.0% 33.4% 38.0% 36.1% 45.6% 31.5% 35.9% 24.8% 34.5%
On-street 21.0% 36.0% 29.3% 38.0% 31.1% 12.8% 30.1% 20.5% 26.1% 22.4%
Other off-street facilities 39.0% 31.0% 37.4% 24.0% 32.8% 41.6% 38.4% 43.6% 49.1% 43.2%
All parking locations 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Avg. number of people in car 2.80            2.48          2.67          2.48          2.67          2.57             



Avg. time of arrival before start 36 min 35 min 42 min 37 min 37 min



Sources:
San Francisco's New Downtown Ballpark: A home run for public transit; G. Robbins, A. Felder, W. Hurrell; 2001 Institute of Transportation Engineers Annual Meeting.
San Francisco Giants Transportation Survey; SF Giants; August 2007.
San Francisco Giants Transportation Survey; SF Giants; October 2012.
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TEMPORAL DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECT LAND USES 
(Used to estimate non-event land use arrival patterns) 
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION



WEEKDAY SATURDAY
TABLE 1 PM Peak Hour of ITE Weekday- Proposed
CALCULATION OF TRIP GENERATION RATES 4-6 PM Period Proposed to-Saturday Daily and
FOR WEEKDAY & SATURDAY CONDITIONS SF Guidelines Late PM Peak Trip Gen Factor Late PM Peak
LAND USES Rates Hour Rates (from Table 2) Hour Rates
OFFICE
Daily trips per 1000 gsf 18.1 0.22 4.0
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 8.5% 11.0%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 1.54 0.29 0.44
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.20
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 1.7%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.31
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.10
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily 1.1%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.04
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.05
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily 0.4%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.08
RETAIL
Daily trips per 1000 gsf 150.0 1.17 175.5
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 9.0% 10.0%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 13.5 1.30 17.5
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.75
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 6.8%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 10.13
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.40
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily 4.0%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 7.02
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.35
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily 3.2%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 4.73
SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT
Daily trips per 1000 gsf 200.0 1.25 249.1
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 13.5% 15.5%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 27.0 1.43 38.6
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 1.50
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 20.3%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 40.50
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 1.55
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily 24.0%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 59.78
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 1.50
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily 20.3%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 40.50
QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT
Daily trips per 1000 gsf (Composite rate) 600.0 1.25 747.3
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 13.5% 15.5%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 81.0 1.43 115.7
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (closed except during events) 0.00
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 0.0%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.00
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour  (closed except during events) 0.00
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily 0.0%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.00
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour  (closed except during events) 0.00
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily 0.0%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.00
MOVIE THEATER
Daily trips per seat (Saturday ratio fom Table 4b) 1.13 1.71 1.93
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 23.0% 15.5%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per seat 0.26 1.15 0.30
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 4b) 1.06
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 24.4%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per seat 0.28
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 4b) 3.20
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 49.6%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per seat 0.96
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 4b) 1.57
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 36.2%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per seat 0.41
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TABLE 2



ITE OFFICE LAND USE 710 Vehicle-trips per 1000 gsf Weekday-to-
General Office Building Weekday Saturday Sat. factor
Daily 11.03 2.46 0.22
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period 1.49 0.43 0.29
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 13.5% 17.5% 1.29



ITE RETAIL LAND USE 820 Vehicle-trips per 1000 gsf Weekday-to-
Shopping Center Weekday Saturday Sat. factor
Daily 42.70 49.97 1.17
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period 3.71 4.82 1.30
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 8.7% 9.6% 1.11



ITE RESTAURANT LAND USE 932 Vehicle-trips per 1000 gsf Weekday-to-
High-Turnover Sit-Down Weekday Saturday Sat. factor
Daily 127.15 158.37 1.25
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period 9.85 14.07 1.43
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 7.7% 8.9% 1.15



Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, 2012
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TABLE 3 (Summary of Table 3a)
Source: Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians PM to Late Evening Adjustment Ratios for



6-8 period 7-9 period 9-11 period
Start Time over 4-6 period over 4-6 period over 4-6 period



LAND USE 4 PM 5 PM 6 PM 7 PM 8 PM 9 PM 10 PM Calculated Selected Calculated Selected Calculated Selected
Office (flat peak) 15.2% 8.5% 2.9% 0.4% 1.5% 0.8% 0.0% 0.19 0.20 0.10 0.10 0.05 0.05
Office (sharp peak) 8.3% 13.4% 2.6% 0.5% 1.3% 0.9% 0.0% 0.20 0.09 0.07
Retail 6.2% 8.9% 6.4% 2.7% 3.6% 3.0% 1.4% 0.72 0.75 0.41 0.40 0.34 0.35
Restaurant 4.1% 6.3% 9.2% 8.9% 9.6% 9.3% 6.6% 1.47 1.50 1.53 1.55 1.48 1.50



TABLE 3a
Percent of weekday 24-hour in and out trips during each hour by type of land use
Source: Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians



Weekday Office (flat peak) Office (sharp peak)
Time Period In Out Two-way In Out Two-way



Retail Restaurant
Two-way Two-way



12:00 AM 1:00 AM



1:00 AM 2:00 AM



2:00 AM 3:00 AM



3:00 AM 4:00 AM



4:00 AM 5:00 AM



5:00 AM 6:00 AM



6:00 AM 7:00 AM



7:00 AM 8:00 AM 3.9 0.6 2.2 1.9 0.2 1.1 0.0 0.0
8:00 AM 9:00 AM 25.6 2.3 13.9 22.5 0.9 11.5 0.0 0.0
9:00 AM 10:00 AM 10.9 3.5 7.2 20.5 2.2 11.3 0.9 0.0
10:00 AM 11:00 AM 5.8 4.0 4.9 4.4 3.2 3.7 3.8 2.1
11:00 AM 12:00 PM 5.3 7.8 6.5 3.5 9.3 6.4 6.7 4.4
12:00 PM 1:00 PM 12.6 16.6 14.7 8.0 20.0 14.2 20.1 14.0
1:00 PM 2:00 PM 10.7 7.8 9.2 20.8 8.2 14.4 19.9 15.1
2:00 PM 3:00 PM 8.4 5.3 6.8 9.5 4.5 7.0 9.9 7.6
3:00 PM 4:00 PM 4.2 6.3 5.3 3.4 3.6 3.4 6.3 2.9
4:00 PM 5:00 PM 5.3 24.9 15.2 2.3 14.1 8.3 6.2 4.1
5:00 PM 6:00 PM 3.6 13.2 8.5 1.3 25.3 13.4 8.9 6.3
6:00 PM 7:00 PM 2.0 3.9 2.9 0.9 4.3 2.6 6.4 9.2
7:00 PM 8:00 PM 0.1 0.8 0.4 0.2 0.8 0.5 2.7 8.9
8:00 PM 9:00 PM 1.0 1.8 1.5 0.5 2.1 1.3 3.6 9.6
9:00 PM 10:00 PM 0.4 1.3 0.8 0.3 1.4 0.9 3.0 9.3
10:00 PM 11:00 PM 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 6.6
11:00 PM 12:00 AM



TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
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TABLE 4a
Movie Theater Person Trip Generation per Screen - No Weekday Matinees
Source: Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985



Start Avg. Monday through Friday Friday Average Weekday Saturday Sunday
Time In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily
12:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 1.3      0.0      1.3      0.3% -         -        -        0.0%
1:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 11.7    0.4      12.0    3.0% 13.3     0.4      13.7    4.1%
2:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 9.6      1.3      10.8    2.7% 10.8     0.3      11.2    3.4%
3:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 16.3    11.7    27.9    7.0% 19.6     13.3    32.9    10.0%
4:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 8.8      9.6      18.3    4.6% 9.2       10.8    20.0    6.0%
5:00 PM 10.0      0.3       10.3     7.4% 12.1     0.4       12.5     4.9% 10.4    0.3      10.7    6.6% 12.9    16.3    29.2    7.4% 20.0     19.6    39.6    12.0%
6:00 PM 7.4        0.2       7.6       5.5% 15.4     0.5       15.9     6.2% 9.0      0.3      9.3      5.7% 26.7    8.8      35.5    8.9% 22.9     9.2      32.1    9.7%
7:00 PM 14.3      10.0     24.3     17.6% 25.0     12.1     37.1     14.5% 16.4    10.4    26.9    16.6% 20.0    12.9    32.9    8.3% 13.3     20.0    33.4    10.1%
8:00 PM 16.8      7.4       24.2     17.5% 30.0     15.4     45.5     17.8% 19.4    9.0      28.5    17.6% 41.3    26.7    68.0    17.2% 24.6     22.9    47.5    14.4%
9:00 PM 8.2        14.3     22.5     16.3% 20.9     25.0     45.9     18.0% 10.7     16.4     27.2     16.8% 26.2     20.0     46.2     11.7% 13.3     13.3     26.6     8.1%
10:00 PM 15.4      16.8     32.2     23.2% 40.9     30.0     70.9     27.8% 20.5    19.4    39.9    24.7% 7.6      41.3    48.9    12.3% 16.2     24.6    40.8    12.3%
11:00 PM 9.2        8.2       17.4     12.5% 6.7       20.9     27.6     10.8% 8.7      10.7    19.4    12.0% 39.0    26.2    65.2    16.5% 19.5     13.3    32.8    9.9%
Total 81.2      57.2     138.5   100.0% 151.0   104.3   255.3   100.0% 95.2     66.6     161.8   100.0% 221.2   175.0   396.2   100.0% 182.8   147.7   330.5   100.0%



TABLE 4b
Movie Theater Person Trip Generation per Screen - With Weekday Matinees
Source: Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985



Start Average Mon-Thr. Friday Average Weekday Saturday Sunday
Time In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily
12:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 1.3      0.0      1.3      0.3% -         -        -        0.0%
1:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% 27.9     0.8       28.8     7.8% 5.6      0.2      5.8      2.5% 11.7    0.4      12.0    3.0% 13.3     0.4      13.7    4.1%
2:00 PM 8.6        0.3       8.8       4.5% 7.9       0.2       8.2       2.2% 8.4      0.3      8.7      3.7% 9.6      1.3      10.8    2.7% 10.8     0.3      11.1    3.4%
3:00 PM 15.4      0.5       15.9     8.0% 12.9     27.9     40.9     11.1% 14.9    6.0      20.9    9.0% 16.3    11.7    27.9    7.0% 19.6     13.3    32.9    10.0%
4:00 PM 5.6        8.6       14.2     7.2% 6.7       7.9       14.6     4.0% 5.8       8.4       14.3     6.2% 8.8       9.6       18.4     4.6% 9.2       10.8     20.0     6.0%
5:00 PM 10.0      15.4     25.4     12.8% 12.1     12.9     25.0     6.8% 10.4    14.9    25.3    10.9% 12.9    16.3    29.2    7.4% 20.0     19.6    39.6    12.0%
6:00 PM 7.4        5.6       13.0     6.6% 15.4     6.7       22.1     6.0% 9.0      5.8      14.8    6.4% 26.7    8.8      35.4    8.9% 22.9     9.2      32.1    9.7%
7:00 PM 14.3      10.0     24.3     12.3% 25.0     12.1     37.1     10.1% 16.4    10.4    26.9    11.6% 20.0    12.9    32.9    8.3% 13.3     20.0    33.4    10.1%
8:00 PM 16.8      7.4       24.2     12.2% 30.0     15.4     45.5     12.4% 19.4    9.0      28.5    12.3% 41.3    26.7    68.0    17.2% 24.6     22.9    47.5    14.4%
9:00 PM 8.2        14.3     22.5     11.4% 20.9     25.0     46.0     12.5% 10.8    16.4    27.2    11.8% 26.2    20.0    46.2    11.7% 13.3     13.3    26.7    8.1%
10:00 PM 15.4      16.8     32.1     16.2% 40.9     30.0     70.9     19.3% 20.5    19.4    39.9    17.2% 7.6      41.3    48.9    12.3% 16.2     24.6    40.8    12.3%
11:00 PM 9.2        8.2       17.4     8.8% 6.7       20.9     27.6     7.5% 8.7      10.7    19.4    8.4% 39.0    26.2    65.2    16.5% 19.5     13.3    32.8    9.9%
Total 110.8    87.0     197.8   100.0% 206.5   160.0   366.5   100.0% 129.9   101.6   231.5   100.0% 221.2   175.0   396.2   100.0% 182.8   147.8   330.5   100.0%



GS Warriors Trip Gen 2014 07 22 v17.xlsx Printed on 8/3/2014
A-18











Adavant Consulting



TABLE 5
NUMBER OF VEHICLES ENTERING MASONIC CENTER AREA GARAGES
Event Start Time: 8:00 PM



Masonic Center Crocker Grace Cathedral Fairmont Hotel All Garages
Time Period 10/14/11 12/03/11 10/14/11 12/03/11 10/14/11 12/03/11 10/14/11 12/03/11 10/14/11 12/03/11 Average



6:15 PM 6:30 PM 15 25 12 16 7 10 1 5 35 7.3% 56 12.3% 46 9.8%
6:30 PM 6:45 PM 26 33 15 14 0 8 4 2 45 9.4% 57 12.5% 51 10.9%
6:45 PM 7:00 PM 46 57 20 12 0 14 2 6 68 14.3% 89 19.5% 79 16.8%
7:00 PM 7:15 PM 51 60 9 14 0 0 5 3 65 13.6% 77 16.9% 71 15.1%
7:15 PM 7:30 PM 71 20 21 30 0 3 2 0 94 19.7% 53 11.6% 74 15.8%
7:30 PM 7:45 PM 50 4 27 35 0 0 6 1 83 17.4% 40 8.8% 62 13.2%
7:45 PM 8:00 PM 11 4 32 29 0 5 9 2 52 10.9% 40 8.8% 46 9.8%
8:00 PM 8:15 PM 7 5 19 33 0 3 9 3 35 7.3% 44 9.6% 40 8.5%



Total 277 208 155 183 7 43 38 22 477 100.0% 456 100.0% 469 100.0%
Avg. Veh. Occup. 2.11 1.89 2.01 1.91 1.00 1.60 1.24 1.41 1.99 1.85 1.92



Arriving before one and a half hour prior to start of event 10%
Arriving one and a half hour to one hour prior to start of event 28%



Arriving one hour to half hour prior to start of event 31%
Arriving half hour prior to start of event 23%



Arriving after start of event 9%
Total 100%



If event starts at 7:30 PM Calc. Selected
Peak one hour arrivals during the 4-6 PM period: 10% 10%
Peak one hour arrivals during the 6-8 PM period: 59% 60%
Peak one hour arrivals during the 7-9 PM period: 32% 35%
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TABLE 6
Time of Day Distribution for Movie Theater Vehicle Trips
Source: Trip Generation for Entertainment Land Uses, J. Doyle, Institute of Transportation Engineers 1999 Annual Meeting



Thursday Friday Saturday
Start % of Daily % of Daily % of Daily
Time In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total
12:00 AM 1.5% 48.4% 1.6% 51.6% 1.60% 0.5% 41.7% 0.7% 58.3% 0.6% 2.7% 40.0% 4.1% 60.0% 3.4%
1:00 AM 1.1% 40.2% 1.6% 59.8% 1.30% 0.3% 37.5% 0.5% 62.5% 0.4% 1.0% 36.2% 1.8% 63.8% 1.4%
2:00 AM 0.3% 61.1% 0.2% 38.9% 0.20% 0.1% 25.0% 0.2% 75.0% 0.1% 0.3% 33.1% 0.6% 66.9% 0.4%
3:00 AM 0.2% 37.6% 0.2% 62.4% 0.20% 0.1% 75.1% 0.0% 24.9% 0.1% 0.2% 33.6% 0.4% 66.4% 0.3%
4:00 AM 0.3% 61.1% 0.2% 38.9% 0.20% 0.1% 25.0% 0.2% 75.0% 0.1% 0.3% 33.1% 0.6% 66.9% 0.4%
5:00 AM 0.2% 37.6% 0.2% 62.4% 0.20% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0%
6:00 AM 0.2% 71.8% 0.1% 28.2% 0.10% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 0.1% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
7:00 AM 0.3% 49.3% 0.3% 50.7% 0.30% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1%
8:00 AM 1.6% 58.9% 1.1% 41.1% 1.40% 0.3% 50.0% 0.3% 50.0% 0.3% 0.2% 39.8% 0.3% 60.2% 0.2%
9:00 AM 1.3% 54.0% 1.1% 46.0% 1.20% 0.7% 53.6% 0.6% 46.4% 0.7% 0.4% 50.0% 0.4% 50.0% 0.4%
10:00 AM 1.9% 59.2% 1.3% 40.8% 1.60% 0.8% 47.2% 0.9% 52.8% 0.9% 0.7% 50.0% 0.7% 50.0% 0.7%
11:00 AM 2.8% 58.2% 2.0% 41.8% 2.40% 1.2% 50.0% 1.2% 50.0% 1.2% 1.3% 54.5% 1.1% 45.5% 1.2%
12:00 PM 5.3% 51.9% 4.9% 48.1% 5.10% 2.0% 52.6% 1.8% 47.4% 1.9% 3.5% 54.1% 3.0% 45.9% 3.2%
1:00 PM 6.4% 58.6% 4.5% 41.4% 5.50% 3.3% 55.0% 2.7% 45.0% 3.0% 6.3% 59.1% 4.4% 40.9% 5.3%
2:00 PM 6.6% 51.1% 6.3% 48.9% 6.42% 3.3% 51.6% 3.1% 48.4% 3.2% 5.1% 52.8% 4.5% 47.2% 4.8%
3:00 PM 8.3% 47.4% 9.3% 52.6% 8.81% 3.7% 47.4% 4.1% 52.6% 3.9% 7.0% 51.2% 6.7% 48.8% 6.8%
4:00 PM 8.3% 47.1% 9.3% 52.9% 8.84% 6.7% 55.3% 5.4% 44.7% 6.1% 10.9% 52.7% 9.7% 47.3% 10.3%
5:00 PM 10.4% 59.7% 7.0% 40.3% 8.74% 7.7% 55.8% 6.1% 44.2% 6.9% 10.5% 52.3% 9.6% 47.7% 10.0%
6:00 PM 7.6% 51.7% 7.1% 48.3% 7.30% 7.7% 49.4% 7.9% 50.6% 7.8% 7.1% 47.7% 7.7% 52.3% 7.4%
7:00 PM 12.2% 50.8% 11.8% 49.2% 12.04% 15.7% 51.8% 14.6% 48.2% 15.2% 12.9% 51.2% 12.2% 48.8% 12.6%
8:00 PM 8.4% 43.8% 10.8% 56.2% 9.64% 13.0% 52.0% 11.9% 48.0% 12.5% 10.2% 51.1% 9.7% 48.9% 10.0%
9:00 PM 6.6% 45.2% 8.0% 54.8% 7.34% 12.6% 47.4% 13.9% 52.6% 13.3% 7.5% 46.9% 8.4% 53.1% 8.0%
10:00 PM 5.7% 43.5% 7.5% 56.5% 6.61% 12.7% 46.4% 14.6% 53.6% 13.7% 7.3% 47.5% 8.0% 52.5% 7.7%
11:00 PM 2.5% 42.2% 3.4% 57.8% 2.90% 7.2% 45.1% 8.8% 54.9% 8.0% 4.7% 44.0% 5.9% 56.0% 5.3%



Total 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0%
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SAN FRANCISCO SUPERDISTRICT BOUNDARIES MAP 
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San Francisco Superdistrict Boundaries 



The boundaries of the four San Francisco Superdistricts are based on the travel analysis zones established 
by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).  The four Superdistricts shown in this figure are 
aggregations of the MTC’s 1454 Regional Travel Analysis Zones (May 2002) that encompasses the nine-
county San Francisco Bay Area.  MTC’s 1454-zone system fits within the year 2000 U.S. Census tracts. 
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PROPOSED PROJECT LAND USE SUMMARY 
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Developm
PROJECT SUMMARY
July 21, 2014



Total Project
Event Center 700,500          gsf



- no event 100                 employees
- basketball game 18,064            attendees (maximum attendance)



825                 employees
- convention event 9,000              attendees (typical large attendance)



675                 employees
Commercial Uses



- Retail 37,000            gsf
- Quick Service Restaurant 37,000            gsf
- Sit-down Restaurant 37,000            gsf



Total commercial 111,000          gsf
Live Theater



600                 seats 25,000 gsf 175              employees
Movie Theater



420                 seats 39,000 gsf
Office



- GSW Admin. & Mngmnt. 20,000            gsf (included in the 700,500 gsf)
- General Office 494,500          gsf



Total office 514,500          gsf
Vehicle parking



- non-residential standard TBD spaces
- non-residential attendant TBD spaces
- residential TBD spaces
- car share TBD spaces



Total vehicle parking -                      spaces
Bicycle parking



- non-residential Class 1 TBD spaces
- non-residential Class 2 TBD spaces
- residential Class 1 TBD spaces
- residential Class 2 TBD spaces



Total bicycle parking -                      spaces
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PROJECT TRAVEL DEMAND SUMMARY FOR ALL SCENARIOS 
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRAVEL DEMAND SUMMARY BY SCENARIO



WEEKDAY SATURDAY
No Event Basketball Game Convention Event No Event Basketball Game



Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour
Total of the 4 to 6 Total of the 4 to 6 of the 6 to 8 of the 9 to 11 Total of the 4 to 6 Total of the 7 to 9 Total of the 7 to 9



All Day PM Period All Day PM Period PM Period PM Period All Day PM Period All Day PM Period All Day PM Period



Auto person-trips 17,013            2,007              29,148            2,168              5,213              5,821              23,317            2,459              15,879            1,337              29,067            5,844              
Transit person-trips 5,153              603                 20,844            720                 6,035              5,693              8,653              909                 4,748              426                 21,591            6,123              
Taxi/Coach person trips (event) -                     -                     1,014              6                     390                 321                 13,498            1,485              -                     -                     455                 155                 
Bike/Walk/Other person-trips 6,219              645                 10,764            542                 2,384              1,963              7,210              654                 5,900              559                 7,915              1,340              



Total Person-trips 28,385            3,255              61,769            3,436              14,021            13,798            52,679            5,508              26,528            2,322              59,028            13,461            



Auto person-trips 60% 62% 47% 63% 37% 42% 44% 45% 60% 58% 49% 43%
Transit person-trips 18% 19% 34% 21% 43% 41% 16% 17% 18% 18% 37% 45%
Taxi/Coach (event) 0% 0% 2% 0% 3% 2% 26% 27% 0% 0% 1% 1%
Bike/Walk/Other person-trips 22% 20% 17% 16% 17% 14% 14% 12% 22% 24% 13% 10%



Vehicle trips 9,020              1,155              14,296            1,407              2,285              2,535              13,298            1,510              8,327              635                 13,591            2,350              
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH NO EVENT



Land Use Intensity
Arena 0 attendees



100 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips PM Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 178 2,434 4,617 2,868 922 269 5,726 17,013 60% 15 219 623 387 158 62 542 2,007 62% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 17.1% 23.0% 9.5% 11.8%
Transit 51 460 1,513 949 296 89 1,796 5,153 18% 4 41 204 128 47 21 158 603 19% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 15.8% 23.0% 8.8% 11.7%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 0 0% 0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bike (Event) 0 0% 0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Walk 15 808 1,235 806 220 77 1,187 4,348 15% 1 73 167 109 20 18 61 448 14% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 9.2% 23.0% 5.1% 10.3%
Other 7 72 628 410 112 39 603 1,871 7% 1 6 85 55 10 9 31 197 6% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 9.1% 23.0% 5.1% 10.5%



Total 250 3,774 7,992 5,032 1,550 475 9,312 28,385 100% 21 340 1,079 679 235 109 792 3,255 100% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 15.2% 23.0% 8.5% 11.5%
1% 13% 28% 18% 5% 2% 33% 100% 1% 10% 33% 21% 7% 3% 24% 100%



Vehicle Trips 139 1,324 2,259 1,342 492 124 3,341 9,020 12 119 305 181 112 28 398 1,155 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 22.7% 23.0% 11.9% 12.8%
2% 15% 25% 15% 5% 1% 37% 100% 1% 10% 26% 16% 10% 2% 34% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 1.28 1.84 2.04 2.14 1.87 2.17 1.71 1.89 1.28 1.84 2.04 2.14 1.41 2.17 1.36 1.74



Weekday Total Daily PM Peak Hour Person-Trips PM Peak Hour Transit-Trips PM Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 3,189 2 21 135 86 22 14 72 352 1 6 27 17 6 3 21 81 1 6 26 16 7 3 23 80 7% 1.73
Superdistrict 2 3,613 2 31 147 94 27 15 88 404 1 5 23 14 6 2 21 72 1 13 53 33 12 5 42 161 14% 1.69
Superdistrict 3 12,012 5 200 451 291 68 47 216 1,278 1 20 97 62 14 10 45 249 2 60 90 55 25 9 86 326 28% 1.93
Superdistrict 4 1,964 2 18 77 48 18 8 61 231 0 2 13 8 4 1 13 41 1 8 23 14 8 2 29 85 7% 1.94
East Bay 2,627 3 12 103 63 30 10 106 329 1 2 31 19 9 3 32 96 1 5 30 18 12 3 43 113 10% 2.01
North Bay 567 1 8 16 9 10 1 38 83 0 1 1 0 1 0 4 7 1 5 9 4 6 1 23 48 4% 1.57
South Bay 3,517 6 34 119 68 52 11 189 479 1 3 6 3 4 0 16 33 4 17 61 32 39 5 143 302 26% 1.44
Out of Region 896 1 16 32 20 6 3 20 99 0 3 7 4 2 1 7 24 0 6 14 9 3 1 8 41 4% 1.65



Total 28,385 21 340 1,079 679 235 109 792 3,255 4 41 204 128 47 21 158 603 12 119 305 181 112 28 398 1,155 100% 1.74



Assumptions for
PM Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 55% 0% 50%
Outbound 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 45% 100% 50%



PM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Offlce Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 0 160 480 320 235 62 67 1,323 21 180 599 360 0 47 724 1,932 21 340 1,079 679 235 109 792 3,255



0% 47% 44% 47% 100% 57% 9% 41% 100% 53% 56% 53% 0% 43% 92% 59%
Transit Trips 0 19 90 60 47 12 13 240 4 23 114 68 0 9 145 364 4 41 204 128 47 21 158 603



0% 45% 44% 47% 100% 57% 8% 40% 100% 55% 56% 53% 0% 43% 92% 60%
Vehicle Trips 0 54 119 80 112 17 17 398 12 65 186 102 0 12 381 757 12 119 305 181 112 28 398 1,155



0% 45% 39% 44% 100% 59% 4% 34% 100% 55% 61% 56% 0% 41% 96% 66%



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 4 22 15 10 3 3 57 1 5 27 17 0 2 29 80 1 9 50 31 10 5 32 138
Superdistrict 2 0 9 46 31 18 6 6 116 1 10 54 33 0 5 51 155 1 19 100 64 18 10 58 271
Superdistrict 3 0 59 92 61 37 12 13 274 3 62 109 67 0 9 107 357 3 121 202 129 37 21 120 631
Superdistrict 4 0 7 23 15 13 3 3 64 1 8 30 17 0 2 42 101 1 15 52 33 13 5 46 165
East Bay 0 4 30 20 21 4 4 82 2 6 41 24 0 3 69 144 2 9 71 43 21 7 73 226
North Bay 0 3 5 3 9 1 1 21 1 4 11 5 0 0 33 54 1 7 15 8 9 1 33 75
South Bay 0 12 41 27 47 6 6 139 5 17 69 37 0 4 162 294 5 30 110 64 47 10 168 433
Out of Region 0 5 11 7 4 1 1 29 0 5 12 8 0 1 12 38 0 10 23 15 4 2 13 67



Total 0 102 269 179 158 35 38 782 15 117 354 208 0 26 505 1,225 15 219 623 387 158 62 542 2,007
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH NO EVENT



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 3 12 8 6 2 2 32 1 3 15 9 0 1 20 49 1 6 27 17 6 3 21 81
Superdistrict 2 0 2 10 6 6 1 1 27 1 3 13 8 0 1 20 45 1 5 23 14 6 2 21 72
Superdistrict 3 0 9 45 30 14 6 6 111 1 10 51 32 0 4 39 138 1 20 97 62 14 10 45 249
Superdistrict 4 0 1 5 4 4 1 1 15 0 1 8 4 0 1 12 26 0 2 13 8 4 1 13 41
East Bay 0 1 13 9 9 2 2 35 1 1 18 10 0 1 30 62 1 2 31 19 9 3 32 96
North Bay 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 4 5 0 1 1 0 1 0 4 7
South Bay 0 1 2 1 4 0 0 9 1 2 4 2 0 0 16 25 1 3 6 3 4 0 16 33
Out of Region 0 1 3 2 2 0 0 9 0 2 4 2 0 0 6 15 0 3 7 4 2 1 7 24



Total 0 19 90 60 47 12 13 240 4 23 114 68 0 9 145 364 4 41 204 128 47 21 158 603



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 2 28 19 6 3 4 63 0 3 30 19 0 3 15 70 0 5 58 38 6 6 19 133
Superdistrict 2 0 3 11 8 3 1 2 28 0 3 12 8 0 1 8 33 0 7 24 16 3 3 9 61
Superdistrict 3 0 29 73 49 17 9 10 188 1 30 79 51 0 7 41 210 1 60 152 100 17 16 52 398
Superdistrict 4 0 0 5 4 1 1 1 12 0 0 6 4 0 1 2 13 0 1 11 7 1 1 3 25
East Bay 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 1 1 0 0 2 4 0 1 2 1 0 0 2 6
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
South Bay 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 4 0 1 2 1 0 0 5 8 0 1 2 1 1 0 5 12
Out of Region 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 4 0 2 1 1 0 0 1 4 0 4 2 1 0 0 1 8



Total 0 39 120 80 30 15 17 302 2 40 131 84 0 12 74 343 2 79 251 164 30 27 91 645



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 10 62 42 22 8 9 152 2 11 72 45 0 6 63 200 2 21 135 86 22 14 72 352
Superdistrict 2 0 14 67 45 27 9 9 171 2 17 80 49 0 7 79 233 2 31 147 94 27 15 88 404
Superdistrict 3 0 98 211 141 68 26 30 573 5 102 240 150 0 21 187 705 5 200 451 291 68 47 216 1,278
Superdistrict 4 0 8 34 22 18 4 5 91 2 10 43 26 0 3 57 140 2 18 77 48 18 8 61 231
East Bay 0 5 43 29 30 6 6 119 3 8 60 34 0 4 100 210 3 12 103 63 30 10 106 329
North Bay 0 3 5 3 10 1 1 23 1 4 12 5 0 0 37 60 1 8 16 9 10 1 38 83
South Bay 0 14 43 29 52 6 6 151 6 20 75 40 0 4 183 327 6 34 119 68 52 11 189 479
Out of Region 0 8 14 10 6 2 2 42 1 8 17 11 0 1 18 57 1 16 32 20 6 3 20 99



Total 0 160 480 320 235 62 67 1,323 21 180 599 360 0 47 724 1,932 21 340 1,079 679 235 109 792 3,255



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 2 11 7 7 1 2 31 1 3 15 9 0 1 21 49 1 6 26 16 7 3 23 80
Superdistrict 2 0 6 23 16 12 3 3 64 1 7 30 18 0 2 39 97 1 13 53 33 12 5 42 161
Superdistrict 3 0 29 38 25 25 5 5 127 2 31 52 30 0 4 80 199 2 60 90 55 25 9 86 326
Superdistrict 4 0 4 9 6 8 1 1 30 1 5 14 8 0 1 28 56 1 8 23 14 8 2 29 85
East Bay 0 2 11 8 12 2 2 36 1 3 19 10 0 1 42 76 1 5 30 18 12 3 43 113
North Bay 0 2 2 2 6 0 0 13 1 3 6 3 0 0 23 35 1 5 9 4 6 1 23 48
South Bay 0 6 18 12 39 3 3 81 4 10 43 20 0 2 141 221 4 17 61 32 39 5 143 302
Out of Region 0 3 6 4 3 1 1 18 0 3 7 5 0 1 7 23 0 6 14 9 3 1 8 41



Total 0 54 119 80 112 17 17 398 12 65 186 102 0 12 381 757 12 119 305 181 112 28 398 1,155
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - SATURDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 7 AND 9 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH NO EVENT



Land Use Intensity
Arena 0 attendees



100 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips Evening Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during Late PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 178 2,848 5,750 3,572 1,595 461 1,476 15,879 60% 0 114 0 857 121 229 16 1,337 58% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 7.6% 49.6% 1.1% 8.4%
Transit 51 538 1,884 1,182 521 153 420 4,748 18% 0 22 0 284 41 76 5 426 18% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 7.8% 49.6% 1.1% 9.0%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 0 0% 0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bike (Event) 0 0% 0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Walk 15 946 1,538 1,004 420 132 121 4,175 16% 0 38 0 241 36 65 1 381 16% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 8.6% 49.6% 1.1% 9.1%
Other 7 84 782 510 214 67 61 1,725 7% 0 3 0 123 18 33 1 178 8% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 8.6% 49.6% 1.1% 10.3%



Total 250 4,417 9,954 6,268 2,750 812 2,077 26,528 100% 0 177 0 1,504 216 403 23 2,322 100% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 7.9% 49.6% 1.1% 8.8%
1% 17% 38% 24% 10% 3% 8% 100% 0% 8% 0% 65% 9% 17% 1% 100%



Vehicle Trips 139 1,549 2,814 1,672 791 212 1,151 8,327 0 62 0 401 54 105 13 635 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 6.8% 49.6% 1.1% 7.6%
2% 19% 34% 20% 9% 3% 14% 100% 0% 10% 0% 63% 8% 17% 2% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 1.28 1.84 2.04 2.14 2.02 2.17 1.28 1.91 0.00 1.84 0.00 2.14 2.26 2.17 1.28 2.11



Saturday Total Daily Evening Peak Hour Person-Trips Evening Peak Hour Transit-Trips Evening Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 2,949 0 11 0 191 28 52 2 284 0 3 0 38 5 10 1 57 0 3 0 35 5 9 1 53 8% 1.96
Superdistrict 2 3,355 0 16 0 208 30 56 2 312 0 3 0 31 4 8 1 47 0 7 0 74 11 20 1 112 18% 1.90
Superdistrict 3 11,486 0 104 0 644 95 174 5 1,022 0 10 0 138 20 37 1 207 0 31 0 122 17 32 3 205 32% 2.28
Superdistrict 4 1,814 0 9 0 106 15 28 2 160 0 1 0 18 2 5 0 26 0 4 0 30 4 8 1 47 7% 2.33
East Bay 2,374 0 6 0 140 19 37 3 206 0 1 0 42 6 11 1 61 0 3 0 39 5 10 1 59 9% 2.42
North Bay 511 0 4 0 19 2 5 1 31 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 10 1 2 1 16 3% 1.83
South Bay 3,183 0 18 0 151 19 39 6 234 0 2 0 7 1 2 1 11 0 9 0 72 8 18 5 111 17% 1.96
Out of Region 857 0 9 0 45 6 12 1 72 0 1 0 10 1 3 0 15 0 3 0 19 3 5 0 31 5% 1.68



Total 26,528 0 177 0 1,504 216 403 23 2,322 0 22 0 284 41 76 5 426 0 62 0 401 54 105 13 635 100% 2.11



Assumptions for
Evening Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 50% 0% 50%
Outbound 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 50% 100% 50%



Evening Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 0 83 0 708 216 210 0 1,216 0 93 0 796 0 193 23 1,106 0 177 0 1,504 216 403 23 2,322



0% 47% 0% 47% 100% 52% 0% 52% 0% 53% 0% 53% 0% 48% 100% 48%
Transit Trips 0 10 0 133 41 40 0 223 0 12 0 151 0 36 5 203 0 22 0 284 41 76 5 426



0% 45% 0% 47% 100% 52% 0% 52% 0% 55% 0% 53% 0% 48% 100% 48%
Vehicle Trips 0 28 0 176 54 57 0 315 0 34 0 225 0 48 13 320 0 62 0 401 54 105 13 635



0% 45% 0% 44% 100% 54% 0% 50% 0% 55% 0% 56% 0% 46% 100% 50%



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 2 0 33 10 10 0 55 0 3 0 37 0 9 1 49 0 5 0 70 10 19 1 104
Superdistrict 2 0 5 0 68 21 20 0 113 0 5 0 74 0 19 2 100 0 10 0 142 21 38 2 213
Superdistrict 3 0 31 0 136 42 39 0 248 0 32 0 149 0 37 3 221 0 63 0 285 42 77 3 469
Superdistrict 4 0 4 0 33 10 10 0 57 0 4 0 39 0 9 1 53 0 8 0 72 10 19 1 111
East Bay 0 2 0 44 13 13 0 72 0 3 0 52 0 12 2 69 0 5 0 96 13 25 2 142
North Bay 0 1 0 7 2 3 0 13 0 2 0 11 0 2 1 16 0 3 0 18 2 5 1 30
South Bay 0 6 0 60 18 20 0 105 0 9 0 81 0 16 5 112 0 15 0 142 18 37 5 218
Out of Region 0 2 0 16 5 5 0 27 0 3 0 17 0 4 0 24 0 5 0 33 5 9 0 52



Total 0 53 0 397 121 120 0 692 0 61 0 460 0 109 16 645 0 114 0 857 121 229 16 1,337
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - SATURDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 7 AND 9 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH NO EVENT



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 1 0 18 5 5 0 30 0 2 0 20 0 5 1 27 0 3 0 38 5 10 1 57
Superdistrict 2 0 1 0 14 4 4 0 24 0 1 0 17 0 4 1 23 0 3 0 31 4 8 1 47
Superdistrict 3 0 5 0 67 20 19 0 111 0 5 0 71 0 18 1 96 0 10 0 138 20 37 1 207
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 8 2 2 0 13 0 1 0 10 0 2 0 13 0 1 0 18 2 5 0 26
East Bay 0 0 0 19 6 6 0 31 0 1 0 23 0 5 1 30 0 1 0 42 6 11 1 61
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
South Bay 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 5 0 1 0 4 0 1 1 6 0 2 0 7 1 2 1 11
Out of Region 0 1 0 4 1 1 0 8 0 1 0 5 0 1 0 7 0 1 0 10 1 3 0 15



Total 0 10 0 133 41 40 0 223 0 12 0 151 0 36 5 203 0 22 0 284 41 76 5 426



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 1 0 41 13 12 0 67 0 1 0 43 0 11 0 56 0 3 0 84 13 23 0 122
Superdistrict 2 0 2 0 17 5 5 0 28 0 2 0 18 0 5 0 24 0 4 0 34 5 9 0 52
Superdistrict 3 0 15 0 108 33 30 0 187 0 16 0 113 0 30 1 159 0 31 0 221 33 60 1 346
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 8 2 2 0 13 0 0 0 8 0 2 0 11 0 0 0 16 2 4 0 24
East Bay 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 4
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 3 0 1 0 5
Out of Region 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 5



Total 0 20 0 178 54 50 0 302 0 21 0 186 0 49 2 257 0 41 0 363 54 99 2 559



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 5 0 92 28 26 0 152 0 6 0 99 0 25 2 132 0 11 0 191 28 52 2 284
Superdistrict 2 0 7 0 99 30 29 0 166 0 9 0 108 0 27 2 147 0 16 0 208 30 56 2 312
Superdistrict 3 0 51 0 311 95 89 0 546 0 53 0 333 0 85 5 476 0 104 0 644 95 174 5 1,022
Superdistrict 4 0 4 0 50 15 15 0 84 0 5 0 57 0 14 2 77 0 9 0 106 15 28 2 160
East Bay 0 2 0 64 19 20 0 105 0 4 0 76 0 17 3 101 0 6 0 140 19 37 3 206
North Bay 0 2 0 7 2 3 0 14 0 2 0 12 0 2 1 17 0 4 0 19 2 5 1 31
South Bay 0 7 0 64 19 22 0 112 0 10 0 88 0 17 6 121 0 18 0 151 19 39 6 234
Out of Region 0 4 0 21 6 6 0 38 0 4 0 23 0 6 1 34 0 9 0 45 6 12 1 72



Total 0 83 0 708 216 210 0 1,216 0 93 0 796 0 193 23 1,106 0 177 0 1,504 216 403 23 2,322



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 1 0 16 5 5 0 28 0 2 0 19 0 4 1 26 0 3 0 35 5 9 1 53
Superdistrict 2 0 3 0 35 11 10 0 58 0 4 0 39 0 9 1 54 0 7 0 74 11 20 1 112
Superdistrict 3 0 15 0 56 17 17 0 105 0 16 0 66 0 15 3 100 0 31 0 122 17 32 3 205
Superdistrict 4 0 2 0 13 4 4 0 24 0 2 0 17 0 4 1 24 0 4 0 30 4 8 1 47
East Bay 0 1 0 17 5 6 0 29 0 2 0 22 0 5 1 30 0 3 0 39 5 10 1 59
North Bay 0 1 0 3 1 1 0 7 0 1 0 6 0 1 1 9 0 2 0 10 1 2 1 16
South Bay 0 3 0 26 8 11 0 48 0 5 0 45 0 7 5 63 0 9 0 72 8 18 5 111
Out of Region 0 1 0 9 3 3 0 16 0 2 0 10 0 3 0 15 0 3 0 19 3 5 0 31



Total 0 28 0 176 54 57 0 315 0 34 0 225 0 48 13 320 0 62 0 401 54 105 13 635
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Land Use Intensity
Arena 18,064 attendees



825 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
Movie Theater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips PM Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 14,780 1,296 4,617 1,539 922 269 5,726 29,148 47% 663 91 489 163 158 62 542 2,168 63% 4.5% 7.0% 10.6% 10.6% 17.1% 23.0% 9.5% 7.4%
Transit 16,393 252 1,513 504 296 89 1,796 20,844 34% 264 18 159 53 47 21 158 720 21% 1.6% 7.2% 10.5% 10.5% 15.8% 23.0% 8.8% 3.5%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 1,014 1,014 2% 6 6 0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6%
Bike (Event) 578 578 1% 4 4 0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6%
Walk 3,894 411 1,235 412 220 77 1,187 7,436 12% 74 28 127 42 20 18 61 369 11% 1.9% 6.8% 10.3% 10.3% 9.2% 23.0% 5.1% 5.0%
Other 1,119 39 628 209 112 39 603 2,749 4% 31 3 64 21 10 9 31 169 5% 2.7% 7.1% 10.3% 10.3% 9.1% 23.0% 5.1% 6.2%



Total 37,778 1,998 7,992 2,664 1,550 475 9,312 61,769 100% 1,042 140 839 280 235 109 792 3,436 100% 2.8% 7.0% 10.5% 10.5% 15.2% 23.0% 8.5% 5.6%
61% 3% 13% 4% 3% 1% 15% 100% 30% 4% 24% 8% 7% 3% 23% 100%



Vehicle Trips 6,604 723 2,259 753 492 124 3,341 14,296 490 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,407 7.4% 7.1% 10.9% 10.9% 22.7% 23.0% 11.9% 9.8%
46% 5% 16% 5% 3% 1% 23% 100% 35% 4% 17% 6% 8% 2% 28% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 2.39 1.79 2.04 2.04 1.87 2.17 1.71 2.11 1.37 1.76 1.99 1.99 1.41 2.17 1.36 1.55



Weekday Total Daily PM Peak Hour Person-Trips PM Peak Hour Transit-Trips PM Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 7,560 100 9 103 34 22 14 72 356 33 3 21 7 6 3 21 94 26 2 20 7 7 3 23 88 6% 1.56
Superdistrict 2 4,719 97 13 113 38 27 15 88 392 28 2 18 6 6 2 21 84 47 5 42 14 12 5 42 167 12% 1.53
Superdistrict 3 11,971 209 78 345 115 68 47 216 1,079 45 8 74 25 14 10 45 221 95 24 71 24 25 9 86 332 24% 1.66
Superdistrict 4 3,214 75 8 60 20 18 8 61 249 19 1 10 3 4 1 13 51 34 4 18 6 8 2 29 102 7% 1.73
East Bay 14,144 185 6 82 27 30 10 106 448 90 1 24 8 9 3 32 167 55 3 24 8 12 3 43 149 11% 1.84
North Bay 4,549 66 4 14 5 10 1 38 137 5 0 1 0 1 0 4 11 35 2 7 2 6 1 23 77 5% 1.61
South Bay 13,395 280 16 97 32 52 11 189 677 36 1 5 2 4 0 16 65 189 9 52 17 39 5 143 455 32% 1.31
Out of Region 2,216 29 6 25 8 6 3 20 98 8 1 6 2 2 1 7 26 8 2 11 4 3 1 8 37 3% 1.65



Total 61,769 1,042 140 839 280 235 109 792 3,436 264 18 159 53 47 21 158 720 490 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,407 100% 1.55



Assumptions for
PM Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater Movie Theater Office
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 95% 100% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 55% 0% 50%
Outbound 5% 0% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 45% 100% 50%



PM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Offlce Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 1,001 60 360 120 235 62 67 1,904 41 80 480 160 0 47 724 1,532 1,042 140 839 280 235 109 792 3,436



96% 43% 43% 43% 100% 57% 9% 55% 4% 57% 57% 57% 0% 43% 92% 45%
Transit Trips 256 7 67 22 47 12 13 424 8 11 92 31 0 9 145 296 264 18 159 53 47 21 158 720



97% 39% 42% 42% 100% 57% 8% 59% 3% 61% 58% 58% 0% 43% 92% 41%
Vehicle Trips 465 20 89 30 112 17 17 750 25 31 156 52 0 12 381 657 490 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,407



95% 39% 36% 36% 100% 59% 4% 53% 5% 61% 64% 64% 0% 41% 96% 47%



PM Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total Coach
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 32 2 17 6 10 3 3 72 2 2 21 7 0 2 29 64 34 4 38 13 10 5 32 136 1
Superdistrict 2 56 3 35 12 18 6 6 135 3 5 43 14 0 5 51 121 59 8 77 26 18 10 58 256 1
Superdistrict 3 113 22 69 23 37 12 13 288 6 25 86 29 0 9 107 262 119 47 155 52 37 21 120 550 0
Superdistrict 4 49 3 17 6 13 3 3 93 2 4 24 8 0 2 42 83 51 6 41 14 13 5 46 176 1
East Bay 89 1 22 7 21 4 4 149 4 3 34 11 0 3 69 124 93 5 56 19 21 7 73 273 1
North Bay 58 1 4 1 9 1 1 74 2 2 9 3 0 0 33 50 60 3 13 4 9 1 33 124 0
South Bay 225 5 31 10 47 6 6 329 10 9 59 20 0 4 162 264 235 14 90 30 47 10 168 593 1
Out of Region 12 2 8 3 4 1 1 32 1 2 10 3 0 1 12 28 13 4 18 6 4 2 13 60 1



Total 634 38 202 67 158 35 38 1,172 29 53 287 96 0 26 505 995 663 91 489 163 158 62 542 2,168 6
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 32 1 9 3 6 2 2 54 1 2 12 4 0 1 20 40 33 3 21 7 6 3 21 94
Superdistrict 2 27 1 7 2 6 1 1 46 1 1 11 4 0 1 20 37 28 2 18 6 6 2 21 84
Superdistrict 3 43 3 34 11 14 6 6 119 2 4 40 13 0 4 39 103 45 8 74 25 14 10 45 221
Superdistrict 4 18 0 4 1 4 1 1 29 1 1 6 2 0 1 12 22 19 1 10 3 4 1 13 51
East Bay 88 0 10 3 9 2 2 114 2 1 15 5 0 1 30 53 90 1 24 8 9 3 32 167
North Bay 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 5 5 0 1 0 1 0 4 11
South Bay 35 0 1 0 4 0 0 42 1 1 4 1 0 0 16 23 36 1 5 2 4 0 16 65
Out of Region 8 1 2 1 2 0 0 14 0 1 3 1 0 0 6 12 8 1 6 2 2 1 7 26



Total 256 7 67 22 47 12 13 424 8 11 92 31 0 9 145 296 264 18 159 53 47 21 158 720



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Superdistrict 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 32 1 21 7 6 3 4 75 1 1 23 8 0 3 15 50 33 2 44 15 6 6 19 125
Superdistrict 2 9 1 9 3 3 1 2 28 0 1 10 3 0 1 8 24 10 3 18 6 3 3 9 52
Superdistrict 3 43 11 55 18 17 9 10 164 2 12 61 20 0 7 41 143 45 23 116 39 17 16 52 307
Superdistrict 4 4 0 4 1 1 1 1 13 0 0 4 1 0 1 2 9 4 0 8 3 1 1 3 21
East Bay 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 3 2 0 1 0 0 0 2 7
North Bay 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 3
South Bay 7 0 1 0 1 0 0 10 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 8 7 1 2 1 1 0 5 17
Out of Region 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 10 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 8 1 1 0 0 0 1 12



Total 107 15 90 30 30 15 17 305 4 16 101 34 0 12 74 240 111 31 191 64 30 27 91 545



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 97 4 47 16 22 8 9 202 3 5 57 19 0 6 63 154 100 9 103 34 22 14 72 356
Superdistrict 2 93 5 50 17 27 9 9 210 4 8 63 21 0 7 79 182 97 13 113 38 27 15 88 392
Superdistrict 3 199 37 158 53 68 26 30 571 10 41 187 62 0 21 187 508 209 78 345 115 68 47 216 1,079
Superdistrict 4 71 3 25 8 18 4 5 135 3 5 35 12 0 3 57 114 75 8 60 20 18 8 61 249
East Bay 180 2 32 11 30 6 6 267 6 5 50 17 0 4 100 181 185 6 82 27 30 10 106 448
North Bay 63 1 4 1 10 1 1 81 2 2 10 3 0 0 37 56 66 4 14 5 10 1 38 137
South Bay 269 5 32 11 52 6 6 382 11 11 65 22 0 4 183 295 280 16 97 32 52 11 189 677
Out of Region 28 3 11 4 6 2 2 56 1 3 14 5 0 1 18 43 29 6 25 8 6 3 20 98



Total 1,001 60 360 120 235 62 67 1,904 41 80 480 160 0 47 724 1,532 1,042 140 839 280 235 109 792 3,436



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 25 1 8 3 7 1 2 46 2 2 12 4 0 1 21 41 26 2 20 7 7 3 23 88
Superdistrict 2 44 2 18 6 12 3 3 88 3 3 24 8 0 2 39 79 47 5 42 14 12 5 42 167
Superdistrict 3 90 11 28 9 25 5 5 174 5 13 42 14 0 4 80 158 95 24 71 24 25 9 86 332
Superdistrict 4 33 1 7 2 8 1 1 54 2 2 12 4 0 1 28 48 34 4 18 6 8 2 29 102
East Bay 52 1 9 3 12 2 2 80 3 2 16 5 0 1 42 69 55 3 24 8 12 3 43 149
North Bay 34 1 2 1 6 0 0 44 1 1 6 2 0 0 23 33 35 2 7 2 6 1 23 77
South Bay 180 2 13 4 39 3 3 245 9 7 39 13 0 2 141 210 189 9 52 17 39 5 143 455
Out of Region 8 1 5 2 3 1 1 19 0 1 6 2 0 1 7 18 8 2 11 4 3 1 8 37



Total 465 20 89 30 112 17 17 750 25 31 156 52 0 12 381 657 490 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,407
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 6 AND 8 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Land Use Intensity
Arena 18,064 attendees



825 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips Evening Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during Evening Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 14,780 1,296 4,617 1,539 922 269 5,726 29,148 47% 4,606 22 121 83 202 66 112 5,213 37% 31.2% 1.7% 2.6% 5.4% 21.9% 24.4% 2.0% 17.9%
Transit 16,393 252 1,513 504 296 89 1,796 20,844 34% 5,842 5 40 26 68 22 32 6,035 43% 35.6% 2.0% 2.7% 5.1% 22.8% 24.4% 1.8% 29.0%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 1,014 1,014 2% 390 390 3% 38.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 38.4%
Bike (Event) 578 578 1% 221 221 2% 38.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 38.2%
Walk 3,894 411 1,235 412 220 77 1,187 7,436 12% 1,561 5 36 15 60 19 9 1,706 12% 40.1% 1.2% 2.9% 3.8% 27.2% 24.4% 0.8% 22.9%
Other 1,119 39 628 209 112 39 603 2,749 4% 385 1 18 8 30 10 5 457 3% 34.4% 2.0% 2.9% 3.7% 27.3% 24.4% 0.8% 16.6%



Total 37,778 1,998 7,992 2,664 1,550 475 9,312 61,769 100% 13,006 33 216 132 360 116 158 14,021 100% 34.4% 1.7% 2.7% 5.0% 23.2% 24.4% 1.7% 22.7%
61% 3% 13% 4% 3% 1% 15% 100% 93% 0% 2% 1% 3% 1% 1% 100%



Vehicle Trips 6,604 723 2,259 753 492 124 3,341 14,296 1,958 14 54 51 90 30 88 2,285 29.7% 2.0% 2.4% 6.8% 18.2% 24.4% 2.6% 16.0%
46% 5% 16% 5% 3% 1% 23% 100% 86% 1% 2% 2% 4% 1% 4% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 2.39 1.79 2.04 2.04 1.87 2.17 1.71 2.11 2.55 1.54 2.26 1.62 2.26 2.17 1.28 2.45



Weekday Total Daily Evening Peak Hour Person-Trips Evening Peak Hour Transit-Trips Evening Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 7,560 1,920 2 28 14 47 15 13 2,039 617 1 5 3 9 3 4 643 104 1 5 3 8 3 5 129 6% 1.67
Superdistrict 2 4,719 595 3 30 16 50 16 17 729 302 1 4 3 7 2 4 324 102 1 11 7 18 6 9 153 7% 1.80
Superdistrict 3 11,971 719 15 95 46 158 50 38 1,121 286 2 20 10 34 11 8 370 42 5 17 13 28 9 18 132 6% 1.98
Superdistrict 4 3,214 573 2 15 10 25 8 13 646 283 0 2 2 4 1 3 296 69 1 4 4 7 2 6 93 4% 2.02
East Bay 14,144 4,048 3 19 15 32 11 23 4,151 3,282 1 6 4 10 3 7 3,313 286 1 5 5 9 3 10 319 14% 2.54
North Bay 4,549 1,162 1 2 4 4 1 9 1,184 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 431 1 1 2 2 1 5 442 19% 2.67
South Bay 13,395 3,468 6 19 23 32 11 43 3,602 1,009 1 1 2 1 0 4 1,018 915 4 8 15 13 5 33 994 44% 2.53
Out of Region 2,216 520 1 6 4 11 3 4 550 63 0 1 1 2 1 1 70 9 0 3 2 5 2 2 22 1% 4.14



Total 61,769 13,006 33 216 132 360 116 158 14,021 5,842 5 40 26 68 22 32 6,035 1,958 14 54 51 90 30 88 2,285 100% 2.42



Assumptions for
Evening Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 100% 100% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 50% 0% 50%
Outbound 0% 0% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 50% 100% 50%



Evening Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 13,006 9 108 36 360 60 0 13,579 0 24 108 96 0 56 158 442 13,006 33 216 132 360 116 158 14,021



100% 27% 50% 27% 100% 52% 0% 97% 0% 73% 50% 73% 0% 48% 100% 3%
Transit Trips 5,842 1 20 7 68 11 0 5,949 0 4 20 19 0 10 32 86 5,842 5 40 26 68 22 32 6,035



100% 20% 50% 26% 100% 52% 0% 99% 0% 80% 50% 74% 0% 48% 100% 1%
Vehicle Trips 1,918 3 27 9 90 16 0 2,063 101 11 27 42 0 14 88 283 2,019 14 54 51 90 30 88 2,346



95% 21% 50% 17% 100% 54% 0% 88% 5% 79% 50% 83% 0% 46% 100% 12%



Evening Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total Coach
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 109 0 5 2 17 5 0 138 0 1 5 4 0 0 6 16 109 1 10 6 17 5 6 154 61
Superdistrict 2 135 1 10 3 35 11 0 195 0 2 10 8 0 0 11 30 135 2 21 11 35 11 11 225 50
Superdistrict 3 55 3 21 7 69 22 0 177 0 5 21 15 0 0 23 64 55 9 41 22 69 22 23 241 21
Superdistrict 4 111 0 5 2 17 6 0 140 0 1 5 5 0 0 9 21 111 2 10 7 17 6 9 161 27
East Bay 704 0 7 2 22 7 0 742 0 2 7 8 0 0 16 32 704 2 13 10 22 7 16 774 34
North Bay 1,162 0 1 0 4 1 0 1,169 0 1 1 3 0 0 8 13 1,162 1 2 4 4 1 8 1,182 0
South Bay 2,310 1 9 3 31 11 0 2,364 0 4 9 17 0 0 38 68 2,310 5 18 20 31 11 38 2,433 80
Out of Region 21 0 2 1 8 3 0 35 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 7 21 1 5 3 8 3 2 42 49



Total 4,606 6 61 20 202 66 0 4,960 0 16 61 63 0 0 112 252 4,606 22 121 83 202 66 112 5,213 321
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 6 AND 8 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 617 0 3 1 9 3 0 633 0 1 3 3 0 0 4 10 617 1 5 3 9 3 4 643
Superdistrict 2 302 0 2 1 7 2 0 314 0 1 2 2 0 0 4 10 302 1 4 3 7 2 4 324
Superdistrict 3 286 1 10 3 34 11 0 344 0 1 10 6 0 0 8 26 286 2 20 10 34 11 8 370
Superdistrict 4 283 0 1 0 4 1 0 290 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 6 283 0 2 2 4 1 3 296
East Bay 3,282 0 3 1 10 3 0 3,299 0 1 3 4 0 0 7 14 3,282 1 6 4 10 3 7 3,313
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
South Bay 1,009 0 0 0 1 0 0 1,012 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 6 1,009 1 1 2 1 0 4 1,018
Out of Region 63 0 1 0 2 1 0 67 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 3 63 0 1 1 2 1 1 70



Total 5,842 1 20 7 68 22 0 5,959 0 4 20 19 0 0 32 75 5,842 5 40 26 68 22 32 6,035



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 48 48 0 0 48 0 0 0 0 0 0 48
Superdistrict 2 39 39 0 0 39 0 0 0 0 0 0 39
Superdistrict 3 16 16 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
Superdistrict 4 21 21 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 21
East Bay 28 28 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 28
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 68 68 0 0 68 0 0 0 0 0 0 68
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 221 0 0 0 0 0 0 221 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 221 0 0 0 0 0 0 221



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 1,145 0 6 2 21 7 0 1,181 0 0 6 3 0 0 3 12 1,145 1 13 5 21 7 3 1,193
Superdistrict 2 120 0 3 1 9 3 0 135 0 0 3 1 0 0 2 6 120 1 5 2 9 3 2 140
Superdistrict 3 363 2 17 6 55 17 0 459 0 2 17 8 0 0 7 35 363 4 33 14 55 17 7 493
Superdistrict 4 158 0 1 0 4 1 0 165 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 158 0 2 1 4 1 0 167
East Bay 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 36
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 81 0 0 0 1 0 0 82 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 81 0 0 1 1 0 1 84
Out of Region 437 0 0 0 1 0 0 438 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 437 0 0 0 1 0 0 438



Total 2,337 2 27 9 90 28 0 2,494 0 3 27 14 0 0 14 59 2,337 6 54 23 90 28 14 2,552



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 1,920 1 14 5 47 15 0 2,001 0 2 14 10 0 0 13 39 1,920 2 28 14 47 15 13 2,039
Superdistrict 2 595 1 15 5 50 16 0 683 0 2 15 11 0 0 17 46 595 3 30 16 50 16 17 729
Superdistrict 3 719 5 47 16 158 50 0 996 0 9 47 30 0 0 38 125 719 15 95 46 158 50 38 1,121
Superdistrict 4 573 0 8 3 25 8 0 617 0 2 8 7 0 0 13 29 573 2 15 10 25 8 13 646
East Bay 4,048 0 10 3 32 11 0 4,105 0 2 10 12 0 0 23 47 4,048 3 19 15 32 11 23 4,151
North Bay 1,162 0 1 0 4 1 0 1,169 0 1 1 4 0 0 9 15 1,162 1 2 4 4 1 9 1,184
South Bay 3,468 1 10 3 32 11 0 3,525 0 5 10 19 0 0 43 76 3,468 6 19 23 32 11 43 3,602
Out of Region 520 0 3 1 11 3 0 539 0 1 3 3 0 0 4 11 520 1 6 4 11 3 4 550



Total 13,006 9 108 36 360 116 0 13,635 0 24 108 96 0 0 158 386 13,006 33 216 132 360 116 158 14,021



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 72 0 2 1 8 3 5 92 32 1 2 3 0 0 0 38 104 1 5 3 8 3 5 129
Superdistrict 2 76 0 5 2 18 6 9 115 26 1 5 5 0 0 0 38 102 1 11 7 18 6 9 153
Superdistrict 3 31 2 9 3 28 9 18 100 11 3 9 10 0 0 0 32 42 5 17 13 28 9 18 132
Superdistrict 4 55 0 2 1 7 2 6 73 14 1 2 3 0 0 0 20 69 1 4 4 7 2 6 93
East Bay 273 0 3 1 9 3 10 298 13 1 3 5 0 0 0 21 286 1 5 5 9 3 10 319
North Bay 431 0 1 0 2 1 5 439 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 3 431 1 1 2 2 1 5 442
South Bay 885 0 4 1 13 5 33 943 30 4 4 14 0 0 0 51 915 4 8 15 13 5 33 994
Out of Region 9 0 1 0 5 2 2 19 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 9 0 3 2 5 2 2 22



Total 1,833 3 27 9 90 30 88 2,079 125 11 27 42 0 0 0 206 1,958 14 54 51 90 30 88 2,285
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BASKETBALL GAME SUMMARY 
WEEKDAY: 9 PM TO 11 PM PERIOD PEAK HOUR 
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND LATE PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 9 AND 11 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Land Use Intensity
Arena 18,064 attendees



825 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips Late PM Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during Late PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 14,780 1,296 4,617 1,539 922 269 5,726 29,148 47% 5,020 10 121 83 461 97 28 5,821 42% 34.0% 0.8% 2.6% 5.4% 50.0% 36.2% 0.5% 20.0%
Transit 16,393 252 1,513 504 296 89 1,796 20,844 34% 5,436 2 40 26 148 32 8 5,693 41% 33.2% 0.9% 2.7% 5.1% 50.0% 36.2% 0.4% 27.3%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 1,014 1,014 2% 321 321 2% 31.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 31.7%
Bike (Event) 578 578 1% 184 184 1% 31.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 31.9%
Walk 3,894 411 1,235 412 220 77 1,187 7,436 12% 1,118 2 36 15 110 28 2 1,312 10% 28.7% 0.6% 2.9% 3.8% 50.0% 36.2% 0.2% 17.6%
Other 1,119 39 628 209 112 39 603 2,749 4% 369 0 18 8 56 14 1 467 3% 33.0% 0.9% 2.9% 3.7% 50.0% 36.2% 0.2% 17.0%



Total 37,778 1,998 7,992 2,664 1,550 475 9,312 61,769 100% 12,449 15 216 132 775 172 40 13,798 100% 33.0% 0.8% 2.7% 5.0% 50.0% 36.2% 0.4% 22.3%
61% 3% 13% 4% 3% 1% 15% 100% 90% 0% 2% 1% 6% 1% 0% 100%



Vehicle Trips 6,604 723 2,259 753 492 124 3,341 14,296 2,111 7 54 51 246 45 22 2,535 32.0% 0.9% 2.4% 6.8% 50.0% 36.2% 0.7% 17.7%
46% 5% 16% 5% 3% 1% 23% 100% 83% 0% 2% 2% 10% 2% 1% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 2.39 1.79 2.04 2.04 1.87 2.17 1.71 2.11 2.53 1.54 2.26 1.62 1.87 2.17 1.28 2.42



Weekday Total Daily Late PM Peak Hour Person-Trips Late PM Peak Hour Transit-Trips Late PM Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 7,560 1,376 1 28 14 93 22 3 1,538 443 0 5 3 20 4 1 477 79 0 5 3 19 4 1 112 4% 1.84
Superdistrict 2 4,719 440 1 30 16 103 24 4 619 219 0 4 3 17 4 1 248 81 1 11 7 39 8 2 149 6% 1.87
Superdistrict 3 11,971 550 7 95 46 306 74 9 1,087 211 1 20 10 65 16 2 325 49 2 17 13 67 14 5 166 7% 1.98
Superdistrict 4 3,214 420 1 15 10 56 12 3 517 204 0 2 2 10 2 1 221 56 0 4 4 18 3 2 87 3% 2.09
East Bay 14,144 4,077 1 19 15 79 16 6 4,213 3,293 0 6 4 24 5 2 3,334 296 1 5 5 25 4 2 339 13% 2.50
North Bay 4,549 1,606 1 2 4 16 2 2 1,633 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 597 0 1 2 9 1 1 612 24% 2.66
South Bay 13,395 3,484 3 19 23 101 17 11 3,657 1,005 0 1 2 6 1 1 1,015 943 2 8 15 59 8 8 1,043 41% 2.46
Out of Region 2,216 495 1 6 4 22 5 1 535 61 0 1 1 5 1 0 70 10 0 3 2 10 2 0 27 1% 3.64



Total 61,769 12,449 15 216 132 775 172 40 13,798 5,436 2 40 26 148 32 8 5,693 2,111 7 54 51 246 45 22 2,535 100% 2.42



Assumptions for
Late PM Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 45% 0% 0%
Outbound 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 55% 100% 100%



Late PM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 0 0 0 0 0 74 0 74 12,449 15 216 132 775 98 40 13,724 12,449 15 216 132 775 172 40 13,798



0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 43% 0% 1% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 57% 100% 99%
Transit Trips 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 14 5,436 2 40 26 148 18 8 5,679 5,436 2 40 26 148 32 8 5,693



0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 43% 0% 0% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 57% 100% 100%
Vehicle Trips 101 0 0 0 0 18 0 119 2,010 7 54 51 246 26 22 2,416 2,111 7 54 51 246 45 22 2,535



5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 41% 0% 5% 95% 100% 100% 100% 100% 59% 100% 95%



Late PM Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total Coach
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 84 0 10 6 35 5 2 141 84 0 10 6 35 8 2 145 61
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 107 1 21 11 70 9 3 221 107 1 21 11 70 16 3 228 50
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 14 62 4 41 22 140 18 6 295 62 4 41 22 140 33 6 309 21
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 88 1 10 7 39 5 2 152 88 1 10 7 39 8 2 156 27
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 721 1 13 10 54 6 4 810 721 1 13 10 54 11 4 814 34
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1,605 0 2 4 15 1 2 1,629 1,605 0 2 4 15 2 2 1,630 0
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 6 2,331 2 18 20 93 9 9 2,483 2,331 2 18 20 93 16 9 2,489 80
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 22 0 5 3 16 2 1 48 22 0 5 3 16 4 1 50 49



Total 0 0 0 0 0 42 0 42 5,020 10 121 83 461 56 28 5,779 5,020 10 121 83 461 97 28 5,821 321
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND LATE PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 9 AND 11 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 443 0 5 3 20 2 1 475 443 0 5 3 20 4 1 477
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 219 0 4 3 17 2 1 247 219 0 4 3 17 4 1 248
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 211 1 20 10 65 9 2 318 211 1 20 10 65 16 2 325
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 204 0 2 2 10 1 1 220 204 0 2 2 10 2 1 221
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 3,293 0 6 4 24 3 2 3,332 3,293 0 6 4 24 5 2 3,334
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,005 0 1 2 6 0 1 1,015 1,005 0 1 2 6 1 1 1,015
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 61 0 1 1 5 1 0 70 61 0 1 1 5 1 0 70



Total 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 14 5,436 2 40 26 148 18 8 5,679 5,436 2 40 26 148 32 8 5,693



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 34 34 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 34
Superdistrict 2 0 0 28 28 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 28
Superdistrict 3 0 0 12 12 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 12
Superdistrict 4 0 0 15 15 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 15
East Bay 0 0 29 29 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 29
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 67 67 67 0 0 0 0 0 0 67
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 184 0 0 0 0 0 0 184 184 0 0 0 0 0 0 184



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 815 0 13 5 38 5 1 877 815 0 13 5 38 10 1 882
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 87 0 5 2 16 2 0 113 87 0 5 2 16 4 0 114
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 11 265 2 33 14 100 14 2 430 265 2 33 14 100 26 2 441
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 113 0 2 1 7 1 0 124 113 0 2 1 7 2 0 125
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 37 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 37
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 81 0 0 1 2 0 0 85 81 0 0 1 2 0 0 85
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 413 0 0 0 1 0 0 415 413 0 0 0 1 0 0 415



Total 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 19 1,808 3 54 23 166 23 3 2,081 1,808 3 54 23 166 42 3 2,100



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 10 1,376 1 28 14 93 12 3 1,528 1,376 1 28 14 93 22 3 1,538
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 10 440 1 30 16 103 13 4 608 440 1 30 16 103 24 4 619
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 33 0 33 550 7 95 46 306 42 9 1,054 550 7 95 46 306 74 9 1,087
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 420 1 15 10 56 7 3 511 420 1 15 10 56 12 3 517
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 4,077 1 19 15 79 9 6 4,207 4,077 1 19 15 79 16 6 4,213
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1,606 1 2 4 16 1 2 1,632 1,606 1 2 4 16 2 2 1,633
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 3,484 3 19 23 101 10 11 3,650 3,484 3 19 23 101 17 11 3,657
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 495 1 6 4 22 3 1 532 495 1 6 4 22 5 1 535



Total 0 0 0 0 0 74 0 74 12,449 15 216 132 775 98 40 13,724 12,449 15 216 132 775 172 40 13,798



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 23 0 0 0 0 2 0 24 56 0 5 3 19 2 1 88 79 0 5 3 19 4 1 112
Superdistrict 2 19 0 0 0 0 4 0 22 63 1 11 7 39 5 2 127 81 1 11 7 39 8 2 149
Superdistrict 3 8 0 0 0 0 6 0 14 41 2 17 13 67 8 5 153 49 2 17 13 67 14 5 166
Superdistrict 4 10 0 0 0 0 1 0 11 46 0 4 4 18 2 2 76 56 0 4 4 18 3 2 87
East Bay 13 0 0 0 0 2 0 14 284 1 5 5 25 3 2 325 296 1 5 5 25 4 2 339
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 597 0 1 2 9 1 1 611 597 0 1 2 9 1 1 612
South Bay 30 0 0 0 0 3 0 32 913 2 8 15 59 5 8 1,011 943 2 8 15 59 8 8 1,043
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 10 0 3 2 10 1 0 26 10 0 3 2 10 2 0 27



Total 101 0 0 0 0 18 0 119 2,010 7 54 51 246 26 22 2,416 2,111 7 54 51 246 45 22 2,535
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - SATURDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 7 AND 9 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Land Use Intensity
Arena 18,064 attendees



825 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips Evening Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during Late PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 16,352 1,516 5,750 1,917 1,595 461 1,476 29,067 49% 5,161 15 179 122 121 229 16 5,844 43% 31.6% 1.0% 3.1% 6.4% 7.6% 49.6% 1.1% 20.1%
Transit 17,689 295 1,884 628 521 153 420 21,591 37% 5,901 4 60 38 41 76 5 6,123 45% 33.4% 1.2% 3.2% 6.0% 7.8% 49.6% 1.1% 28.4%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 455 455 1% 155 155 1% 34.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 34.0%
Bike (Event) 455 455 1% 155 155 1% 34.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 34.0%
Walk 2,019 481 1,538 513 420 132 121 5,222 9% 654 3 53 23 36 65 1 836 6% 32.4% 0.7% 3.4% 4.5% 8.6% 49.6% 1.1% 16.0%
Other 807 46 782 261 214 67 61 2,237 4% 258 1 27 12 18 33 1 349 3% 32.0% 1.2% 3.5% 4.4% 8.6% 49.6% 1.1% 15.6%



Total 37,778 2,338 9,954 3,318 2,750 812 2,077 59,028 100% 12,284 23 319 195 216 403 23 13,461 100% 32.5% 1.0% 3.2% 5.9% 7.9% 49.6% 1.1% 22.8%
64% 4% 17% 6% 5% 1% 4% 100% 91% 0% 2% 1% 2% 3% 0% 100%



Vehicle Trips 6,838 846 2,814 938 791 212 1,151 13,591 2,014 10 79 75 54 105 13 2,350 29.5% 1.2% 2.8% 8.0% 6.8% 49.6% 1.1% 17.3%
50% 6% 21% 7% 6% 2% 8% 100% 86% 0% 3% 3% 2% 4% 1% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 2.46 1.79 2.04 2.04 2.02 2.17 1.28 2.17 2.64 1.54 2.26 1.62 2.26 2.17 1.28 2.55



Saturday Total Daily Evening Peak Hour Person-Trips Evening Peak Hour Transit-Trips Evening Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 6,564 1,363 2 41 21 28 52 2 1,508 691 0 8 5 5 10 1 721 77 1 7 5 5 9 1 105 4% 2.11
Superdistrict 2 4,146 423 2 45 24 30 56 2 582 245 0 6 5 4 8 1 270 60 1 16 10 11 20 1 118 5% 2.09
Superdistrict 3 10,756 510 10 140 68 95 174 5 1,003 293 1 30 14 20 37 1 398 31 3 25 18 17 32 3 130 6% 2.25
Superdistrict 4 2,810 407 1 22 14 15 28 2 490 241 0 4 3 2 5 0 256 47 1 6 6 4 8 1 72 3% 2.36
East Bay 14,168 4,054 2 29 22 19 37 3 4,166 3,281 0 9 7 6 11 1 3,315 284 1 8 8 5 10 1 317 13% 2.62
North Bay 5,215 1,597 1 3 6 2 5 1 1,615 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 591 1 2 3 1 2 1 601 26% 2.69
South Bay 13,223 3,439 4 29 33 19 39 6 3,570 988 0 1 2 1 2 1 995 902 3 12 23 8 18 5 970 41% 2.60
Out of Region 2,144 491 1 10 5 6 12 1 526 161 0 2 1 1 3 0 168 21 0 4 2 3 5 0 36 2% 2.71



Total 59,028 12,284 23 319 195 216 403 23 13,461 5,901 4 60 38 41 76 5 6,123 2,014 10 79 75 54 105 13 2,350 100% 2.55



Assumptions for
Evening Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 95% 100% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 50% 0% 50%
Outbound 5% 0% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 50% 100% 50%



Evening Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 12,284 6 159 53 216 210 0 12,928 0 17 159 142 0 193 23 534 12,284 23 319 195 216 403 23 13,461



100% 27% 50% 27% 100% 52% 0% 96% 0% 73% 50% 73% 0% 48% 100% 4%
Transit Trips 5,901 1 30 10 41 40 0 6,022 0 3 30 28 0 36 5 101 5,901 4 60 38 41 76 5 6,123



100% 20% 50% 26% 100% 52% 0% 98% 0% 80% 50% 74% 0% 48% 100% 2%
Vehicle Trips 1,963 2 40 13 54 57 0 2,129 51 8 40 62 0 48 13 221 2,014 10 79 75 54 105 13 2,350



97% 21% 50% 17% 100% 54% 0% 91% 3% 79% 50% 83% 0% 46% 100% 9%



Evening Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total Coach
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 128 0 7 2 10 10 0 158 0 1 7 6 0 9 1 24 128 1 15 8 10 19 1 182 40
Superdistrict 2 115 0 15 5 21 20 0 176 0 1 15 11 0 19 2 48 115 1 31 16 21 38 2 224 24
Superdistrict 3 59 2 31 10 42 39 0 183 0 4 31 23 0 37 3 98 59 6 61 33 42 77 3 281 13
Superdistrict 4 99 0 8 3 10 10 0 129 0 1 8 8 0 9 1 27 99 1 15 10 10 19 1 156 13
East Bay 738 0 10 3 13 13 0 778 0 1 10 12 0 12 2 37 738 1 20 15 13 25 2 815 14
North Bay 1,597 0 2 1 2 3 0 1,604 0 1 2 5 0 2 1 10 1,597 1 3 5 2 5 1 1,614 0
South Bay 2,371 0 14 5 18 20 0 2,428 0 3 14 26 0 16 5 64 2,371 3 27 30 18 37 5 2,492 33
Out of Region 55 0 4 1 5 5 0 70 0 0 4 3 0 4 0 11 55 1 7 4 5 9 0 81 17



Total 5,161 4 89 30 121 120 0 5,525 0 11 89 93 0 109 16 318 5,161 15 179 122 121 229 16 5,844 155
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - SATURDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 7 AND 9 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 691 0 4 1 5 5 0 707 0 0 4 4 0 5 1 14 691 0 8 5 5 10 1 721
Superdistrict 2 245 0 3 1 4 4 0 258 0 0 3 4 0 4 1 12 245 0 6 5 4 8 1 270
Superdistrict 3 293 0 15 5 20 19 0 353 0 1 15 9 0 18 1 45 293 1 30 14 20 37 1 398
Superdistrict 4 241 0 2 1 2 2 0 249 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 7 241 0 4 3 2 5 0 256
East Bay 3,281 0 4 1 6 6 0 3,299 0 0 4 5 0 5 1 16 3,281 0 9 7 6 11 1 3,315
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
South Bay 988 0 1 0 1 1 0 991 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 4 988 0 1 2 1 2 1 995
Out of Region 161 0 1 0 1 1 0 165 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 4 161 0 2 1 1 3 0 168



Total 5,901 1 30 10 41 40 0 6,022 0 3 30 28 0 36 5 101 5,901 4 60 38 41 76 5 6,123



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 39 39 0 0 39 0 0 0 0 0 0 39
Superdistrict 2 23 23 0 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
Superdistrict 3 12 12 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 12
Superdistrict 4 13 13 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 13
East Bay 20 20 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 20
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 48 48 0 0 48 0 0 0 0 0 0 48
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 155 0 0 0 0 0 0 155 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 155 0 0 0 0 0 0 155



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 504 0 9 3 13 12 0 541 0 0 9 5 0 11 0 26 504 0 19 8 13 23 0 567
Superdistrict 2 40 0 4 1 5 5 0 55 0 0 4 2 0 5 0 11 40 0 8 3 5 9 0 66
Superdistrict 3 147 1 24 8 33 30 0 244 0 2 24 12 0 30 1 69 147 3 49 20 33 60 1 313
Superdistrict 4 54 0 2 1 2 2 0 61 0 0 2 1 0 2 0 5 54 0 4 1 2 4 0 66
East Bay 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 14 0 1 0 0 1 0 16
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 33 0 1 1 0 1 0 36
Out of Region 275 0 0 0 0 0 0 276 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 275 0 1 0 0 1 0 277



Total 1,067 2 40 13 54 50 0 1,226 0 2 40 21 0 49 2 114 1,067 4 80 34 54 99 2 1,340



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 1,363 0 21 7 28 26 0 1,445 0 1 21 14 0 25 2 63 1,363 2 41 21 28 52 2 1,508
Superdistrict 2 423 1 22 7 30 29 0 512 0 2 22 17 0 27 2 70 423 2 45 24 30 56 2 582
Superdistrict 3 510 4 70 23 95 89 0 792 0 6 70 45 0 85 5 211 510 10 140 68 95 174 5 1,003
Superdistrict 4 407 0 11 4 15 15 0 452 0 1 11 11 0 14 2 38 407 1 22 14 15 28 2 490
East Bay 4,054 0 14 5 19 20 0 4,112 0 2 14 17 0 17 3 54 4,054 2 29 22 19 37 3 4,166
North Bay 1,597 0 2 1 2 3 0 1,604 0 1 2 5 0 2 1 11 1,597 1 3 6 2 5 1 1,615
South Bay 3,439 1 14 5 19 22 0 3,500 0 3 14 29 0 17 6 70 3,439 4 29 33 19 39 6 3,570
Out of Region 491 0 5 2 6 6 0 511 0 1 5 4 0 6 1 16 491 1 10 5 6 12 1 526



Total 12,284 6 159 53 216 210 0 12,928 0 17 159 142 0 193 23 534 12,284 23 319 195 216 403 23 13,461



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 62 0 4 1 5 5 0 77 15 0 4 4 0 4 1 28 77 1 7 5 5 9 1 105
Superdistrict 2 51 0 8 3 11 10 0 83 9 1 8 7 0 9 1 36 60 1 16 10 11 20 1 118
Superdistrict 3 26 1 13 4 17 17 0 79 5 2 13 14 0 15 3 52 31 3 25 18 17 32 3 130
Superdistrict 4 42 0 3 1 4 4 0 54 5 1 3 5 0 4 1 18 47 1 6 6 4 8 1 72
East Bay 278 0 4 1 5 6 0 294 5 1 4 7 0 5 1 22 284 1 8 8 5 10 1 317
North Bay 591 0 1 0 1 1 0 595 0 0 1 3 0 1 1 6 591 1 2 3 1 2 1 601
South Bay 890 0 6 2 8 11 0 917 12 2 6 21 0 7 5 53 902 3 12 23 8 18 5 970
Out of Region 21 0 2 1 3 3 0 29 0 0 2 2 0 3 0 7 21 0 4 2 3 5 0 36



Total 1,963 2 40 13 54 57 0 2,129 51 8 40 62 0 48 13 221 2,014 10 79 75 54 105 13 2,350
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH CONVENTION EVENT



Land Use Intensity
Arena 9,000 attendees



675 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips PM Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 8,949 1,296 4,617 1,539 922 269 5,726 23,317 44% 954 91 489 163 158 62 542 2,459 45% 10.7% 7.0% 10.6% 10.6% 17.1% 23.0% 9.5% 10.5%
Transit 4,202 252 1,513 504 296 89 1,796 8,653 16% 454 18 159 53 47 21 158 909 17% 10.8% 7.2% 10.5% 10.5% 15.8% 23.0% 8.8% 10.5%
Taxi/Shuttle (Event) 13,498 13,498 26% 1,485 1,485 27% 11.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.0%
Walk 638 411 1,235 412 220 77 1,187 4,179 8% 68 28 127 42 20 18 61 363 7% 10.6% 6.8% 10.3% 10.3% 9.2% 23.0% 5.1% 8.7%
Other 1,400 39 628 209 112 39 603 3,030 6% 153 3 64 21 10 9 31 291 5% 10.9% 7.1% 10.3% 10.3% 9.1% 23.0% 5.1% 9.6%



Total 28,688 1,998 7,992 2,664 1,550 475 9,312 52,679 100% 3,113 140 839 280 235 109 792 5,508 100% 10.9% 7.0% 10.5% 10.5% 15.2% 23.0% 8.5% 10.5%
54% 4% 15% 5% 3% 1% 18% 100% 57% 3% 15% 5% 4% 2% 14% 100%



Vehicle Trips 5,606 723 2,259 753 492 124 3,341 13,298 593 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,510 10.6% 7.1% 10.9% 10.9% 22.7% 23.0% 11.9% 11.4%
42% 5% 17% 6% 4% 1% 25% 100% 39% 3% 16% 5% 7% 2% 26% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 4.00 1.79 2.04 2.04 1.87 2.17 1.71 2.77 4.11 1.76 1.99 1.99 1.41 2.17 1.36 2.61



Weekday Total Daily PM Peak Hour Person-Trips PM Peak Hour Transit-Trips PM Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 17,744 1,645 9 103 34 22 14 72 1,901 278 3 21 7 6 3 21 339 180 2 20 7 7 3 23 241 16% 6.08
Superdistrict 2 4,624 164 13 113 38 27 15 88 458 11 2 18 6 6 2 21 67 29 5 42 14 12 5 42 150 10% 2.32
Superdistrict 3 11,581 183 78 345 115 68 47 216 1,052 15 8 74 25 14 10 45 191 27 24 71 24 25 9 86 265 18% 2.01
Superdistrict 4 3,173 160 8 60 20 18 8 61 334 15 1 10 3 4 1 13 48 27 4 18 6 8 2 29 95 6% 2.85
East Bay 4,591 243 6 82 27 30 10 106 505 79 1 24 8 9 3 32 157 66 3 24 8 12 3 43 160 11% 2.15
North Bay 1,263 82 4 14 5 10 1 38 154 1 0 1 0 1 0 4 7 40 2 7 2 6 1 23 82 5% 1.78
South Bay 6,231 336 16 97 32 52 11 189 733 16 1 5 2 4 0 16 45 155 9 52 17 39 5 143 421 28% 1.61
Out of Region 3,472 301 6 25 8 6 3 20 370 38 1 6 2 2 1 7 56 68 2 11 4 3 1 8 96 6% 1.67



Total 52,679 3,113 140 839 280 235 109 792 5,508 454 18 159 53 47 21 158 909 593 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,510 100% 2.61



Assumptions for
PM Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 50% 10% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 55% 0% 50%
Outbound 50% 90% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 45% 100% 50%



PM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Offlce Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 369 60 360 120 235 62 67 1,272 2,745 80 480 160 0 47 724 4,235 3,113 140 839 280 235 109 792 5,508



12% 43% 43% 43% 100% 57% 9% 23% 88% 57% 57% 57% 0% 43% 92% 77%
Transit Trips 57 7 67 22 47 12 13 225 397 11 92 31 0 9 145 684 454 18 159 53 47 21 158 909



13% 39% 42% 42% 100% 57% 8% 25% 87% 61% 58% 58% 0% 43% 92% 75%
Vehicle Trips 139 20 89 30 112 17 17 424 455 31 156 52 0 12 381 1,086 593 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,510



23% 39% 36% 36% 100% 59% 4% 28% 77% 61% 64% 64% 0% 41% 96% 72%



PM Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total Shuttle
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 19 2 17 6 10 3 3 59 149 2 21 7 0 2 29 211 168 4 38 13 10 5 32 270 1,197
Superdistrict 2 7 3 35 12 18 6 6 87 27 5 43 14 0 5 51 144 34 8 77 26 18 10 58 231 117
Superdistrict 3 12 22 69 23 37 12 13 187 23 25 86 29 0 9 107 278 34 47 155 52 37 21 120 465 68
Superdistrict 4 8 3 17 6 13 3 3 52 33 4 24 8 0 2 42 114 41 6 41 14 13 5 46 166 103
East Bay 22 1 22 7 21 4 4 82 141 3 34 11 0 3 69 262 163 5 56 19 21 7 73 344 0
North Bay 11 1 4 1 9 1 1 27 70 2 9 3 0 0 33 118 81 3 13 4 9 1 33 145 0
South Bay 46 5 31 10 47 6 6 149 273 9 59 20 0 4 162 528 319 14 90 30 47 10 168 677 0
Out of Region 12 2 8 3 4 1 1 31 101 2 10 3 0 1 12 129 114 4 18 6 4 2 13 161 0



Total 136 38 202 67 158 35 38 675 818 53 287 96 0 26 505 1,784 954 91 489 163 158 62 542 2,459 1,485
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH CONVENTION EVENT



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 29 1 9 3 6 2 2 52 249 2 12 4 0 1 20 287 278 3 21 7 6 3 21 339
Superdistrict 2 3 1 7 2 6 1 1 22 8 1 11 4 0 1 20 44 11 2 18 6 6 2 21 67
Superdistrict 3 4 3 34 11 14 6 6 79 11 4 40 13 0 4 39 111 15 8 74 25 14 10 45 191
Superdistrict 4 3 0 4 1 4 1 1 13 13 1 6 2 0 1 12 34 15 1 10 3 4 1 13 48
East Bay 10 0 10 3 9 2 2 36 69 1 15 5 0 1 30 121 79 1 24 8 9 3 32 157
North Bay 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 5 1 0 1 0 1 0 4 7
South Bay 3 0 1 0 4 0 0 10 13 1 4 1 0 0 16 35 16 1 5 2 4 0 16 45
Out of Region 4 1 2 1 2 0 0 11 34 1 3 1 0 0 6 46 38 1 6 2 2 1 7 56



Total 57 7 67 22 47 12 13 225 397 11 92 31 0 9 145 684 454 18 159 53 47 21 158 909



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 121 1 21 7 6 3 4 164 1,078 1 23 8 0 3 15 1,128 1,199 2 44 15 6 6 19 1,291
Superdistrict 2 12 1 9 3 3 1 2 31 106 1 10 3 0 1 8 130 119 3 18 6 3 3 9 161
Superdistrict 3 16 11 55 18 17 9 10 137 118 12 61 20 0 7 41 259 134 23 116 39 17 16 52 396
Superdistrict 4 10 0 4 1 1 1 1 19 93 0 4 1 0 1 2 102 103 0 8 3 1 1 3 120
East Bay 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 5
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
South Bay 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 5 8 1 1 2 1 1 0 5 11
Out of Region 15 1 1 0 0 0 0 17 134 1 1 0 0 0 1 136 149 1 1 0 0 0 1 153



Total 176 15 90 30 30 15 17 373 1,530 16 101 34 0 12 74 1,767 1,705 31 191 64 30 27 91 2,139



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 169 4 47 16 22 8 9 274 1,476 5 57 19 0 6 63 1,626 1,645 9 103 34 22 14 72 1,901
Superdistrict 2 22 5 50 17 27 9 9 140 141 8 63 21 0 7 79 319 164 13 113 38 27 15 88 458
Superdistrict 3 32 37 158 53 68 26 30 404 151 41 187 62 0 21 187 649 183 78 345 115 68 47 216 1,052
Superdistrict 4 21 3 25 8 18 4 5 84 139 5 35 12 0 3 57 250 160 8 60 20 18 8 61 334
East Bay 33 2 32 11 30 6 6 120 211 5 50 17 0 4 100 386 243 6 82 27 30 10 106 505
North Bay 11 1 4 1 10 1 1 29 71 2 10 3 0 0 37 125 82 4 14 5 10 1 38 154
South Bay 49 5 32 11 52 6 6 162 287 11 65 22 0 4 183 571 336 16 97 32 52 11 189 733
Out of Region 31 3 11 4 6 2 2 59 269 3 14 5 0 1 18 311 301 6 25 8 6 3 20 370



Total 369 60 360 120 235 62 67 1,272 2,745 80 480 160 0 47 724 4,235 3,113 140 839 280 235 109 792 5,508



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 58 1 8 3 7 1 2 80 122 2 12 4 0 1 21 162 180 2 20 7 7 3 23 241
Superdistrict 2 10 2 18 6 12 3 3 54 20 3 24 8 0 2 39 96 29 5 42 14 12 5 42 150
Superdistrict 3 11 11 28 9 25 5 5 95 16 13 42 14 0 4 80 169 27 24 71 24 25 9 86 265
Superdistrict 4 8 1 7 2 8 1 1 29 19 2 12 4 0 1 28 65 27 4 18 6 8 2 29 95
East Bay 10 1 9 3 12 2 2 38 56 2 16 5 0 1 42 122 66 3 24 8 12 3 43 160
North Bay 6 1 2 1 6 0 0 16 34 1 6 2 0 0 23 66 40 2 7 2 6 1 23 82
South Bay 28 2 13 4 39 3 3 93 127 7 39 13 0 2 141 328 155 9 52 17 39 5 143 421
Out of Region 7 1 5 2 3 1 1 19 60 1 6 2 0 1 7 78 68 2 11 4 3 1 8 96



Total 139 20 89 30 112 17 17 424 455 31 156 52 0 12 381 1,086 593 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,510
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - NO EVENT (WORK TRIPS)



Proposed Size: 100               employees Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
DAILY: Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Work Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.50 trips/employee % Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 8.5% [c] 2.0% [d] 0% 0%
Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 250 person-trips Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 21 5 0 0



WEEKDAY/SATURDAY WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Avg. Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 7-9 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[e] [e] Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[e] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 10 7 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Transit 32.7% 7 1 0 0 0
Walk 17.7% 4 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 21 7 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 17 14 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 26.4% 7 1 0 0 0
Walk 6.9% 2 0 0 0 0
Other 2.1% 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 27 14 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 36 29 3 2 1 1 0 0 0 0



Transit 20.6% 12 1 0 0 0
Walk 15.1% 9 1 0 0 0
Other 4.6% 3 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 60 29 5 2 1 1 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 15 10 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 21.5% 4 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 20 10 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 25 15 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 29.7% 11 1 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 36 15 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 12 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 10.5% 1 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 14 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 60 53 5 4 1 1 0 0 0 0



Transit 8.8% 6 1 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 2 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 67 53 6 4 1 1 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 35.3% 2 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 6 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 178 139 15 12 4 3 0 0 0 0



Transit 20.2% 51 4 1 0 0
Walk 5.8% 15 1 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 7 1 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 250 139 21 12 5 3 0 0 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b] Assumes that 25% of the employees will make four trips to/from the project site (e.g., for lunch, errands, etc.).
[c]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Office)
[d]  Based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978) for general office
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - BASKETBALL GAME (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 18,064         attendees plus 825 employees Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
DAILY: Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Overall Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.09 trips/attendee Overall peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 2.8% [c] 34.4% [c] 33.0% [e] 32.5% [d]
Total Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 37,778 person-trips Overall peak hour person-trip rate (trips/attendee): 0.06 0.72 0.69 0.68
Percent of Work Trips [f]: 4.4% Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,042 13,006 12,449 12,284
Work Person-trip Generation Rate [g]: 2.00 trips/employee % Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 50% [h] 0% [h] 10% [h] 0% [h]
Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,650 person-trips Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 825 0 165 0



WEEKDAY/SATURDAY WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Avg. Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 64 49 32 25 0 0 6 5 0 0
Transit 32.7% 45 22 0 4 0
Walk 17.7% 24 12 0 2 0
Other 2.7% 4 2 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 137 49 68 25 0 0 14 5 0 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 113 90 56 45 0 0 11 9 0 0



Transit 26.4% 46 23 0 5 0
Walk 6.9% 12 6 0 1 0
Other 2.1% 4 2 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 175 90 87 45 0 0 17 9 0 0
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 235 188 118 94 0 0 24 19 0 0



Transit 20.6% 81 41 0 8 0
Walk 15.1% 60 30 0 6 0
Other 4.6% 18 9 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 394 188 197 94 0 0 39 19 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 99 67 49 33 0 0 10 7 0 0



Transit 21.5% 28 14 0 3 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 4 2 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 130 67 65 33 0 0 13 7 0 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 162 101 81 50 0 0 16 10 0 0



Transit 29.7% 70 35 0 7 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 4 2 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 236 101 118 50 0 0 24 10 0 0
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 80 56 40 28 0 0 8 6 0 0



Transit 10.5% 10 5 0 1 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 2 1 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 92 56 46 28 0 0 9 6 0 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 393 348 196 174 0 0 39 35 0 0



Transit 8.8% 39 20 0 4 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 12 6 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 444 348 222 174 0 0 44 35 0 0
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 25 16 13 8 0 0 3 2 0 0



Transit 35.3% 15 7 0 1 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 1 1 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 41 16 21 8 0 0 4 2 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 1,172 915 586 457 0 0 117 91 0 0



Transit 20.2% 334 167 0 33 0
Walk 5.8% 96 48 0 10 0
Other 2.9% 48 24 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,650 915 825 457 0 0 165 91 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b]  Calculated by the model by dividing the total number of person-trips by the expected event attendance.
[c]  Calculated by the model assuming project demand up to 7 PM; Madison Square Garden (2003) value is 14%, Arco Arena value is 23%, GSW value is 16%
[d]  Calculated by the model; Atlantic Yards Arena Transportation Planning (2006) value is 19%, Madison Square Garden (2003) value is 27%, Arco Arena value is 28%, GSW value is 30%
[e]  Calculated by the model; Atlantic Yards Arena Transportation Planning (2006) value is 22%, GSW value is 35%
 [f]  Calculated by the model.
[g]  Two daily person trips made by each employee.
[h]  Event employees arrive to work between 4:30 and 5 PM, and depart between 11 and 11:30 PM.
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - BASKETBALL GAME (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 18,064          attendees plus 825 employees Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
DAILY: Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Overall Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.09 trips per attendee Overall peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 2.8% [c] 34.4% [c] 33.0% [e] 32.5% [d]
Total Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 37,778 person-trips Overall peak hour person-trip rate (trips/attendee): 0.06 0.72 0.69 0.68
Percent of Non-Work Trips [f]: 95.6% Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,042 13,006 12,449 12,284
Non-Work Person-trip Generation Rate [g]: 2.00 trips per attendee % Non-Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 1% [h] 36% [h] 34% [h] 34% [h]
Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 36,128 person-trips Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 217 13,006 12,284 12,284



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Weekday Saturday Vehicle All Day 4-7 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



Weekday In All Other Mode Percent Percent Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] [i] [j] [j] [k] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 Auto 5.7% 9.4% 2.7 266 98 2 1 109 40 78 29 377 140 128 47
14.8% 11.1% Transit 32.2% 50.7% 1,502 10 617 438 2,033 691



Taxi 4.5% 3.0% 2.7 210 78 1 1 86 32 61 23 119 44 40 15
Bike 2.5% 2.9% 117 1 48 34 114 39
Walk 55.1% 34.0% 2,575 18 1,058 751 1,364 464



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 4,670 176 32 1 1,920 72 1,363 51 4,007 184 1,363 62
Superdistrict 2 Auto 22.6% 27.2% 2.7 328 121 2 1 135 50 96 35 338 125 115 43



4.6% 3.4% Transit 50.7% 58.0% 734 5 302 214 721 245
Taxi 11.8% 5.7% 2.7 171 63 1 0 70 26 50 19 70 26 24 9
Bike 6.6% 5.4% 96 1 39 28 68 23
Walk 8.3% 3.7% 120 1 49 35 46 16



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 1,449 185 10 1 595 76 423 54 1,243 151 423 51
Superdistrict 3 Auto 7.6% 11.5% 2.7 133 49 1 0 55 20 39 14 173 64 59 22



5.5% 4.2% Transit 39.7% 57.4% 695 5 286 203 862 293
Taxi 4.1% 2.5% 2.7 71 26 0 0 29 11 21 8 37 14 13 5
Bike 2.3% 2.4% 40 0 16 12 35 12
Walk 46.4% 26.2% 811 6 333 237 394 134



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 1,750 76 12 1 719 31 510 22 1,501 78 510 26
Superdistrict 4 Auto 19.3% 24.3% 2.7 269 100 2 1 111 41 78 29 290 108 99 37



4.4% 3.3% Transit 49.4% 59.4% 689 5 283 201 710 241
Taxi 6.6% 3.3% 2.7 92 34 1 0 38 14 27 10 40 15 13 5
Bike 3.7% 3.2% 51 0 21 15 38 13
Walk 21.0% 9.9% 293 2 120 85 118 40



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 1,394 134 10 1 573 55 407 39 1,196 122 407 42
East Bay Auto 17.4% 18.2% 2.7 2,014 746 12 4 704 261 705 261 2,169 803 738 273



31.1% 33.0% Transit 81.1% 80.9% 9,391 55 3,282 3,286 9,651 3,281
Taxi 0.8% 0.4% 2.7 97 36 1 0 34 13 34 13 42 15 14 5
Bike 0.7% 0.5% 82 0 28 29 60 20
Walk 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 11,584 782 67 5 4,048 273 4,054 274 11,922 819 4,054 278
North Bay Auto 100.0% 100.0% 2.7 3,963 1,468 19 7 1,162 431 1,597 591 4,697 1,739 1,597 591



8.9% 13.0% Transit 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Taxi 0.0% 0.0% 2.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 3,963 1,468 19 7 1,162 431 1,597 591 4,697 1,739 1,597 591
South Bay Auto 66.6% 68.9% 2.7 6,578 2,436 39 14 2,310 856 2,291 849 6,973 2,582 2,371 878



26.7% 28.0% Transit 29.1% 28.7% 2,874 17 1,009 1,001 2,906 988
Taxi 2.3% 1.0% 2.7 230 85 1 0 81 30 80 30 97 36 33 12
Bike 1.9% 1.4% 193 1 68 67 140 48
Walk 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 9,874 2,521 58 15 3,468 885 3,439 878 10,116 2,618 3,439 890
Out of region Auto 4.0% 11.3% 2.7 57 21 0 0 21 8 20 7 163 60 55 21



4.0% 4.0% Transit 12.1% 32.7% 174 1 63 59 473 161
Taxi 0.0% 0.0% 2.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



Coach 9.9% 3.5% 35.0 143 4 1 0 51 1 49 1 51 1 17 0
Other 74.1% 52.5% 1,071 6 385 364 759 258



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 1,445 25 9 0 520 9 491 9 1,445 62 491 21
TOTAL Auto 37.7% 42.0% 2.7 13,607 5,040 77 28 4,606 1,706 4,903 1,816 15,180 5,622 5,161 1,912



100.0% 100.0% Transit 44.5% 48.0% 16,059 97 5,842 5,403 17,356 5,901
Taxi 2.4% 1.1% 2.7 871 323 6 2 338 125 273 101 405 150 138 51
Bike 1.6% 1.3% 578 4 221 184 455 155
Walk 10.5% 5.3% 3,799 26 1,561 1,108 1,923 654



Coach 0.4% 0.1% 35.0 143 4 1 0 51 1 49 1 51 1 17 0
Other 3.0% 2.1% 1,071 6 385 364 759 258



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 36,128 5,366 217 31 13,006 1,833 12,284 1,918 36,128 5,774 12,284 1,963



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b]  Calculated by the model by dividing the total number of person-trips by the expected event attendance.
[c]  Calculated by the model assuming project demand up to 7 PM; Madison Square Garden (2003) value is 14%, Arco Arena value is 23%, GSW value is 16%
[d]  Calculated by the model; Atlantic Yards Arena Transportation Planning (2006) value is 19%, Madison Square Garden (2003) value is 27%, Arco Arena value is 28%, GSW value is 30%
[e]  Calculated by the model; Atlantic Yards Arena Transportation Planning (2006) value is 22%, GSW value is 35%
 [f]  Calculated by the model.
[g]  Two daily person trips made by each attendee.
[h]  Based on Atlantic Yards (2006) and GSW survey data (2013)
 [i]  Based on GS Warriors estimate for 2017-18 season; includes adjustments for live/work locations for weekday inbound trips based on GSW surveys (2013).
 [j]  Based on SF Giants 2012 survey data for weekdays and weekends, combined with visitor trips to SD1 (All Other) from the SF Guidelines
[k]  Based on SF Giants 2007 survey data for evening games; assumes taxis would have the same average occupancy as private vehicles
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - CONVENTION EVENT (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 9,000            attendees plus 675 employees Weekday
DAILY: Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period
Overall Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 3.19 trips/attendee Overall peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 10.9% [c]
Total Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 28,688 person-trips Overall peak hour person-trip rate (trips/attendee): 0.35
Percent of Work Trips [c]: 5.9% Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 3,113
Work Person-trip Generation Rate [d]: 2.50 trips/employee % Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 8.5% [e]
Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,688 person-trips Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 143



WEEKDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Avg. Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour



[f] [f] Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[f] Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 66 51 6 4
Transit 32.7% 46 4
Walk 17.7% 25 2
Other 2.7% 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 140 51 12 4
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 116 92 10 8



Transit 26.4% 47 4
Walk 6.9% 12 1
Other 2.1% 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 179 92 15 8
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 241 193 20 16



Transit 20.6% 83 7
Walk 15.1% 61 5
Other 4.6% 19 2



TOTAL 100.0% 403 193 34 16
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 101 68 9 6



Transit 21.5% 29 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 2.8% 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 133 68 11 6
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 166 103 14 9



Transit 29.7% 72 6
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 1.5% 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 241 103 21 9
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 82 57 7 5



Transit 10.5% 10 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 2.6% 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 95 57 8 5
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 402 356 34 30



Transit 8.8% 40 3
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 2.7% 12 1



TOTAL 100.0% 454 356 39 30
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 26 17 2 1



Transit 35.3% 15 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 2.9% 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 42 17 4 1
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 1,199 935 102 80



Transit 20.2% 341 29
Walk 5.8% 98 8
Other 2.9% 49 4



TOTAL 100.0% 1,688 935 143 80



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b]  Calculated by the model by dividing the total number of person-trips by the expected event attendance.
[c]  Calculated by the model
[d] Assumes that 25% of the employees will make four trips to/from the project site (e.g., for lunch, errands, etc.).
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Office)
[h]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - CONVENTION EVENT (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 9,000            attendees plus 675 employees Weekday
DAILY: Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period
Overall Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 3.19 trips/attendee Overall peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 10.9% [c]
Total Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 28,688 person-trips Overall peak hour person-trip rate (trips/attendee): 0.35
Percent of Non-Work Trips [c]: 94.1% Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 3,113
Non-Work Person-trip Generation Rate [d]: 3.00 trips/attendee % Non-Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 11% [e]
Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 27,000 person-trips Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 2,970



WEEKDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Avg. Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour



[f] [f] Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[g] Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 55.0% Auto 10.0% 2.03 1,478 728 163 80
Transit 16.8% 2,495 274



Taxi/Shuttle 73.2% 25.00 10,878 435 1,197 48
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 14,850 1,163 1,634 128
Superdistrict 2 5.0% Auto 16.2% 1.97 219 111 24 12



Transit 4.6% 63 7
Taxi/Shuttle 79.1% 25.00 1,068 43 117 5



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,350 154 149 17
Superdistrict 3 5.0% Auto 9.2% 2.43 124 51 14 6



Transit 5.2% 71 8
Taxi/Shuttle 45.6% 25.00 615 25 68 3



Walk 40.0% 540 59
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,350 76 149 8
Superdistrict 4 5.0% Auto 21.8% 2.51 295 117 32 13



Transit 8.7% 118 13
Taxi/Shuttle 69.4% 25.00 937 37 103 4



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,350 155 149 17
East Bay 7.5% Auto 67.1% 2.59 1,358 524 149 58



Transit 32.9% 667 73
Taxi/Shuttle 0.0% 25.00 0 0 0 0



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2,025 524 223 58
North Bay 2.5% Auto 100.0% 2.11 675 320 74 35



Transit 0.0% 0 0
Taxi/Shuttle 0.0% 25.00 0 0 0 0



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 675 320 74 35
South Bay 10.0% Auto 95.9% 2.28 2,588 1,135 285 125



Transit 4.1% 112 12
Taxi/Shuttle 0.0% 25.00 0 0 0 0



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2,700 1,135 297 125
Out of Region 10.0% Auto 37.5% 1.68 1,013 603 111 66



Transit 12.5% 336 37
Taxi/Shuttle 0.0% 25.00 0 0 0 0



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 50.0% 1,351 149



TOTAL 100.0% 2,700 603 297 66
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 28.7% 2.16 7,750 3,590 853 395



Transit 14.3% 3,861 425
Taxi/Shuttle 50.0% 25.00 13,498 540 1,485 59



Walk 2.0% 540 59
Other 5.0% 1,351 149



TOTAL 100.0% 27,000 4,130 2,970 454



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b]  Calculated by the model by dividing the total number of person-trips by the expected event attendance
[c]  Calculated by the model
[d]  Assumes that half of the convention attendees will leave the project site for lunch, shopping, other meetings, etc
[e]  Based on Moscone Center survey data
 [f]  Based on Moscone Center data, adjusted for SD3; all walk trips excepts those from SD3 proportionally added to auto and transi
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other) for auto trips; shuttle buses/taxis assumed to carry 25 people per vehicle on average
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: OFFICE (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 514,500 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 18.1 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,312 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 8.5% [b] 1.7% [d] 0.4% [d] 1.1% [e]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 36% 3,352 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 1.5 0.3 0.1 0.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 4.0 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 792 158 40 23
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 2,077 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 83% [g] 100% [f] 100% [f] 100% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 100% 2,077 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 657 158 40 23



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 131 100 26 20 6 5 2 1 81 62 1 1
Transit 32.7% 91 18 4 1 56 1
Walk 17.7% 49 10 2 1 31 0
Other 2.7% 8 1 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 278 100 55 20 13 5 3 1 172 62 2 1
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 230 182 45 36 11 9 3 2 142 113 2 1



Transit 26.4% 94 18 4 1 58 1
Walk 6.9% 25 5 1 0 15 0
Other 2.1% 7 1 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 355 182 70 36 17 9 4 2 220 113 2 1
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 478 383 94 75 23 18 6 5 296 237 3 3



Transit 20.6% 165 32 8 2 102 1
Walk 15.1% 121 24 6 1 75 1
Other 4.6% 37 7 2 0 23 0



TOTAL 100.0% 801 383 157 75 38 18 9 5 496 237 5 3
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 200 135 39 27 9 6 2 2 124 84 1 1



Transit 21.5% 57 11 3 1 35 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 7 1 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 265 135 52 27 13 6 3 2 164 84 2 1
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 330 205 65 40 16 10 4 2 204 127 2 1



Transit 29.7% 142 28 7 2 88 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 7 1 0 0 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 479 205 94 40 23 10 6 2 297 127 3 1
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 163 113 32 22 8 5 2 1 101 70 1 1



Transit 10.5% 20 4 1 0 12 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 5 1 0 0 3 0



TOTAL 100.0% 188 113 37 22 9 5 2 1 116 70 1 1
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 798 706 156 138 38 33 9 8 494 438 5 5



Transit 8.8% 79 16 4 1 49 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 24 5 1 0 15 0



TOTAL 100.0% 902 706 177 138 43 33 11 8 559 438 6 5
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 52 33 10 7 2 2 1 0 32 21 0 0



Transit 35.3% 30 6 1 0 18 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 84 33 16 7 4 2 1 0 52 21 1 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 2,382 1,858 467 364 112 88 28 22 1,476 1,151 16 13



Transit 20.2% 678 133 32 8 420 5
Walk 5.8% 195 38 9 2 121 1
Other 2.9% 98 19 5 1 61 1



TOTAL 100.0% 3,352 1,858 657 364 158 88 40 22 2,077 1,151 23 13



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Office Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for General Office Building [LU 710] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  All weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour trips are assumed to be for work purposes
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (General Office)
[h]  All Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trips are assumed to be for work purposes
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: OFFICE (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 514,500 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 18.1 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,312 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 8.5% [b] 1.7% [d] 0.4% [d] 1.1% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 64% 5,960 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 1.5 0.3 0.1 0.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 4.0 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 792 158 40 23
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 2,077 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 17% [g] 0% [f] 0% [f] 0% [h]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 0% 0 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 135 0 0 0



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 279 137 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Transit 19.2% 149 3 0 0 0 0
Walk 33.3% 258 6 0 0 0 0
Other 11.5% 89 2 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 775 137 17 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 572 291 13 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 14.5% 121 3 0 0 0 0
Walk 2.4% 20 0 0 0 0 0
Other 14.5% 121 3 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 834 291 19 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 1,146 472 26 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 21.5% 564 13 0 0 0 0
Walk 25.4% 666 15 0 0 0 0
Other 9.4% 247 6 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2,622 472 59 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 281 112 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 16.3% 68 2 0 0 0 0
Walk 7.0% 29 1 0 0 0 0
Other 9.3% 39 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 417 112 9 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 367 142 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 29.8% 160 4 0 0 0 0
Walk 1.8% 10 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 536 142 12 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 60 28 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 60 28 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 507 223 11 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 3.6% 19 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 1.8% 10 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 536 223 12 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 132 78 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 21.1% 38 1 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 9 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 179 78 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 3,344 1,482 76 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 18.8% 1,118 25 0 0 0 0
Walk 16.7% 993 22 0 0 0 0
Other 8.5% 505 11 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 5,960 1,482 135 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for non-work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Office Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for General Office Building [LU 710] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  All weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour trips are assumed to be for work purposes
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (General Office)
[h]  All Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trips are assumed to be for work purposes
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: RETAIL (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 150.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 5,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 9.0% [b] 6.8% [d] 3.2% [d] 4.0% [e]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 4% 222 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 13.5 10.1 4.7 7.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 175.5 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 140 33 15 23
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 6,495 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 4% [g] 4% [f] 4% [f] 4% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 4% 260 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 20 15 7 10



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 9 7 1 1 1 0 0 0 10 8 0 0
Transit 32.7% 6 1 0 0 7 0
Walk 17.7% 3 0 0 0 4 0
Other 2.7% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 18 7 2 1 1 0 1 0 22 8 1 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 15 12 1 1 1 1 0 0 18 14 1 1



Transit 26.4% 6 1 0 0 7 0
Walk 6.9% 2 0 0 0 2 0
Other 2.1% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 24 12 2 1 2 1 1 0 28 14 1 1
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 32 25 3 2 2 2 1 1 37 30 1 1



Transit 20.6% 11 1 1 0 13 1
Walk 15.1% 8 1 1 0 9 0
Other 4.6% 2 0 0 0 3 0



TOTAL 100.0% 53 25 5 2 4 2 2 1 62 30 2 1
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 13 9 1 1 1 1 0 0 16 10 1 0



Transit 21.5% 4 0 0 0 4 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 18 9 2 1 1 1 1 0 21 10 1 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 22 14 2 1 1 1 1 0 26 16 1 1



Transit 29.7% 9 1 1 0 11 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 32 14 3 1 2 1 1 0 37 16 1 1
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 11 8 1 1 1 1 0 0 13 9 1 0



Transit 10.5% 1 0 0 0 2 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 12 8 1 1 1 1 0 0 15 9 1 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 53 47 5 4 4 3 2 1 62 55 2 2



Transit 8.8% 5 0 0 0 6 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 60 47 5 4 4 3 2 1 70 55 3 2
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 0 0



Transit 35.3% 2 0 0 0 2 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 3 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 158 123 14 11 11 8 5 4 185 144 7 6



Transit 20.2% 45 4 3 1 53 2
Walk 5.8% 13 1 1 0 15 1
Other 2.9% 6 1 0 0 8 0



TOTAL 100.0% 222 123 20 11 15 8 7 4 260 144 10 6



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Retail)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Shopping Center [LU 820] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)



GS Warriors Trip Gen 2014 08 04 v2.xlsx



Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: RETAIL (NON-WORK TRIPS WITH EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 67% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 75% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 150.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 95% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 5,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 9.0% [b] 6.8% [d] 3.2% [d] 4.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 1,776 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 13.5 10.1 4.7 7.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 175.5 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 140 33 15 23
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 6,495 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 2,078 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 120 18 8 12



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 6.0% Auto 45.0% 1.76 48 27 3 2 0 0 0 0 56 32 0 0
Transit 29.0% 31 2 0 0 36 0
Walk 22.0% 23 2 0 0 27 0
Other 4.0% 4 0 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 107 27 7 2 1 0 1 0 125 32 1 0
Superdistrict 2 9.0% Auto 61.8% 1.52 99 65 7 4 1 1 0 0 116 76 1 0



Transit 15.3% 24 2 0 0 29 0
Walk 19.8% 32 2 0 0 37 0
Other 3.1% 5 0 0 0 6 0



TOTAL 100.0% 160 65 11 4 2 1 1 0 187 76 1 0
Superdistrict 3 61.0% Auto 60.4% 2.04 654 321 44 22 7 3 3 2 766 375 5 2



Transit 9.5% 103 7 1 0 120 1
Walk 28.7% 311 21 3 1 364 2
Other 1.4% 15 1 0 0 18 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,083 321 73 22 11 3 5 2 1,268 375 8 2
Superdistrict 4 5.0% Auto 84.7% 1.78 75 42 5 3 1 0 0 0 88 49 1 0



Transit 9.7% 9 1 0 0 10 0
Walk 2.8% 2 0 0 0 3 0
Other 2.8% 2 0 0 0 3 0



TOTAL 100.0% 89 42 6 3 1 0 0 0 104 49 1 0
East Bay 3.0% Auto 75.0% 1.77 40 23 3 2 0 0 0 0 47 26 0 0



Transit 12.5% 7 0 0 0 8 0
Walk 12.5% 7 0 0 0 8 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 53 23 4 2 1 0 0 0 62 26 0 0
North Bay 2.0% Auto 87.5% 1.44 31 22 2 1 0 0 0 0 36 25 0 0



Transit 12.5% 4 0 0 0 5 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 36 22 2 1 0 0 0 0 42 25 0 0
South Bay 9.0% Auto 86.4% 1.98 138 70 9 5 1 1 1 0 162 82 1 0



Transit 9.1% 15 1 0 0 17 0
Walk 3.2% 5 0 0 0 6 0
Other 1.3% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 160 70 11 5 2 1 1 0 187 82 1 0
Out of Region 5.0% Auto 59.2% 1.69 53 31 4 2 1 0 0 0 62 36 0 0



Transit 16.9% 15 1 0 0 18 0
Walk 19.7% 17 1 0 0 20 0
Other 4.2% 4 0 0 0 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 89 31 6 2 1 0 0 0 104 36 1 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 64.1% 1.90 1,138 600 77 41 12 6 5 3 1,332 702 8 4



Transit 11.7% 208 14 2 1 243 1
Walk 22.4% 398 27 4 2 465 3
Other 1.8% 33 2 0 0 38 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,776 600 120 41 18 6 8 3 2,078 702 12 4



[a]  Assumes that 90 percent of the retail customers are already in the area, based on field surveys
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Retail)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Shopping Center [LU 820] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-14 Visitor Trips to SD3 (Retail)
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: RETAIL (NON-WORK TRIPS WITHOUT EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 33% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 33% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 150.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 33% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 5,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 9.0% [b] 6.8% [d] 3.2% [d] 4.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 3,552 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 13.5 10.1 4.7 7.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 175.5 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 340 255 119 177
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 6,495 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 4,157 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 320 240 112 166



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 6.0% Auto 45.0% 1.76 96 54 9 5 6 4 3 2 112 64 4 3
Transit 29.0% 62 6 4 2 72 3
Walk 22.0% 47 4 3 1 55 2
Other 4.0% 9 1 1 0 10 0



TOTAL 100.0% 213 54 19 5 14 4 7 2 249 64 10 3
Superdistrict 2 9.0% Auto 61.8% 1.52 198 130 18 12 13 9 6 4 231 152 9 6



Transit 15.3% 49 4 3 2 57 2
Walk 19.8% 63 6 4 2 74 3
Other 3.1% 10 1 1 0 12 0



TOTAL 100.0% 320 130 29 12 22 9 10 4 374 152 15 6
Superdistrict 3 61.0% Auto 60.4% 2.04 1,309 642 118 58 88 43 41 20 1,532 751 61 30



Transit 9.5% 206 19 14 6 241 10
Walk 28.7% 622 56 42 20 728 29
Other 1.4% 30 3 2 1 35 1



TOTAL 100.0% 2,167 642 195 58 146 43 68 20 2,536 751 101 30
Superdistrict 4 5.0% Auto 84.7% 1.78 150 85 14 8 10 6 5 3 176 99 7 4



Transit 9.7% 17 2 1 1 20 1
Walk 2.8% 5 0 0 0 6 0
Other 2.8% 5 0 0 0 6 0



TOTAL 100.0% 178 85 16 8 12 6 6 3 208 99 8 4
East Bay 3.0% Auto 75.0% 1.77 80 45 7 4 5 3 3 1 94 53 4 2



Transit 12.5% 13 1 1 0 16 1
Walk 12.5% 13 1 1 0 16 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 107 45 10 4 7 3 3 1 125 53 5 2
North Bay 2.0% Auto 87.5% 1.44 62 43 6 4 4 3 2 1 73 51 3 2



Transit 12.5% 9 1 1 0 10 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 71 43 6 4 5 3 2 1 83 51 3 2
South Bay 9.0% Auto 86.4% 1.98 276 139 25 13 19 9 9 4 323 163 13 7



Transit 9.1% 29 3 2 1 34 1
Walk 3.2% 10 1 1 0 12 0
Other 1.3% 4 0 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 320 139 29 13 22 9 10 4 374 163 15 7
Out of Region 5.0% Auto 59.2% 1.69 105 62 9 6 7 4 3 2 123 73 5 3



Transit 16.9% 30 3 2 1 35 1
Walk 19.7% 35 3 2 1 41 2
Other 4.2% 7 1 1 0 9 0



TOTAL 100.0% 178 62 16 6 12 4 6 2 208 73 8 3
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 64.1% 1.90 2,276 1,201 205 108 154 81 72 38 2,664 1,405 106 56



Transit 11.7% 415 37 28 13 486 19
Walk 22.4% 796 72 54 25 931 37
Other 1.8% 65 6 4 2 76 3



TOTAL 100.0% 3,552 1,201 320 108 240 81 112 38 4,157 1,405 166 56



[a]  Assumes that one third of the retail customers are already in the area when there is no event, based on 1998 Mission Bay SEIR
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Retail)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Shopping Center [LU 820] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-14 Visitor Trips to SD3 (Retail)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 200.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 7,400 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 20.3% [d] 20.3% [d] 24.0% [e]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 4% 296 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 27.0 40.5 40.5 59.8
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 249.1 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 280 132 132 195
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,217 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 4% [g] 4% [f] 4% [f] 4% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 4% 369 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 40 60 60 88



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 12 9 2 1 2 2 2 2 14 11 3 3
Transit 32.7% 8 1 2 2 10 2
Walk 17.7% 4 1 1 1 5 1
Other 2.7% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 25 9 3 1 5 2 5 2 31 11 7 3
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 20 16 3 2 4 3 4 3 25 20 6 5



Transit 26.4% 8 1 2 2 10 2
Walk 6.9% 2 0 0 0 3 1
Other 2.1% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 31 16 4 2 6 3 6 3 39 20 9 5
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 42 34 6 5 9 7 9 7 53 42 13 10



Transit 20.6% 15 2 3 3 18 4
Walk 15.1% 11 1 2 2 13 3
Other 4.6% 3 0 1 1 4 1



TOTAL 100.0% 71 34 10 5 14 7 14 7 88 42 21 10
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 18 12 2 2 4 2 4 2 22 15 5 4



Transit 21.5% 5 1 1 1 6 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 23 12 3 2 5 2 5 2 29 15 7 4
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 29 18 4 2 6 4 6 4 36 23 9 5



Transit 29.7% 13 2 3 3 16 4
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 42 18 6 2 9 4 9 4 53 23 13 5
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 14 10 2 1 3 2 3 2 18 12 4 3



Transit 10.5% 2 0 0 0 2 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 17 10 2 1 3 2 3 2 21 12 5 3
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 70 62 10 8 14 13 14 13 88 78 21 19



Transit 8.8% 7 1 1 1 9 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 2 0 0 0 3 1



TOTAL 100.0% 80 62 11 8 16 13 16 13 99 78 24 19
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 5 3 1 0 1 1 1 1 6 4 1 1



Transit 35.3% 3 0 1 1 3 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 7 3 1 0 1 1 1 1 9 4 2 1
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 210 164 28 22 43 33 43 33 262 204 63 49



Transit 20.2% 60 8 12 12 75 18
Walk 5.8% 17 2 3 3 21 5
Other 2.9% 9 1 2 2 11 3



TOTAL 100.0% 296 164 40 22 60 33 60 33 369 204 88 49



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Quality Sit-Down Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)



GS Warriors Trip Gen 2014 08 04 v2.xlsx



Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (NON-WORK TRIPS WITH EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 67% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 75% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 200.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 95% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 7,400 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 20.3% [d] 20.3% [d] 24.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 2,368 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 27.0 40.5 40.5 59.8
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 249.1 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 280 132 132 195
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,217 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 2,949 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 240 72 72 106



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 111 55 11 6 3 2 3 2 138 68 5 2
Transit 19.2% 59 6 2 2 74 3
Walk 33.3% 103 10 3 3 128 5
Other 11.5% 35 4 1 1 44 2



TOTAL 100.0% 308 55 31 6 9 2 9 2 383 68 14 2
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 227 115 23 12 7 4 7 4 283 144 10 5



Transit 14.5% 48 5 1 1 60 2
Walk 2.4% 8 1 0 0 10 0
Other 14.5% 48 5 1 1 60 2



TOTAL 100.0% 332 115 34 12 10 4 10 4 413 144 15 5
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 455 187 46 19 14 6 14 6 567 233 20 8



Transit 21.5% 224 23 7 7 279 10
Walk 25.4% 265 27 8 8 330 12
Other 9.4% 98 10 3 3 122 4



TOTAL 100.0% 1,042 187 105 19 32 6 32 6 1,298 233 47 8
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 112 45 11 5 3 1 3 1 139 55 5 2



Transit 16.3% 27 3 1 1 34 1
Walk 7.0% 12 1 0 0 14 1
Other 9.3% 15 2 0 0 19 1



TOTAL 100.0% 166 45 17 5 5 1 5 1 206 55 7 2
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 146 56 15 6 4 2 4 2 182 70 7 3



Transit 29.8% 64 6 2 2 79 3
Walk 1.8% 4 0 0 0 5 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 213 56 22 6 6 2 6 2 265 70 10 3
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 24 11 2 1 1 0 1 0 29 14 1 1



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 24 11 2 1 1 0 1 0 29 14 1 1
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 202 88 20 9 6 3 6 3 251 110 9 4



Transit 3.6% 8 1 0 0 10 0
Walk 1.8% 4 0 0 0 5 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 213 88 22 9 6 3 6 3 265 110 10 4
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 52 31 5 3 2 1 2 1 65 39 2 1



Transit 21.1% 15 2 0 0 19 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 4 0 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 71 31 7 3 2 1 2 1 88 39 3 1
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 1,329 589 135 60 40 18 40 18 1,655 734 60 26



Transit 18.8% 444 45 13 13 553 20
Walk 16.7% 394 40 12 12 491 18
Other 8.5% 201 20 6 6 250 9



TOTAL 100.0% 2,368 589 240 60 72 18 72 18 2,949 734 106 26



[a]  Assumes that 90 percent of the sit-down restaurant customers are already in the area, based on field surveys
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Quality Sit-Down Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (NON-WORK TRIPS WITHOUT EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 33% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 33% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 200.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 33% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 7,400 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 20.3% [d] 20.3% [d] 24.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 4,736 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 27.0 40.5 40.5 59.8
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 249.1 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 679 1,019 1,019 1,504
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,217 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 5,899 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 639 959 959 1,416



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 222 109 30 15 45 22 45 22 276 136 66 33
Transit 19.2% 118 16 24 24 147 35
Walk 33.3% 205 28 42 42 255 61
Other 11.5% 71 10 14 14 88 21



TOTAL 100.0% 616 109 83 15 125 22 125 22 767 136 184 33
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 455 231 61 31 92 47 92 47 567 288 136 69



Transit 14.5% 96 13 19 19 120 29
Walk 2.4% 16 2 3 3 20 5
Other 14.5% 96 13 19 19 120 29



TOTAL 100.0% 663 231 90 31 134 47 134 47 826 288 198 69
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 911 375 123 51 184 76 184 76 1,134 467 272 112



Transit 21.5% 448 60 91 91 558 134
Walk 25.4% 529 71 107 107 659 158
Other 9.4% 196 26 40 40 244 59



TOTAL 100.0% 2,084 375 281 51 422 76 422 76 2,595 467 623 112
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 223 89 30 12 45 18 45 18 278 111 67 27



Transit 16.3% 54 7 11 11 67 16
Walk 7.0% 23 3 5 5 29 7
Other 9.3% 31 4 6 6 38 9



TOTAL 100.0% 332 89 45 12 67 18 67 18 413 111 99 27
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 292 113 39 15 59 23 59 23 363 140 87 34



Transit 29.8% 127 17 26 26 158 38
Walk 1.8% 8 1 2 2 10 2
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 426 113 58 15 86 23 86 23 531 140 127 34
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 47 22 6 3 10 5 10 5 59 28 14 7



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 47 22 6 3 10 5 10 5 59 28 14 7
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 403 177 54 24 82 36 82 36 502 220 121 53



Transit 3.6% 15 2 3 3 19 5
Walk 1.8% 8 1 2 2 10 2
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 426 177 58 24 86 36 86 36 531 220 127 53
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 105 62 14 8 21 13 21 13 130 78 31 19



Transit 21.1% 30 4 6 6 37 9
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 8 1 2 2 9 2



TOTAL 100.0% 142 62 19 8 29 13 29 13 177 78 42 19
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 2,657 1,178 359 159 538 239 538 239 3,310 1,467 794 352



Transit 18.8% 889 120 180 180 1,107 266
Walk 16.7% 789 106 160 160 982 236
Other 8.5% 401 54 81 81 500 120



TOTAL 100.0% 4,736 1,178 639 159 959 239 959 239 5,899 1,467 1,416 352



[a]  Assumes that one third of the sit-down restaurant customers are already in the Mission Bay area when there is no event
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Quality Sit-Down Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 600.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 22,200 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 0.0% [d] 0.0% [d] 0.0% [e]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 4% 888 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 81.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 747.3 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 839 216 216 319
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 27,651 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 4% [g] 4% [f] 4% [f] 4% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 4% 1,106 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 120 0 0 0



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 35 27 5 4 0 0 0 0 43 33 0 0
Transit 32.7% 24 3 0 0 30 0
Walk 17.7% 13 2 0 0 16 0
Other 2.7% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 74 27 10 4 0 0 0 0 92 33 0 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 61 48 8 7 0 0 0 0 76 60 0 0



Transit 26.4% 25 3 0 0 31 0
Walk 6.9% 6 1 0 0 8 0
Other 2.1% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 94 48 13 7 0 0 0 0 117 60 0 0
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 127 101 17 14 0 0 0 0 158 126 0 0



Transit 20.6% 44 6 0 0 54 0
Walk 15.1% 32 4 0 0 40 0
Other 4.6% 10 1 0 0 12 0



TOTAL 100.0% 212 101 29 14 0 0 0 0 264 126 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 53 36 7 5 0 0 0 0 66 45 0 0



Transit 21.5% 15 2 0 0 19 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 70 36 9 5 0 0 0 0 87 45 0 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 87 54 12 7 0 0 0 0 109 68 0 0



Transit 29.7% 38 5 0 0 47 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 127 54 17 7 0 0 0 0 158 68 0 0
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 43 30 6 4 0 0 0 0 54 37 0 0



Transit 10.5% 5 1 0 0 7 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 1 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 50 30 7 4 0 0 0 0 62 37 0 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 211 187 29 25 0 0 0 0 263 233 0 0



Transit 8.8% 21 3 0 0 26 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 6 1 0 0 8 0



TOTAL 100.0% 239 187 32 25 0 0 0 0 298 233 0 0
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 14 9 2 1 0 0 0 0 17 11 0 0



Transit 35.3% 8 1 0 0 10 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 22 9 3 1 0 0 0 0 28 11 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 631 492 85 66 0 0 0 0 786 613 0 0



Transit 20.2% 180 24 0 0 224 0
Walk 5.8% 52 7 0 0 64 0
Other 2.9% 26 4 0 0 32 0



TOTAL 100.0% 888 492 120 66 0 0 0 0 1,106 613 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Composite Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (NON-WORK TRIPS WITH EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 67% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 75% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 600.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 95% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 22,200 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 20.3% [d] 20.3% [d] 24.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 7,104 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 81.0 121.5 121.5 179.3
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 747.3 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 839 216 216 319
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 27,651 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 8,848 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 719 216 216 319



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 332 164 34 17 10 5 10 5 414 204 15 7
Transit 19.2% 177 18 5 5 221 8
Walk 33.3% 308 31 9 9 383 14
Other 11.5% 106 11 3 3 132 5



TOTAL 100.0% 924 164 94 17 28 5 28 5 1,150 204 41 7
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 682 346 69 35 21 11 21 11 850 431 31 16



Transit 14.5% 144 15 4 4 180 6
Walk 2.4% 24 2 1 1 30 1
Other 14.5% 144 15 4 4 180 6



TOTAL 100.0% 995 346 101 35 30 11 30 11 1,239 431 45 16
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 1,366 562 138 57 41 17 41 17 1,701 700 61 25



Transit 21.5% 672 68 20 20 837 30
Walk 25.4% 794 80 24 24 989 36
Other 9.4% 294 30 9 9 366 13



TOTAL 100.0% 3,126 562 316 57 95 17 95 17 3,893 700 140 25
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 335 134 34 14 10 4 10 4 417 166 15 6



Transit 16.3% 81 8 2 2 101 4
Walk 7.0% 35 4 1 1 43 2
Other 9.3% 46 5 1 1 58 2



TOTAL 100.0% 497 134 50 14 15 4 15 4 619 166 22 6
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 437 169 44 17 13 5 13 5 545 210 20 8



Transit 29.8% 191 19 6 6 237 9
Walk 1.8% 12 1 0 0 14 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 639 169 65 17 19 5 19 5 796 210 29 8
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 71 34 7 3 2 1 2 1 88 42 3 2



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 71 34 7 3 2 1 2 1 88 42 3 2
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 605 265 61 27 18 8 18 8 753 330 27 12



Transit 3.6% 23 2 1 1 29 1
Walk 1.8% 12 1 0 0 14 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 639 265 65 27 19 8 19 8 796 330 29 12
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 157 93 16 9 5 3 5 3 195 116 7 4



Transit 21.1% 45 5 1 1 56 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 11 1 0 0 14 1



TOTAL 100.0% 213 93 22 9 6 3 6 3 265 116 10 4
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 3,986 1,767 404 179 121 54 121 54 4,965 2,201 179 79



Transit 18.8% 1,333 135 40 40 1,660 60
Walk 16.7% 1,183 120 36 36 1,474 53
Other 8.5% 602 61 18 18 750 27



TOTAL 100.0% 7,104 1,767 719 179 216 54 216 54 8,848 2,201 319 79



[a]  Assumes that 90 percent of the quick service restaurant customers are already in the area, based on field surveys
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Composite Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (NON-WORK TRIPS WITHOUT EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 67% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 67% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 600.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 67% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 22,200 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 0.0% [d] 0.0% [d] 0.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 7,104 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 81.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 747.3 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,079 0 0 0
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 27,651 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 8,848 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 959 0 0 0



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 332 164 45 22 0 0 0 0 414 204 0 0
Transit 19.2% 177 24 0 0 221 0
Walk 33.3% 308 42 0 0 383 0
Other 11.5% 106 14 0 0 132 0



TOTAL 100.0% 924 164 125 22 0 0 0 0 1,150 204 0 0
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 682 346 92 47 0 0 0 0 850 431 0 0



Transit 14.5% 144 19 0 0 180 0
Walk 2.4% 24 3 0 0 30 0
Other 14.5% 144 19 0 0 180 0



TOTAL 100.0% 995 346 134 47 0 0 0 0 1,239 431 0 0
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 1,366 562 184 76 0 0 0 0 1,701 700 0 0



Transit 21.5% 672 91 0 0 837 0
Walk 25.4% 794 107 0 0 989 0
Other 9.4% 294 40 0 0 366 0



TOTAL 100.0% 3,126 562 422 76 0 0 0 0 3,893 700 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 335 134 45 18 0 0 0 0 417 166 0 0



Transit 16.3% 81 11 0 0 101 0
Walk 7.0% 35 5 0 0 43 0
Other 9.3% 46 6 0 0 58 0



TOTAL 100.0% 497 134 67 18 0 0 0 0 619 166 0 0
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 437 169 59 23 0 0 0 0 545 210 0 0



Transit 29.8% 191 26 0 0 237 0
Walk 1.8% 12 2 0 0 14 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 639 169 86 23 0 0 0 0 796 210 0 0
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 71 34 10 5 0 0 0 0 88 42 0 0



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 71 34 10 5 0 0 0 0 88 42 0 0
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 605 265 82 36 0 0 0 0 753 330 0 0



Transit 3.6% 23 3 0 0 29 0
Walk 1.8% 12 2 0 0 14 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 639 265 86 36 0 0 0 0 796 330 0 0
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 157 93 21 13 0 0 0 0 195 116 0 0



Transit 21.1% 45 6 0 0 56 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 11 2 0 0 14 0



TOTAL 100.0% 213 93 29 13 0 0 0 0 265 116 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 3,986 1,767 538 239 0 0 0 0 4,965 2,201 0 0



Transit 18.8% 1,333 180 0 0 1,660 0
Walk 16.7% 1,183 160 0 0 1,474 0
Other 8.5% 602 81 0 0 750 0



TOTAL 100.0% 7,104 1,767 959 239 0 0 0 0 8,848 2,201 0 0



[a]  Assumes that two thirds of the quick-service restaurant customers are already in the Mission Bay area when there is no event
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Composite Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: MOVIE THEATER (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 420 seats



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 1.13 trips/seat Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 475 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 23.0% [b] 24.4% [d] 36.2% [d] 49.6% [d]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [e]: 4% 19 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/seat): 0.3 0.3 0.4 1.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 1.93 trips/seat Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 109 116 172 403
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 812 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 4% [e] 4% [f] 4% [f] 4% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [f]: 4% 32 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 4 5 7 16



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[g] [g] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[g] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0
Transit 32.7% 1 0 0 0 1 0
Walk 17.7% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 1 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1



Transit 26.4% 1 0 0 0 1 0
Walk 6.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.1% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 2 2 1
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 3 2 1 0 1 1 1 1 5 4 2 2



Transit 20.6% 1 0 0 0 2 1
Walk 15.1% 1 0 0 0 1 1
Other 4.6% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 5 2 1 0 1 1 2 1 8 4 4 2
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1



Transit 21.5% 0 0 0 0 1 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 1 1
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 2 2 1



Transit 29.7% 1 0 0 0 1 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 3 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 5 2 2 1
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1



Transit 10.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 5 4 1 1 1 1 2 1 8 7 4 3



Transit 8.8% 0 0 0 0 1 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 5 4 1 1 1 1 2 1 9 7 4 3
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0



Transit 35.3% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 13 11 3 2 3 3 5 4 23 18 11 9



Transit 20.2% 4 1 1 1 7 3
Walk 5.8% 1 0 0 0 2 1
Other 2.9% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 19 11 4 2 5 3 7 4 32 18 16 9
Source: Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985
[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Cineplex Theatres Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for movie theaters from ITE Journal, June 1985
[d]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. percentages are based on Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: MOVIE THEATER (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 420 seats



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 1.13 trips/seat Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 475 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 23.0% [b] 24.4% [d] 36.2% [d] 49.6% [d]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [e]: 96% 456 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/seat): 0.3 0.3 0.4 1.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 1.93 trips/seat Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 109 116 172 403
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 812 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [e] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [f]: 96% 780 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 105 111 165 387



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[g] [g] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[g] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 21 11 5 2 5 3 8 4 36 18 18 9
Transit 19.2% 11 3 3 4 19 10
Walk 33.3% 20 5 5 7 34 17
Other 11.5% 7 2 2 2 12 6



TOTAL 100.0% 59 11 14 2 14 3 21 4 101 18 50 9
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 44 22 10 5 11 5 16 8 75 38 37 19



Transit 14.5% 9 2 2 3 16 8
Walk 2.4% 2 0 0 1 3 1
Other 14.5% 9 2 2 3 16 8



TOTAL 100.0% 64 22 15 5 16 5 23 8 109 38 54 19
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 88 36 20 8 21 9 32 13 150 62 74 31



Transit 21.5% 43 10 11 16 74 37
Walk 25.4% 51 12 12 18 87 43
Other 9.4% 19 4 5 7 32 16



TOTAL 100.0% 200 36 46 8 49 9 73 13 343 62 170 31
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 21 9 5 2 5 2 8 3 37 15 18 7



Transit 16.3% 5 1 1 2 9 4
Walk 7.0% 2 1 1 1 4 2
Other 9.3% 3 1 1 1 5 3



TOTAL 100.0% 32 9 7 2 8 2 12 3 55 15 27 7
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 28 11 6 2 7 3 10 4 48 19 24 9



Transit 29.8% 12 3 3 4 21 10
Walk 1.8% 1 0 0 0 1 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 41 11 9 2 10 3 15 4 70 19 35 9
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 5 2 1 0 1 1 2 1 8 4 4 2



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 5 2 1 0 1 1 2 1 8 4 4 2
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 39 17 9 4 9 4 14 6 66 29 33 14



Transit 3.6% 1 0 0 1 3 1
Walk 1.8% 1 0 0 0 1 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 41 17 9 4 10 4 15 6 70 29 35 14
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 10 6 2 1 2 1 4 2 17 10 9 5



Transit 21.1% 3 1 1 1 5 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 1 0 0 0 1 1



TOTAL 100.0% 14 6 3 1 3 1 5 2 23 10 12 5
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 256 113 59 26 62 28 93 41 437 194 217 96



Transit 18.8% 86 20 21 31 146 73
Walk 16.7% 76 17 19 27 130 64
Other 8.5% 39 9 9 14 66 33



TOTAL 100.0% 456 113 105 26 111 28 165 41 780 194 387 96



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for non-work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Cineplex Theatres Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for movie theaters from ITE Journal, June 1985
[d]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. percentages are based on Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: LIVE THEATER (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 600 seats plus 175 employees



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday Work Trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.0 trips/employee Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 1,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 50.0% [d] 0.0% [d] 50.0% [d] 0.0% [d]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [c]: 23% 350 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/employee): 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0
Saturday Work Trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.0 trips/employee Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 235 360 775 216
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 2,750 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 74% [c] 0% [c] 23% [c] 0% [c]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [c]: 13% 350 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 175 0 175 0



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[e] [e] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[e] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 14 10 7 5 0 0 7 5 14 10 0 0
Transit 32.7% 9 5 0 5 9 0
Walk 17.7% 5 3 0 3 5 0
Other 2.7% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 29 10 15 5 0 0 15 5 29 10 0 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 24 19 12 10 0 0 12 10 24 19 0 0



Transit 26.4% 10 5 0 5 10 0
Walk 6.9% 3 1 0 1 3 0
Other 2.1% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 37 19 19 10 0 0 19 10 37 19 0 0
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 50 40 25 20 0 0 25 20 50 40 0 0



Transit 20.6% 17 9 0 9 17 0
Walk 15.1% 13 6 0 6 13 0
Other 4.6% 4 2 0 2 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 84 40 42 20 0 0 42 20 84 40 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 21 14 10 7 0 0 10 7 21 14 0 0



Transit 21.5% 6 3 0 3 6 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 28 14 14 7 0 0 14 7 28 14 0 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 34 21 17 11 0 0 17 11 34 21 0 0



Transit 29.7% 15 7 0 7 15 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 50 21 25 11 0 0 25 11 50 21 0 0
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 17 12 9 6 0 0 9 6 17 12 0 0



Transit 10.5% 2 1 0 1 2 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 20 12 10 6 0 0 10 6 20 12 0 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 83 74 42 37 0 0 42 37 83 74 0 0



Transit 8.8% 8 4 0 4 8 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 3 1 0 1 3 0



TOTAL 100.0% 94 74 47 37 0 0 47 37 94 74 0 0
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 5 3 3 2 0 0 3 2 5 3 0 0



Transit 35.3% 3 2 0 2 3 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 9 3 4 2 0 0 4 2 9 3 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 249 194 124 97 0 0 124 97 249 194 0 0



Transit 20.2% 71 35 0 35 71 0
Walk 5.8% 20 10 0 10 20 0
Other 2.9% 10 5 0 5 10 0



TOTAL 100.0% 350 194 175 97 0 0 175 97 350 194 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  Two daily person trips per employee, one inbound and one outbound
[c]  Calculated based on other inputs
[d]  Employees arrive between 4 and 6 PM, an depart between 9 and 11 PM
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: LIVE THEATER (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 600 seats plus 175 employees



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday Non-work Trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.0 trips/seat Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 1,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 5.0% [d] 30.0% [d] 50.0% [d] 9.0% [d]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [c]: 77% 1,200 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/seat): 0.10 0.60 1.00 0.36
Saturday Non-work Trip Generation Rate [b]: 4.0 trips/seat Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 235 360 775 216
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 2,750 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 26% [c] 100% [c] 77% [c] 100% [c]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [c]: 87% 2,400 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 60 360 600 216



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[e] [e] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[e] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 56 28 3 1 17 8 28 14 112 55 10 5
Transit 19.2% 30 1 9 15 60 5
Walk 33.3% 52 3 16 26 104 9
Other 11.5% 18 1 5 9 36 3



TOTAL 100.0% 156 28 8 1 47 8 78 14 312 55 28 5
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 115 59 6 3 35 18 58 29 230 117 21 11



Transit 14.5% 24 1 7 12 49 4
Walk 2.4% 4 0 1 2 8 1
Other 14.5% 24 1 7 12 49 4



TOTAL 100.0% 168 59 8 3 50 18 84 29 336 117 30 11
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 231 95 12 5 69 28 115 47 461 190 42 17



Transit 21.5% 114 6 34 57 227 20
Walk 25.4% 134 7 40 67 268 24
Other 9.4% 50 2 15 25 99 9



TOTAL 100.0% 528 95 26 5 158 28 264 47 1,056 190 95 17
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 57 23 3 1 17 7 28 11 113 45 10 4



Transit 16.3% 14 1 4 7 27 2
Walk 7.0% 6 0 2 3 12 1
Other 9.3% 8 0 2 4 16 1



TOTAL 100.0% 84 23 4 1 25 7 42 11 168 45 15 4
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 74 29 4 1 22 9 37 14 148 57 13 5



Transit 29.8% 32 2 10 16 64 6
Walk 1.8% 2 0 1 1 4 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 108 29 5 1 32 9 54 14 216 57 19 5
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 12 6 1 0 4 2 6 3 24 11 2 1



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 12 6 1 0 4 2 6 3 24 11 2 1
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 102 45 5 2 31 13 51 22 204 90 18 8



Transit 3.6% 4 0 1 2 8 1
Walk 1.8% 2 0 1 1 4 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 108 45 5 2 32 13 54 22 216 90 19 8
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 26 16 1 1 8 5 13 8 53 32 5 3



Transit 21.1% 8 0 2 4 15 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 2 0 1 1 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 36 16 2 1 11 5 18 8 72 32 6 3
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 673 298 34 15 202 90 337 149 1,347 597 121 54



Transit 18.8% 225 11 68 113 450 41
Walk 16.7% 200 10 60 100 400 36
Other 8.5% 102 5 30 51 203 18



TOTAL 100.0% 1,200 298 60 15 360 90 600 149 2,400 597 216 54



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for non-work trips
[b]  Two daily person trips per seat per session, one inbound and one outbound; one session on a weekday and two sessions (matinee) on a weekend.
[c]  Calculated based on other inputs
[d]  Based on arrival data at the Masonic Evenet Center collected in 2011
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)



Printed on 8/7/2014
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS



PROPOSED PROJECT
Office: 514,500 gsf Live Theater: 600 seats No Event: ---- attendees and 100      employees
Retail: 37,000 gsf 175 employees Basketball: 18,064 attendees and 825      employees



Quick Service Restaurant: 37,000 gsf Convention: 9,000   attendees and 675      employees
Sit-down Restaurant: 37,000 gsf Movie Theater: 420 seats



WEEKDAY DEMAND SATURDAY DEMAND
Midday Evening Midday Evening



(1 PM to 3 PM) (7 PM to 9 PM) (1 PM to 3 PM) (7 PM to 9 PM)
OFFICE (w/ and w/out arena event)



Short-Term 1,482 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,482 daily visitor vehicle-trips 0 daily visitor vehicle-trips 0 daily visitor vehicle-trips
5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 5% of the peak demand [a] 80% of the peak demand [b] 0% of the peak demand [b]



135 short-term spaces 7 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces
Long-Term 276 gsf per employee 276 gsf per employee 276 gsf per employee 276 gsf per employee



1,864 daily employees 1,864 daily employees 416 daily employees [h] 416 daily employees [h]



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 10% of the peak demand [a] 80% of the peak demand [b] 0% of the peak demand [b]



1,033 long-term spaces 103 long-term spaces 184 long-term spaces 0 long-term spaces



Subtotal 1,168 spaces 110 spaces 184 spaces 0 spaces



RETAIL (w/ arena event)
Short-Term 600 daily visitor vehicle-trips 600 daily visitor vehicle-trips 702 daily visitor vehicle-trips 702 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 95% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 75% of the peak demand [b]



55 short-term spaces 52 short-term spaces 64 short-term spaces 48 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 95% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 80% of the peak demand [b]



59 long-term spaces 56 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 47 long-term spaces



Subtotal 114 spaces 108 spaces 123 spaces 95 spaces



RETAIL (w/out arena event)
Short-Term 1,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,405 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,405 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 95% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 75% of the peak demand [b]



109 short-term spaces 104 short-term spaces 128 short-term spaces 96 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 95% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 80% of the peak demand [b]



59 long-term spaces 56 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 47 long-term spaces



Subtotal 168 spaces 160 spaces 187 spaces 143 spaces



GS Warriors Trip Gen 2014 07 22 v17.xlsx 8/3/2014
A-64











Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS



QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (w/ arena event)
Short-Term 1,767 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,767 daily visitor vehicle-trips 2,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips 2,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 80% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 80% of the peak demand [b]



161 short-term spaces 129 short-term spaces 200 short-term spaces 160 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 90% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 90% of the peak demand [b]



59 long-term spaces 53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 53 long-term spaces



Subtotal 220 spaces 182 spaces 259 spaces 213 spaces



QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (w/out arena event)
Short-Term 1,767 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,767 daily visitor vehicle-trips 2,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips 2,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 0% of the peak demand [j] 100% of the peak demand [b] 0% of the peak demand [j]



161 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces 200 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 0% of the peak demand [j] 100% of the peak demand [b] 0% of the peak demand [j]



59 long-term spaces 0 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 0 long-term spaces



Subtotal 220 spaces 0 spaces 259 spaces 0 spaces



SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (w/ arena event)
Short-Term 589 daily visitor vehicle-trips 589 daily visitor vehicle-trips 734 daily visitor vehicle-trips 734 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



75% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 75% of the peak demand [c] 100% of the peak demand [c]



40 short-term spaces 54 short-term spaces 50 short-term spaces 67 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



90% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 90% of the peak demand [c] 100% of the peak demand [c]



53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces



Subtotal 93 spaces 113 spaces 103 spaces 126 spaces



SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (w/out arena event)
Short-Term 1,178 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,178 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,467 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,467 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



75% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 75% of the peak demand [c] 100% of the peak demand [c]



80 short-term spaces 107 short-term spaces 100 short-term spaces 133 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



90% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 90% of the peak demand [c] 100% of the peak demand [c]



53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces



Subtotal 133 spaces 166 spaces 153 spaces 192 spaces
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS



LIVE THEATER (w/ and w/out arena event)
Short-Term 298 daily visitor vehicle-trips 298 daily visitor vehicle-trips 597 daily visitor vehicle-trips 597 daily visitor vehicle-trips



1.0 turn-over rate 1.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate



1% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 70% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b]



1 short-term spaces 149 short-term spaces 104 short-term spaces 149 short-term spaces
Long-Term 175 daily employees 175 daily employees 175.0 daily employees 175 daily employees



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



30% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 100% of the peak demand [b]



29 long-term spaces 97 long-term spaces 97 long-term spaces 97 long-term spaces



Subtotal 30 spaces 246 spaces 201 spaces 246 spaces



MOVIE THEATER (w/ and w/out arena event)
Short-Term 113 daily visitor vehicle-trips 113 daily visitor vehicle-trips 194 daily visitor vehicle-trips 194 daily visitor vehicle-trips



2.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [d] 100% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [d] 100% of the peak demand [b]



28 short-term spaces 28 short-term spaces 48 short-term spaces 48 short-term spaces
Long-Term 0.023 employees/seat 0.023 employees/seat 0.023 employees/seat 0.023 employees/seat



10 daily employees 10 daily employees 10 daily employees 10 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



60% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 60% of the peak demand [b] 100% of the peak demand [b]



3 long-term spaces 5 long-term spaces 3 long-term spaces 5 long-term spaces



Subtotal 31 spaces 33 spaces 51 spaces 53 spaces
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS



ARENA (No Event)
Short-Term 0 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces
Long-Term 100 daily employees 100 daily employees 100 daily employees 100 daily employees



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [e] 10% of the peak demand [e] 100% of the peak demand [e] 10% of the peak demand [e]



55 long-term spaces 6 long-term spaces 55 long-term spaces 6 long-term spaces



Subtotal 55 spaces 6 spaces 55 spaces 6 spaces



ARENA (Basketball Game)
Short-Term 5,040 daily visitor vehicle-trips 5,040 daily visitor vehicle-trips 5,622 daily visitor vehicle-trips 5,622 daily visitor vehicle-trips



1 turn-over rate 1 turn-over rate 1 turn-over rate 1 turn-over rate



2% of the peak demand [f] 100% of the peak demand [a] 2% of the peak demand [f] 100% of the peak demand [g]



50 short-term spaces 2,520 short-term spaces 56 short-term spaces 2,811 short-term spaces
Long-Term 825 daily employees 825 daily employees 825 daily employees 825 daily employees



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



30% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 30% of the peak demand [g] 100% of the peak demand [g]



137 long-term spaces 457 long-term spaces 137 long-term spaces 457 long-term spaces



Subtotal 187 spaces 2,977 spaces 193 spaces 3,268 spaces



ARENA (Convention Event)
Short-Term 3,590 daily visitor vehicle-trips 3,590 daily visitor vehicle-trips



1.5 turn-over rate 1.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 30% of the peak demand [a]



1,197 short-term spaces 359 short-term spaces
Long-Term 675 daily employees 675 daily employees



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 25% of the peak demand [a]



374 long-term spaces 94 long-term spaces



Subtotal 1,571 spaces 453 spaces
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS



TOTAL PARKING DEMAND SUMMARY



WEEKDAY DEMAND SATURDAY DEMAND
Midday Evening Midday Evening



(1 PM to 3 PM) (7 PM to 9 PM) (1 PM to 3 PM) (7 PM to 9 PM)
No Arena Event



Short-Term 514 spaces 395 spaces 580 spaces 426 spaces
Long-Term 1,291 spaces 326 spaces 510 spaces 214 spaces



TOTAL 1,805 spaces 721 spaces 1,090 spaces 640 spaces



Basketball Game
Short-Term 470 spaces 2,939 spaces 522 spaces 3,283 spaces
Long-Term 1,373 spaces 830 spaces 592 spaces 718 spaces



TOTAL 1,843 spaces 3,769 spaces 1,114 spaces 4,001 spaces



Convention Event
Short-Term 1,617 spaces 778 spaces
Long-Term 1,610 spaces 467 spaces



TOTAL 3,227 spaces 1,245 spaces



Notes
[a] Table 2-5 Recommended Time-of-Day Factores for Weekdays (pp. 16 and 17), Shared Parking, Second Edition, Urban Land Institute, 2005.
[b] Table 2-6 Recommended Time-of-Day Factores for Weekends (pp. 18 and 19), Shared Parking, Second Edition, Urban Land Institute, 2005.
[c] Based on more conservatively weekday time-of-day factors; Table 2-6 from ULI indicates 55% of the short-term peak parking demand and 75% of the long-term peak parking demand.
[d] Parking Generation, 4th Edition (p. 109), ITE, 2010.
[e] Based on weekday time-of-day factors for office land uses.
 [f] Derived from more conservative assumptions; Table 2-6 from ULI indicates 1 percent of the peak demand for short-term parking.
[g] Weekday time-of-day factors from ULI Shared Parking Table 2-5 have been used since ULI weekend data presented in Table 2-6 includes a matinee event.
[h] A Saturday-to-Weekday ratio based on ITE office trip generation rates has been applied to derive the number of office employees on a Saturday.
 [i] Appendix G; Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, SF Planning Department, 2002.
 [j] Closed on no event days.



Sources: SF Guidelines, ULI Shared Parking, ITE Parking Generation, Golden State Warriors
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DMJM Harris 
155 Grand Avenue, Suite 700, Oakland, CA 94612 
T 510.763.2929   F 510.834.5220  www.dmjmharris.com 



Memorandum 



Date: October 18, 2007 



To: Pat Siefers, Department of Major Environmental Assessment 



From:
Tim Erney 
Geoffrey Rubendall 



Subject: CityPlace Cross Shopping Survey Results 



Introduction
DMJM Harris is pleased to submit this memorandum summarizing the results from the cross-shopping 
survey conducted as part of the transportation study for the project proposed for 935 Market Street 
(referred to as “CityPlace”).  As specified in the approved scope of work dated September 6, 2007, DMJM 
Harris was commissioned to conduct surveys at two existing retail stores in the Union Square area to 
identify the level of cross-shopping (visitors visiting multiple stores in one shopping trip) in the project 
area.  This survey was conducted to verify the results of another study commissioned by the project 
sponsor that found that visitors to large value-oriented shopping centers (like those proposed as part of 
this project) typically visit 1.8 stores per trip. 



Survey Methodology 



Approach: 



During each survey, DMJM Harris staff were stationed at the doorway of each store and asked shoppers 
how many stores they planned to visit during their shopping trip.  The responses from all shoppers were 
documented and tabulated.   



Stores:



DMJM Harris conducted surveys at two stores in the Union Square area that are similar to those likely to 
be included in the proposed project.  Through discussions with the project sponsor, the two stores chosen 
for the survey were the Ross store located at 799 Market Street and the H&M store located at 149 Powell 
Street.



Time Periods: 



The surveys were conducted over a two-hour period at each store during the following three time periods: 



 Weekend Midday Peak Period: 11am to 1pm – Saturday, September 22, 2007 
 Weekday Midday Peak Period: 11am to 1pm – Wednesday, September 26, 2007 
 Weekday PM Peak Period: 4pm to 6pm – Wednesday, September 26, 2007 



Ms. Pat Siefers 
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Survey Results 
The results of the surveys are presented in Table 1.  As shown, the average shopper to these two stores 
planned to visit an average of about 2 ½ to 3 stores regardless of the time period of the shopping trip.  
The detailed results of the surveys are graphically illustrated in Figure 1.  It should be noted that at both 
stores, weekend visitors typically visited more stores during their trips than weekday visitors. 



Table 1: Survey Results 



Weekend Midday Peak 
Saturday, 9/22/07 



11am to 1pm 



Weekday Midday Peak 
Wednesday, 9/26/07 



 11am to 1pm 



Weekday PM Peak 
Wednesday, 9/26/07 



 4pm to 6pm 
Store



# of 
Responses



Avg # 
Stores
Visited



# of 
Responses



Avg # 
Stores
Visited



# of 
Responses



Avg # 
Stores
Visited



H&M 107 3.4 119 3.1 117 2.9



Ross 250 3.1 267 2.4 248 2.5



Total 357 3.2 386 2.6 365 2.6



Overall 1,108 2.8



Source: DMJM Harris – October 2007 



It should be noted that responses that were greater than five stores were put into a “5+” category.  The 
above averages were calculated using the “5+” as five.  Therefore, the averages presented in the above 
table are slightly underestimated.  



Conclusions and Recommendations 
As shown in the previous table and following charts, it was found that the stores surveyed exceeded the 
1.8 stores per visit figure that was found in the previous survey commissioned by the project sponsor.  
Therefore, it is DMJM Harris’ recommendation that the 1.8 cross-shopping factor is appropriate for the 
analysis to account for linked trips to other retail stores in the Union Square area.  The 1.8 factor is a 
more conservative value than the factors calculated in this doorway survey, and was determined by a 
more detailed survey and supplemental research.   
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Figure 1: Survey Results 



Ross



0%



10%



20%



30%



40%



50%



60%



1 2 3 4 5+



No. of Stores Visited



H&M



0%



10%



20%



30%



40%



50%



60%



1 2 3 4 5+



No. of Stores Visited



Ross



0%



10%



20%



30%



40%



50%



60%



1 2 3 4 5+



No. of Stores Visited



H&M



0%



10%



20%



30%



40%



50%



60%



1 2 3 4 5+



No. of Stores Visited



Ross



0%



10%



20%



30%



40%



50%



60%



1 2 3 4 5+



No. of Stores Visited



H&M



0%



10%



20%



30%



40%



50%



60%



1 2 3 4 5+



No. of Stores Visited



Average: 3.05 
Total # of responses: 250 



Average: 3.36 
Total # of responses: 107 



Average: 2.45 
Total # of responses: 267



Average: 2.52 
Total # of responses: 248



Average: 3.07 
Total # of responses: 119



Average: 2.88 
Total # of responses: 117



Saturday 
11am to 1pm 



Wednesday 
11am to 1pm 



Wednesday 
4pm to 6pm 
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Philip Habib & Associates



Engineers and Planners • 226 W est 26th S treet • New York, NY  10001 • 212 929 5656 • 212 929 5605 (fax)



May 4, 2006



TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM



TO: Files



FROM: Stuart Gewirtzman



DATE: May 4, 2006



PROJECT: Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment (PHA No. 0343E)



RE: Transportation Planning Assumptions



This memorandum summarizes the transportation planning assumptions to be used for the
analysis of traffic, parking, transit and pedestrian conditions for the proposed Atlantic Yards
Arena and Redevelopment project.  Estimates of the proposed project’s peak hour travel
demand and trip assignment patterns are provided, along with discussions of the traffic,
parking, transit and pedestrian study areas for the impact analyses.



PROJECT PROGRAM



The proposed Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment project would be located on an
approximately 22-acre site in the Atlantic Terminal area of Brooklyn, roughly bounded by
Flatbush and Fourth Avenues on the west, Vanderbilt Avenue on the east, Atlantic Avenue
on the north, and Dean Street on the south (see Figure 1). In addition to an approximately
850,000 gross-square-foot (gsf) arena for use by the Nets professional basketball team and
other sporting and cultural events, it is anticipated that the proposed project would include
residential, office, hotel, and local retail uses, approximately seven acres of publicly accessible
open space, approximately 3,800 parking spaces, and an improved Long Island Rail Road
(LIRR) yard.  In addition to the arena, a total of 16 buildings would be constructed on the
eight blocks comprising the project site.  These buildings are referred to as Site 5 and
Buildings 1 through 15.



The proposed development considers two program variations: residential mixed-use and
commercial mixed-use (shown in Figures 2a and 2b, respectively).  The variations reflect
the fact that the programs for three of the project’s 17 buildings are not fixed and could be
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used for a mixture of residential and commercial uses.  Under the commercial mixed-use
variation additional commercial space would substitute for the hotel use and a majority of
the residential space in Buildings 1 and 2 on the arena site (blocks 1118, 1119, and 1127)
and on Site 5 (Block 927).  The other buildings and uses on the project site (the arena and
Buildings 3 through 15) would remain the same under both the residential mixed-use and
commercial mixed-use variations.  Table 1 compares the development programs for the
proposed project’s two variations.  As shown in Table 1, along with the 18,000-seat arena
(for basketball), the residential mixed-use variation would consist of a total of approximately
6,860 dwelling units, 606,000 gsf of commercial office space, a 180-room hotel, and 247,000
gsf of ground floor local retail space that would be distributed among Site 5 and Buildings
1 through 15.  A total of approximately 3,800 parking spaces would also be provided in on-site
parking garages.  By contrast, the commercial mixed-use variation would include
approximately 5,790 dwelling units, 1,829,000 gsf of commercial office space, and no hotel
use, as well as a total of approximately 3,800 parking spaces.  The arena and local retail
uses would remain the same under both scenarios.



Table 1



Project Development Program



Component



Residential



Mixed-Use



Variation



Commercial



Mixed-Use



Variation



Arena 850,000 gsf



(18,000 seats)



850,000 sf



(18,000 seats)



Residential 6,860 D.U. 5,790 D.U.



Office 606,000 gsf 1,829,000 gsf



Local Retail 247,000 gsf 247,000 gsf



Hotel 165,000 gsf



(180 rooms)



0 gsf



Parking 3,800 spaces 3,800 spaces



Both the residential mixed-use and the commercial mixed-use variations are expected to
include community facility uses, including a health care center and an intergenerational
community center offering child care and youth and senior activities.  Community facilities
built as part of the proposed project would occupy some portion of the 247,000 gsf of space
included as local retail in Table 1.  For the purposes of the travel demand forecast, all of
this space is assumed to be local retail (i.e., retail establishments serving the needs of workers
and residents in the neighborhood).



It is anticipated that the proposed project would be developed in two phases.  Phase I, to
be completed in 2010, would include the arena, Site 5, Buildings 1 through 4, and a new
on-site entrance to the Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street subway station complex on Block 1118
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at the intersection of Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues.  Two parking garages located on Site
5 and the Arena Block would be constructed, along with interim parking elsewhere on the
project site.  Also included in this phase would be the closure of the existing LIRR yard at
the west end of the site and the development of an improved LIRR yard at the east end of
the site along with a new portal for direct train access between the new yard and the LIRR’s
Atlantic Terminal.  The remainder of the project, which includes construction of Buildings
5 through 15 and additional permanent parking, would be completed by 2016.



In addition to the development program outlined above, the proposed project would entail
a number of permanent roadway closures and changes in street direction, including:



� the closure of Pacific Street between Flatbush Avenue and Sixth Avenue, and
between Carlton and Vanderbilt Avenues;



� the closure of Fifth Avenue between Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues;



� the conversion of Sixth Avenue between Atlantic and Flatbush Avenues from one-
way southbound to two-way operation (partly in response to the closure of Fifth
Avenue); and



� the conversion of Carlton Avenue from one-way northbound to two-way operation
between Atlantic Avenue and Pacific Street.



SELECTION OF PEAK HOURS FOR ANALYSIS



On weekdays, the proposed project’s residential, office and local retail components are
expected to generate their highest demand during the traditional 8-9 AM and 5-6 PM
commuter periods as well as the 12-1 PM midday (lunch time) period.  By contrast, a Nets
basketball game at the arena would generate much of its travel demand during the weekday
evening and nighttime periods and on weekends.  On weekdays, for example, it is anticipated
that a Nets basketball game or other event at the arena would typically start at 7:30 PM or
8 PM.  A 7-8 PM peak hour was therefore selected for the analysis of weekday pre-game
conditions as it is during this period that residual commuter demand and peak demand en
route to a basketball game or other event at the arena would most likely overlap. The 10-11
PM peak hour was selected for the weekday nighttime period to coincide with the peak
demand generated at the end of a basketball game or other event at the arena. For the
weekend period, the 1-2 PM and 4-5 PM peak hours on a Saturday were selected for analysis
to coincide with the start and end times of a weekend afternoon basketball game, respectively,
as well as peak retail-based travel demand from on-site and other nearby retail uses in
Downtown Brooklyn (Atlantic Center, for example).



The EIS traffic analyses will examine conditions in all seven peak hours identified above.
Transit (subway and bus) analyses generally examine conditions during the weekday AM
and PM peak commuter periods as it is during these times that overall transit demand (and
the potential for significant adverse impacts) is typically greatest.  As there would be some
overlap between trips en route to the arena and commuter demand during the 7-8 PM pre-
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game period, this peak hour will also be analyzed to identify potential impacts at subway
station processors (e.g., entrance stairways, fare arrays, etc.).  In addition to the weekday
AM and PM peak commuter hours, the pedestrian analysis will also focus on the 7-8 PM
pre-game and Saturday 1-2 PM midday peak hours as it is during these periods that trips
en route to the arena would coincide with elevated demand on study area pedestrian facilities
(from commuters and shoppers, respectively).



TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS



The transportation planning assumptions used to forecast travel demand from the project’s
residential, office, hotel, local retail and arena components are summarized in Table 2 and
discussed below.  The trip generation rates, temporal distributions and mode choice
assumptions shown in Table 2 were based on accepted CEQR criteria, standard professional
references, and studies that have been done for similar uses in Downtown Brooklyn and
Manhattan. These sources were supplemented by data from the 2000 Census, and Employee
Commute Options survey data from firms and governmental/educational institutions in
Downtown Brooklyn.



Residential



The forecasts of travel demand from the project’s residential components were based on
trip rates from Urban Space for Pedestrians (Pushkarev & Zupan, 1975) and Trip Generation,
7th Edition (ITE), and vehicle occupancy and temporal and directional distribution data from
the Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS (April 2004).  The weekday modal split assumed
for the residential components reflects journey-to-work data from the 2000 Census.  Although
residential-based trips in the midday would likely be more local in nature than in the peak
commuter hours (and therefore have a higher walk share, for example), the modal split based
on census journey-to-work data is conservatively assumed for all analyzed weekday peak
periods.  The modal split for the Saturday peak periods was adjusted to reflect anticipated
higher walk and auto shares compared to the weekday periods.



Office



The travel demand forecasts for the project’s office components were based on trip rates
and temporal distributions from Urban Space for Pedestrians and the Coliseum
Redevelopment FSEIS (July 1997).  The estimated modal split and vehicle occupancies
were derived from NYCDOT Employee Commute Options survey data from office firms and
governmental/educational institutions in Downtown Brooklyn, as well as data from the
Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS.



Hotel



The travel demand forecast for the hotel that would be developed under the residential mixed-
use variation (but not the commercial mixed-use variation) was based on data from the
Renaissance Plaza Expansion EAS (March 2003) and from the Marriott Hotel Transportation



Table 2
Transportation Planning Assumptions for Project Components



Land Use:



Trip Generation: Weekday



(Person-trips) Saturday



Temporal Distribution: AM (8-9)



MD (12-1)



PM (5-6)



Pre-game (7-8 PM)



Post-game (10-11 PM)



Saturday (1-2 PM)



Saturday (4-5 PM)



Sat



Modal Split: In Out All Periods Weekday Sat AM/PM/EVE MD/Sat MD



Auto 34.8% 35.9% 40.0% 14.0% 20.0% 12.0% 2.0%
Taxi 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%



Subway 49.7% 46.7% 44.0% 72.0% 45.0% 65.0% 7.0%
LIRR 7.7% 9.6% 8.0% 1.0% 1.0% 12.0% 0.0%
Bus 2.1% 2.1% 2.0% 3.0% 3.0% 6.0% 7.0%



Walk 2.7% 2.7% 3.0% 9.0% 30.0% 4.0% 83.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



(16)



Sat



Vehicle Occupancy: Auto 2.75
Taxi 2.75



Directional In Out In Out In Out In Out In Out



Distribution: AM (8-9) 96% 4% 20% 80% 96% 4% 41% 59% 50% 50%
MD (12-1) 39% 61% 51% 49% 39% 61% 68% 32% 50% 50%



PM (5-6) 85% 15% 65% 35% 5% 95% 59% 41% 50% 50%
Pre-game (7-8 PM) 99% 1% 70% 30% 20% 80% 60% 40% 50% 50%



Post-game (10-11 PM) 1% 99% 95% 5% 20% 80% 95% 5% 50% 50%
Saturday (1-2 PM) 99% 1% 50% 50% 60% 40% 56% 44% 55% 45%
Saturday (4-5 PM) 1% 99% 50% 50% 15% 85% 56% 44% 45% 55%



Daily Truck Trip Weekday



Generation: Saturday



Truck Trip AM (8-9)



Temporal Distribution: MD (12-1)



PM (5-6)



Pre-game (7-8 PM)



Post-game (10-11 PM)



Saturday (1-2 PM)



Saturday (4-5 PM)



Notes:
(1) Although a sell-out basketball game typically has 90% attendance, a trip rate of 2 trips/seat for all 18,000 seats is assumed in order to account for trips by spectators



      as well as employees, players, coaches, team staff and other visitors.



(2) Source: Pushkarev & Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians .



(3) Saturday residential trip rate based on ratio of weekday/Saturday trip rates from ITE Trip Generation , 7th Edition , Land Use: 220 (Apartment).



(4) Source: Renaissance Plaza Expansion EAS , March 2003 and data from Marriott Hotel Transportation Survey , AKRF, August 1999.



(5) Based on Saturday data from Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS , July 1997.



(6) Source: City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manua l, Appendix 3, 2001.



(7) Weekday trip generation rate assumed for Saturday as per Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS , July 1997.



(8) Based on data from Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis , August 26, 2003.



(9) Post-game arena temporal distribution based on MTA data on subway ridership patterns at stations serving Madison Square Garden.



(10) Source: Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS , July 1997.



(11) Saturday trip generation assumed to be 5% of weekday generation, consistent with assumptions in the Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS , July 1997.



(12) Reflects the anticipated origin/destination distribution of arena spectators and the accessibility by transit of the proposed arena site in Downtown Brooklyn.



(13) Source: Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS , April 2004.



(14) Source:  NYCDOT ECO Survey data for Downtown Brooklyn.



(15) Source for midday modal split data: Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS , April 2004.  Weekday midday modal split assumed for Saturday midday.



(16) Based on data from Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis and data from a PHA parking survey prior to a Knicks game at MSG on March 9, 2003.



(17) PM and pre-game directional distribution for arena trips assumed to be predominantly inbound; post-game predominantly outbound.



(18) Weekday 10-11 PM directional distribution assumed based on pattern for residential uses.



(19) Source: Curbside Pickup & Delivery Operations & Arterial Traffic Impacts , FHWA, February 1981.



(20) Weekday office truck trip rate and temporal distribution based on PHA June 10, 2004 survey at existing office buildings in Midtown and Lower Manhattan.



(21) Based on FCRC projections for Arena loading dock usage.



(22) Based on 2000 Census journey-to-work data.  Saturday modal split adjusted to reflect anticipated higher walk and auto shares compared to a weekday.



(23) Saturday 4-5 PM based on Sunday 4-5 PM data from the No. 7 Subway Extension - Hudson Yards Rezoning and Development Program FGEIS , Nov. 2004.
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Survey (AKRF, August 1999).  Saturday temporal distribution and truck trip generation
assumptions were based on data from the Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS.



Local Retail



The retail uses developed under both the residential mixed-use variation and the commercial
mixed-use variation would be local (or “neighborhood”) retail, attracting trips primarily from
the residential and worker populations on-site and in surrounding neighborhoods.  It is
therefore anticipated that the majority of these trips would be via the walk mode, and that
many would be “linked” trips (e.g., a trip with multiple purposes, such as stopping at a retail
store while commuting to or from work) and would therefore not represent the addition of
new discrete trips to the study area transportation systems.  For the purposes of the travel
demand forecast, it is conservatively assumed that 40 percent of retail trips would be such
“linked” trips, consistent with the rates assumed for other retail developments in New York
City.  The travel demand forecasts for local retail uses were based on data from a variety
of sources, including the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual (2001),
Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS, and Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS.



Arena



The proposed 850,000 gsf Atlantic Yards Arena would accommodate 18,000 to 20,500 seats,
depending on the event. The capacity for a basketball game, for example, would be 18,000
seats, whereas for a concert, ethnic event or religious/motivational show, additional space
for seating could be available on the arena floor. As a reasonable worst case for the EIS
transportation analyses, the weekday and Saturday travel demand forecasts examine the
demand that would be generated by a Nets basketball game at the arena.  A Nets basketball
game was selected as a reasonable worst case scenario based on both the frequency of
home games and the relatively high level of travel demand that such games are expected
to generate compared to most other uses.  Using the 2005-2006 season as a guide,
approximately 41 games would occur at the arena during a typical basketball season from
early November to late April (not including playoff games which could continue through June).
Approximately 26 of these games would occur on a weekday, four on a weekend afternoon
(Saturday or Sunday) and 11 on a weekend evening.  Non-basketball events, such as
concerts, ethnic shows, general fixed fee rentals (graduations, receptions, job fairs, etc.),
religious/motivational shows, other sporting events, family shows and community events,
are each expected to occur with less frequency, would often attract fewer spectators, and
would typically generate a lower level of travel demand than a Nets basketball game.



The travel demand forecast for the arena assumes a sold-out game with 100 percent
attendance for all 18,000 seats, and a daily trip generation rate of two trips per seat.  It should
be noted, however, that the actual number of spectators at a game is typically fewer than
the number of tickets distributed, and that even a sold-out game typically has about 90 percent
attendance. The daily trip generation rate of two trips per seat for all 18,000 seats therefore
also accounts for trips by employees, players, coaches, team staff and other such non-
spectator demand.
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Data on the arrival patterns for spectators at a Knicks basketball game at Madison Square
Garden reported in the August 26, 2003 Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis study
was utilized to estimate the temporal distribution for trips to the Atlantic Yards Arena.  Based
on these data, it is estimated that approximately 75 percent of spectators en route to a
basketball game would arrive in the peak one-hour period.  The temporal distribution of post-
game peak hour trips was estimated based on MTA subway ridership data for stations serving
Madison Square Garden.  Using a comparison of the subway ridership on both game days
and non-game days, and the hourly variation in the demand attributable to Madison Square
Garden, it is estimated that approximately 85 percent of spectators would typically depart
the Atlantic Yards Arena in the peak one hour at the end of a basketball game.



In addition to trips by spectators before and after a Nets basketball game, it is anticipated
that arena employees, players, coaches, team staff and other non-spectator visitors to the
arena would generate trips outside of the immediate pre-game and post-game periods.
As shown in the temporal distribution in Table 2, it is assumed that one percent of daily trips
generated by the arena would occur in each of the weekday AM and midday peak hours,
and five percent during the weekday 5-6 PM peak hour.



Trip origin and modal split assumptions for the Atlantic Yards Arena reflect the anticipated
origin/destination distribution of arena spectators and the accessibility by transit of the
proposed arena site in Downtown Brooklyn.  The assumptions were developed from trip
origin and modal split data reported in the Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis
study, along with data specific to Downtown Brooklyn developed for other studies such as
the Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS.  The derivations of the trip origin/destination
and modal split assumptions for both a weekday and weekend sporting event at the proposed
arena are presented in Appendix A.  For example, it is anticipated that there would be a
higher percentage of trips en route to the Atlantic Yards Arena from Brooklyn than for Madison
Square Garden (30 percent versus 7 percent, respectively), and a lower percentage of trips
with Manhattan origins (25 percent versus 36 percent, respectively).  With its proximity to
Penn Station, the Port Authority Bus Terminal, the PATH terminal at West 33rd Street and
the Lincoln Tunnel, a sporting event at Madison Square Garden likely attracts a higher
percentage of spectators from New Jersey than would be the case for an arena located in
Downtown Brooklyn.  The analysis therefore assumes that 13 percent of trips would be en
route from New Jersey compared to 21 percent for Madison Square Garden.



As with trip origins, modal splits were correspondingly adjusted to reflect both the anticipated
trip origins and the differences in transit access.  For example, the combined weekday auto
share from all origins was increased to 34.8 percent from the 29.7 percent experienced at
Madison Square Garden, while the taxi share (which includes livery or “black” cars) was
reduced (from 7.5 percent to 3.0 percent) in part to reflect the generally higher availability
and usage of taxis in Manhattan.  Trips from the northern and western suburbs served by
PATH, NJ Transit and Metro-North were assumed to complete their journeys via the subway
mode, accounting in part for a higher subway mode share than for Madison Square Garden
(49.7 percent versus 23.6 percent on weekdays).  A smaller percentage of trips were assumed
to travel to the Atlantic Yards Arena via Long Island Rail Road compared to Madison Square
Garden as there is no direct access to the LIRR’s Brooklyn terminus from the Port Washington
Branch.  Walk-only trips were also assumed to be lower compared to Madison Square Garden
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given the higher concentration of office space and overall employment in the Garden’s
midtown Manhattan location compared to Downtown Brooklyn.



Based on discussions with MTA New York City Transit concerning the anticipated travel
characteristics of arena patrons, separate trip origin/destination and modal split assumptions
have been assumed for persons arriving and departing the arena.  On weekdays it is likely
that some spectators would travel to the arena from workplaces in one borough or county,
and then depart en route to residences in a different borough or county at the conclusion
of a game, sometimes by a different mode of travel.  For example, it is likely that some
spectators would travel to the arena from Manhattan by subway, and then to homes on Long
Island via the Long Island Rail Road’s Atlantic Terminal.  Others may walk from workplaces
in Downtown Brooklyn and then drive home to New Jersey.  These work-based trips en route
to the arena are more likely to be made by transit (primarily subway) than would be the case
for post-game trips en route home which are more likely to have higher auto and commuter
rail shares.  The trip destination and modal split assumptions shown in Appendix A for persons
departing the arena on a weekday therefore reflect a lower Manhattan share than for trips
en route to the arena (20 percent versus 25 percent), and a lower subway share (46.7 percent
versus 49.7 percent).  The auto mode share is slightly higher for trips departing the arena
(35.9 percent versus 34.8 percent) as is the LIRR share (9.8 percent versus 7.8 percent),
reflecting the expected higher percentage of trips with end points outside of Manhattan in
the post-game period.  As work-based trips would be minimal on weekends, the travel demand
forecast assumes a general balance of trip origins and destinations for the Saturday peak
hours.



Truck Trips



Truck trip generation rates and temporal distributions for the project’s residential, hotel and
local retail components were based on data from the Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS and
from Curbside Pick-Up & Delivery Operations and Arterial Traffic Impacts (FHWA, February
1981).  Truck travel demand for the project’s office component was based on data from
surveys at existing office buildings in Midtown and Lower Manhattan.  The truck trip generation
forecast for the arena was derived from projections for arena loading dock usage provided
by the project sponsors.  These truck trips include deliveries of food and supplies, general
deliveries (e.g., UPS, Fed Ex, etc.), and trucks associated with television broadcasts.



TRIP GENERATION



Tables 3 and 4 show the trip generation in peak hour person trips that would result in 2016
from the full build-out of the residential mixed-use and commercial mixed-use variations,
respectively.  A comparison of the total peak hour person trips generated by each scenario
is presented in Table 5 along with the total numbers of peak hour vehicle trips (auto, taxi
and truck) and person trips by transit (subway, bus and LIRR).



It should be noted that the residential mixed-use variation and the commercial mixed-use
variation would both displace existing land uses on the project site, such as the 46,913 square
feet of retail (a Modell’s Sporting Goods store and a P.C. Richards consumer electronics



Table 3
Travel Demand Forecast for the Residential Mixed-Use Variation - 2016



(Person Trips)



Person Trips by Mode: In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total



AM (8-9) Auto 74 29 103 120 5 125 135 186 321 99 378 477 428 598 1,026
Taxi 9 5 14 10 0 10 16 20 36 16 35 51 51 60 111



Subway 407 156 563 172 7 179 684 913 1,597 537 1,969 2,506 1,800 3,045 4,845
LIRR 66 5 71 27 1 28 85 15 100 7 26 33 185 47 232
Bus 38 10 48 7 0 7 56 44 100 35 95 130 136 149 285



Walk 89 79 168 9 0 9 122 183 305 269 448 717 489 710 1,199
Total 683 284 967 345 13 358 1,098 1,361 2,459 963 2,951 3,914 3,089 4,609 7,698



MD (12-1) Auto 24 28 52 49 79 128 91 82 173 160 153 313 324 342 666
Taxi 20 21 41 4 7 11 29 27 56 64 64 128 117 119 236



Subway 170 179 349 70 103 173 424 420 844 994 969 1,963 1,658 1,671 3,329
LIRR 1 1 2 11 21 32 4 4 8 9 9 18 25 35 60
Bus 48 59 107 3 5 8 65 76 141 118 118 236 234 258 492



Walk 617 746 1,363 4 6 10 701 848 1,549 1,354 1,352 2,706 2,676 2,952 5,628
Total 880 1,034 1,914 141 221 362 1,314 1,457 2,771 2,699 2,665 5,364 5,034 5,377 10,411



PM (5-6) Auto 33 94 127 532 97 629 185 196 381 374 210 584 1,124 597 1,721
Taxi 10 15 25 46 8 54 26 26 52 54 41 95 136 90 226



Subway 195 529 724 760 126 886 919 1,016 1,935 2,010 1,168 3,178 3,884 2,839 6,723
LIRR 6 77 83 118 26 144 17 100 117 26 13 39 167 216 383
Bus 21 55 76 32 6 38 53 81 134 122 88 210 228 230 458



Walk 210 227 437 41 7 48 304 280 584 873 768 1,641 1,428 1,282 2,710
Total 475 997 1,472 1,529 270 1,799 1,504 1,699 3,203 3,459 2,288 5,747 6,967 5,254 12,221



Pre-game (7-8 PM) Auto 26 29 55 4,651 48 4,699 155 91 246 301 132 433 5,133 300 5,433
Taxi 4 6 10 401 4 405 17 11 28 30 18 48 452 39 491



Subway 140 160 300 6,642 63 6,705 749 444 1,193 1,583 712 2,295 9,114 1,379 10,493
LIRR 6 20 26 1,029 13 1,042 16 27 43 21 9 30 1,072 69 1,141
Bus 10 15 25 281 3 284 38 30 68 78 42 120 407 90 497



Walk 75 72 147 361 4 365 160 111 271 391 282 673 987 469 1,456
Total 261 302 563 13,365 135 13,500 1,135 714 1,849 2,404 1,195 3,599 17,165 2,346 19,511



Post-game (10-11 PM) Auto 12 4 16 53 5,438 5,491 81 8 89 162 11 173 308 5,461 5,769
Taxi 2 1 3 5 454 459 8 1 9 15 3 18 30 459 489



Subway 62 22 84 76 7,074 7,150 387 41 428 842 64 906 1,367 7,201 8,568
LIRR 2 2 4 12 1,454 1,466 6 3 9 12 0 12 32 1,459 1,491
Bus 3 2 5 3 318 321 18 3 21 39 7 46 63 330 393



Walk 27 21 48 4 409 413 73 22 95 171 72 243 275 524 799
Total 108 52 160 153 15,147 15,300 573 78 651 1,241 157 1,398 2,075 15,434 17,509



Saturday (1-2 PM) Auto 22 21 43 5,346 54 5,400 137 130 267 263 258 521 5,768 463 6,231
Taxi 10 8 18 401 4 405 22 19 41 43 38 81 476 69 545



Subway 97 85 182 5,881 59 5,940 319 305 624 747 710 1,457 7,044 1,159 8,203
LIRR 1 1 2 1,069 11 1,080 6 6 12 13 13 26 1,089 31 1,120
Bus 19 15 34 267 3 270 37 33 70 86 77 163 409 128 537



Walk 252 208 460 401 4 405 409 360 769 1,065 938 2,003 2,127 1,510 3,637
Total 401 338 739 13,365 135 13,500 930 853 1,783 2,217 2,034 4,251 16,913 3,360 20,273



Saturday (4-5 PM) Auto 22 26 48 61 6,059 6,120 140 140 280 265 270 535 488 6,495 6,983
Taxi 8 10 18 5 454 459 21 20 41 38 43 81 72 527 599



Subway 85 98 183 67 6,665 6,732 318 348 666 725 762 1,487 1,195 7,873 9,068
LIRR 1 1 2 12 1,212 1,224 7 11 18 13 13 26 33 1,237 1,270
Bus 14 19 33 3 303 306 33 36 69 77 86 163 127 444 571



Walk 202 261 463 5 454 459 354 387 741 950 1,077 2,027 1,511 2,179 3,690
Total 332 415 747 153 15,147 15,300 873 942 1,815 2,068 2,251 4,319 3,426 18,755 22,181



Notes:
(1) Includes blocks 1120, 1121, 1128, 1129.



Total Trips



Site 5



Office/Local Retail Office/Hotel/Local Retail



Residential Blocks (1)



Residential/Local RetailResidential/ Arena Residential/



Arena Block
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Table 4
Travel Demand Forecast for the Commercial Mixed-Use Variation - 2016



(Person Trips)



Person Trips by Mode: In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total



AM (8-9) Auto 139 8 147 120 5 125 339 120 459 99 378 477 697 511 1,208
Taxi 14 3 17 10 0 10 31 11 42 16 35 51 71 49 120



Subway 758 49 807 172 7 179 1,836 626 2,462 537 1,969 2,506 3,303 2,651 5,954
LIRR 137 6 143 27 1 28 313 20 333 7 26 33 484 53 537
Bus 72 7 79 7 0 7 165 32 197 35 95 130 279 134 413



Walk 109 65 174 9 0 9 180 130 310 269 448 717 567 643 1,210
Total 1,229 138 1,367 345 13 358 2,864 939 3,803 963 2,951 3,914 5,401 4,041 9,442



MD (12-1) Auto 22 29 51 49 79 128 70 83 153 160 153 313 301 344 645
Taxi 22 25 47 4 7 11 30 37 67 64 64 128 120 133 253



Subway 150 172 322 70 103 173 371 415 786 994 969 1,963 1,585 1,659 3,244
LIRR 0 0 0 11 21 32 2 2 4 9 9 18 22 32 54
Bus 67 89 156 3 5 8 124 175 299 118 118 236 312 387 699



Walk 855 1,121 1,976 4 6 10 1,457 2,061 3,518 1,354 1,352 2,706 3,670 4,540 8,210
Total 1,116 1,436 2,552 141 221 362 2,054 2,773 4,827 2,699 2,665 5,364 6,010 7,095 13,105



PM (5-6) Auto 14 163 177 532 97 629 124 416 540 374 210 584 1,044 886 1,930
Taxi 9 21 30 46 8 54 17 42 59 54 41 95 126 112 238



Subway 100 905 1,005 760 126 886 669 2,264 2,933 2,010 1,168 3,178 3,539 4,463 8,002
LIRR 8 157 165 118 26 144 26 361 387 26 13 39 178 557 735
Bus 18 92 110 32 6 38 43 204 247 122 88 210 215 390 605



Walk 197 246 443 41 7 48 252 336 588 873 768 1,641 1,363 1,357 2,720
Total 346 1,584 1,930 1,529 270 1,799 1,131 3,623 4,754 3,459 2,288 5,747 6,465 7,765 14,230



Pre-game (7-8 PM) Auto 12 41 53 4,651 48 4,699 108 126 234 301 132 433 5,072 347 5,419
Taxi 4 6 10 401 4 405 10 12 22 30 18 48 445 40 485



Subway 69 226 295 6,642 63 6,705 565 676 1,241 1,583 712 2,295 8,859 1,677 10,536
LIRR 10 39 49 1,029 13 1,042 28 91 119 21 9 30 1,088 152 1,240
Bus 9 23 32 281 3 284 33 56 89 78 42 120 401 124 525



Walk 64 74 138 361 4 365 118 109 227 391 282 673 934 469 1,403
Total 168 409 577 13,365 135 13,500 862 1,070 1,932 2,404 1,195 3,599 16,799 2,809 19,608



Post-game (10-11 PM) Auto 2 6 8 53 5,438 5,491 49 14 63 162 11 173 266 5,469 5,735
Taxi 1 1 2 5 454 459 4 2 6 15 3 18 25 460 485



Subway 13 32 45 76 7,074 7,150 252 76 328 842 64 906 1,183 7,246 8,429
LIRR 1 5 6 12 1,454 1,466 6 11 17 12 0 12 31 1,470 1,501
Bus 2 3 5 3 318 321 12 7 19 39 7 46 56 335 391



Walk 20 22 42 4 409 413 49 25 74 171 72 243 244 528 772
Total 39 69 108 153 15,147 15,300 372 135 507 1,241 157 1,398 1,805 15,508 17,313



Saturday (1-2 PM) Auto 7 6 13 5,346 54 5,400 76 74 150 263 258 521 5,692 392 6,084
Taxi 9 7 16 401 4 405 12 11 23 43 38 81 465 60 525



Subway 63 51 114 5,881 59 5,940 218 205 423 747 710 1,457 6,909 1,025 7,934
LIRR 0 0 0 1,069 11 1,080 3 3 6 13 13 26 1,085 27 1,112
Bus 18 14 32 267 3 270 31 27 58 86 77 163 402 121 523



Walk 249 198 447 401 4 405 386 322 708 1,065 938 2,003 2,101 1,462 3,563
Total 346 276 622 13,365 135 13,500 726 642 1,368 2,217 2,034 4,251 16,654 3,087 19,741



Saturday (4-5 PM) Auto 6 14 20 61 6,059 6,120 78 93 171 265 270 535 410 6,436 6,846
Taxi 7 10 17 5 454 459 11 13 24 38 43 81 61 520 581



Subway 56 102 158 67 6,665 6,732 221 310 531 725 762 1,487 1,069 7,839 8,908
LIRR 1 8 9 12 1,212 1,224 7 21 28 13 13 26 33 1,254 1,287
Bus 13 19 32 3 303 306 25 34 59 77 86 163 118 442 560



Walk 173 214 387 5 454 459 269 310 579 950 1,077 2,027 1,397 2,055 3,452
Total 256 367 623 153 15,147 15,300 611 781 1,392 2,068 2,251 4,319 3,088 18,546 21,634



Notes:
(1) Includes blocks 1120, 1121, 1128, 1129.



Site 5 Residential Blocks (1)Arena Block



Total Trips
Local Retail



Office/Local Retail Arena Residential/Office/ Residential/Local Retail
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Table 5



Comparison of 2016 Peak Hour Travel



Residential Variation vs. Commercial Variation



Person Trips



Peak Hour



Residential



Variation



Commercial



Variation



Net



Difference



%



Difference



8-9 AM 7,698 9,442 (1,744) (23%)



12-1 PM (midday) 10,411 13,105 (2,694) (26%)



5-6 PM 12,221 14,230 (2,009) (16%)



7-8 PM (pre-game) 19,511 19,608 (97) (1%)



10-11 PM (post-game) 17,509 17,313 196 1%



Saturday 1-2 PM 20,273 19,741 532 3%



Saturday 4-5 PM 22,181 21,634 547 3%



Vehicle Trips (Auto/Taxi/Truck)



Peak Hour



Residential



Variation



Commercial



Variation



Net



Difference



%



Difference



8-9 AM 972 1,099 (127) (13%)



12-1 PM (midday) 718 728 (10) (1%)



5-6 PM 1,331 1,489 (158) (12%)



7-8 PM (pre-game) 3,020 2,989 31 1%



10-11 PM (post-game) 2,981 2,952 29 1%



Saturday 1-2 PM 3,050 2,919 131 4%



Saturday 4-5 PM 3,380 3,251 129 4%



Transit Trips (Subway/Bus/LIRR)



Peak Hour



Residential



Variation



Commercial



Variation



Net



Difference



%



Difference



8-9 AM 5,362 6,904 (1,542) (29%)



12-1 PM (midday) 3,881 3,997 (116) (3%)



5-6 PM 7,564 9,342 (1,778) (24%)



7-8 PM (pre-game) 12,131 12,301 (170) (1%)



10-11 PM (post-game) 10,452 10,321 131 1%



Saturday 1-2 PM 9,860 9,569 291 3%



Saturday 4-5 PM 10,909 10,755 154 1%



A-83











12 May 4, 2006



store) currently located on Block 927 (Site 5).  However, the travel demand forecast
conservatively assumes no credit for the travel demand from these existing uses that would
be displaced in the Build condition.



As shown in Table 5, the number of person trips generated by the residential mixed-use
variation (inbound and outbound combined) would range from 7,698 in the AM peak hour
to 22,181 in the Saturday 4-5 PM post-game peak hour.  The commercial mixed-use variation,
would generate from 9,442 peak hour person trips (in the AM) to 21,634 (in the Saturday
4-5 PM post-game).  The commercial mixed-use variation would generate 1,744 more trips
than the proposed project in the weekday AM peak hour, 2,694 more trips in the midday,
2,009 more trips in the PM peak hour.  By contrast, the residential mixed-use variation would
generate 532 more person trips than the commercial mixed-use variation during the Saturday
1-2 PM pre-game peak hour, and 547 more trips in the Saturday 4-5 PM post-game peak
hour.  During the weekday 7-8 PM pre-game and 10-11 PM post-game periods, the travel
demand from the two variations would differ by roughly one percent (fewer than 200 trips).



The numbers of peak hour vehicle trips that would be generated by the residential mixed-use
variation and the commercial mixed-use variation are also summarized in Table 5, and are
shown in detail in Tables 6 and 7, respectively.  As was the case for person trips, the
commercial mixed-use variation would generate more vehicle trips (from 10 to 158 more)
in the AM, midday and PM peak hours, while the residential mixed-use variation would
generate a higher number of trips in the Saturday pre-game and post-game peak hours (131
and 129 more, respectively).  During the weekday 7-8 PM pre-game and 10-11 PM post-game
periods, the number of vehicle trips generated by the two variations are virtually the same,
differing by roughly one percent (31 and 29 trips, respectively).



As demonstrated by the data in Table 5, the commercial mixed-use variation would generate
a substantially higher level of total travel demand (from 16 to 26 percent higher) compared
to the residential mixed-use variation in the key weekday AM, midday and PM peak hours.
During the weekday 7-8 PM and 10-11 PM periods, the demand from the two variations
would be roughly equivalent, differing by approximately one percent.  By contrast, on
Saturdays the residential mixed-use variation would generate approximately three percent
more trips than the commercial mixed-use variation during the 1-2 PM and 4-5 PM peak
hours.  The commercial mixed-use variation was therefore selected as the reasonable worst
case scenario (RWCS) for the weekday transportation analyses, while the residential mixed-
use variation is analyzed as the RWCS for the two Saturday peak hours.



As shown in Table 4, under the commercial mixed-use variation, new trips by subway are
expected to total 5,954, 8,002 and 10,536 during the analyzed weekday 8-9 AM, 5-6 PM
and 7-8 PM peak hours, respectively.  New bus trips would total 413 and 605 during the
weekday 8-9 AM and 5-6 PM peak hours analyzed for potential bus impacts.  New weekday
peak hour trips on the Long Island Rail Road would range from 54 (in the midday) to 1,501
(in the 10-11 PM post-game peak hour).  As shown in Table 7, the commercial mixed-use
variation is expected to add between 438 and 2,581 autos to the study area street system
in each weekday peak hour, and from 120 to 412 new taxi trips.  Peak hour truck trips would
increase by from 6 to 84 in each weekday peak hour.  In general, the highest numbers of
new weekday vehicle trips would occur during the 7-8 PM (pre-game) and 10-11 PM (post-
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game) peak hours, primarily as a result of demand en route to and from the arena.  As shown
in Table 6, on Saturdays, the residential mixed-use variation (the RWCS for the Saturday
analyses) would add an estimated 2,638 auto, 402 taxi and 10 truck trips to the street system
in the 1-2 PM peak hour, and 2,922 auto, 458 taxi and no truck trips in the 4-5 PM peak
hour.



PARKING DEMAND



Based on the travel demand assumptions discussed above, the proposed arena is expected
to generate a daily parking demand of approximately 2,800 spaces on a typical Nets weekday
game day, and approximately 2,600 spaces on weekends.  Although some of this parking
demand would be generated by arena employees and non-spectator visitors over the course
of a day, the majority of the demand would occur during game times on weekday evenings,
as well as on weekends.



Parking demand generated by new residential development will be forecast assuming a
rate of 0.4 spaces per dwelling unit based on auto ownership data from the 2000 Census
for neighborhoods in the vicinity of the site.  (This rate is also consistent with the rate assumed
for the residential component of the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.)  The rate
assumed for parking demand from new hotel space – 0.20 spaces per room overnight –
is based on data from the Renaissance Plaza Expansion EAS.  Parking demand from new
office and retail space will be derived from the forecasts of daily auto trips for these uses.



To accommodate projected parking demand, it is anticipated that both the residential mixed-
use variation and the commercial mixed-used variation would include approximately 3,800
spaces in parking garages located on Site 5, the Arena Block and blocks 1120, 1128 and
1129.  These shared parking facilities would service demand from all project components
– arena, residential and commercial.  Office and retail demand would peak in the midday
period and decline during the afternoon and evening, allowing for additional capacity to be
used for residential and hotel demand (which typically peak in the overnight) and for demand
from the arena.  With the exception of the arena, parking demand generated under either
variation would be fully accommodated in the off-street parking facilities that would be
developed on-site.  Accounting for commercial and residential demand, it is anticipated that
approximately 1,100 spaces would be available on-site on weekdays to accommodate the
parking needs of the arena, while the remaining arena demand (totaling approximately 1,700
spaces) would be accommodated at public off-street parking facilities located in the vicinity.
The analysis of off-street parking will therefore examine conditions at public off-street parking
facilities within a 1/2-mile radius of the arena.  On-street parking conditions within 1/4-mile
of the site will also be examined to determined the effects of street closures and other
changes in on-street parking supply in the vicinity of the project site.
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TRIP ASSIGNMENT



Auto/Taxi



The distribution of auto and taxi trips for each project component (office, residential, hotel,
local retail and arena) by borough/county or region is shown in Table 8.  The distributions
for office, residential and hotel uses were based on data from the 2000 Census, while the
assignment for the arena component was based on data from both the Downtown Brooklyn
Development project and the expected geographical distribution of demand to the arena
(see “Transportation Planning Assumptions,” above).  Given the differences in their travel
demand characteristics, each project component is expected to have a unique trip assignment
pattern.  For example, a majority of the auto trips generated by the residential and hotel
components are expected to have endpoints in Manhattan (60%) and Brooklyn (33%), while
office trips are expected to be more widely dispersed, with five percent en route to/from
Manhattan, 53 percent to/from Brooklyn, 17 percent to/from Queens, eight percent to/from
Long Island and five percent to/from New Jersey.  The arena is expected to draw not only
from Brooklyn, Queens and Manhattan, but also from New Jersey and Long Island. As
previously discussed, separate assignments for trips arriving and departing the arena on
weekdays are assumed in order to reflect the fact that on weekdays some spectators would
likely travel to the arena from their workplaces, and then depart to residences in a different
borough or county at the conclusion of a game.  As the project’s retail component is expected
to consist primarily of local retail uses serving the surrounding worker and residential
populations, all of its trips are expected to be local Brooklyn-based.



Auto and taxi trips will be assigned to the primary corridors providing access to and from
the project site based on their origin or destination as well as the most direct routes to major
access points such as the Brooklyn-Queens Expressway and Brooklyn and Manhattan
bridges.  The auto and taxi trip assignment patterns along the corridors providing access
to Site 5 and the Arena Block are illustrated in Appendix B, while the assignments for auto
and taxi trips en route to and from Blocks 1120, 1121, 1128 and 1129 are provided in
Appendix C.  The assignments of auto and taxi (as well as truck) trips will take into account
changes to the study area traffic network that are expected to occur by the 2010 and 2016
Build years as a result of No Build developments and initiatives by NYCDOT and other
agencies.  These include street closures and changes in street directions proposed as
mitigation for the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.



As discussed above, it is anticipated that approximately 1,100 spaces would be available
on-site to accommodate the parking needs of the arena, while the remaining arena demand
(totaling approximately 1,700 spaces on weekdays) would be accommodated at public off-
street facilities located in the vicinity.  The assignment of arena auto trips will therefore reflect
this distribution of trips to both on-site parking facilities and directly to off-site parking facilities.



Truck



Truck trips en route to and from the site will be assigned to designated local and through
truck routes in Downtown Brooklyn.  These include Atlantic, Flatbush, Third, and Fourth
Avenues, and portions of Fifth Avenue and Bergen Street.
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Diverted Traffic



In addition to the project’s generating new travel demand by autos, taxis and trucks,
permanent roadway closures and changes in street direction associated with the proposed
project would alter traffic flows in the vicinity of the project site in the 2010 and 2016 analysis
years.  These would include the permanent closure of Pacific Street between Flatbush and
Sixth Avenues, and between Carlton and Vanderbilt Avenues; and the permanent closure
of Fifth Avenue between Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues.  Sixth Avenue would be converted
from one-way southbound to two-way operation between Atlantic and Flatbush Avenues
both to facilitate access to and from the project site and to provide an alternative route for
some of the traffic diverted off of Fifth Avenue.  Carlton Avenue would be converted from
one-way northbound to two-way operation between Atlantic Avenue and Pacific Street, also
to provide for local circulation.  The analysis of 2010 and 2016 Build traffic conditions will
assume that No Build traffic diverted off of Fifth Avenue would be distributed among parallel
north-south corridors, including Fourth Avenue, Flatbush Avenue and Sixth Avenue.  As
the segments of Pacific Street to be closed primarily provide access to adjacent land uses,
diversions as a result of these closures are expected to be localized.



Transit/Pedestrian



The distribution of project-generated subway trips for each project component by
borough/county or region is shown in Table 9.  As was the case for auto and taxi trips, these
assignment patterns were based on Census data and data from the Downtown Brooklyn
Development project and the arena demand distribution.  They differ from the assignment
of auto trips primarily with respect to the project’s arena component.  As shown in Table
9, from 36 to 43 percent of subway trips generated by the arena are expected to be en route
to or from Manhattan, 24 to 26 percent en route to or from Brooklyn and 10 to 12 percent
en route to or from Queens.  Arena spectators en route to or from New Jersey via PATH
or NJ Transit trains and buses would account for approximately 14 to 18 percent of subway
trips.



Project-generated bus and walk trips are assumed to be local within Brooklyn.  Trips by
commuter rail (i.e., Long Island Rail Road) are assumed to have origins or destinations
primarily in Nassau or Suffolk counties.



TRAFFIC STUDY AREA



As shown in Figure 3, the traffic study area, which extends upwards of 1.2 miles from the
project site, is bounded on the north by Tillary Street/Park Avenue, on the south by Eastern
Parkway/Union Street, on the east by Grand Avenue, and on the west by Hicks Street.  The
study area encompasses a total of 93 intersections along local streets proximate to the project
site or that would likely be affected by project-related changes to the street network, as well
as along arterials that would provide access to or from the site.  Given the numerous corridors
providing access to the project site, including Atlantic, Flatbush, Carlton, Vanderbilt,
Washington, Third, Fourth, Fifth and Sixth avenues, project-generated traffic is expected
to be widely dispersed to the north, south, east and west, and is expected to become rapidly
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less concentrated with increasing distance from the project site. The traffic study area
therefore focuses on locations where new traffic is expected to be most concentrated, and
does not include more distant locations along regional access corridors such as the BQE,
Brooklyn-Battery Tunnel or across the East River Bridges to Manhattan. The study area
does, however, include key intersections along corridors connecting these regional access
routes and the project site (including all intersections along Flatbush Avenue Extension as
far north as Tillary Street).



SUBWAY STATIONS SELECTED FOR ANALYSIS



As part of the proposed project, improvements to the Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street subway
station complex would provide direct access between the project site and the subway routes
serving this facility (the B, D, M, N, Q, R and Nos. 2, 3, 4 and 5 trains).  The large majority
of project-generated subway trips are therefore expected to utilize this station
complex.  However, some trips are also expected to occur at other stations that are either
served by trains not accessible at Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street or that would also provide
reasonably convenient access to the project site.  For example, some trips by Nos. (2) and
(3) trains would likely use the Bergen Street station given its proximity to the proposed
buildings along Sixth Avenue and on blocks to the east.  The Fulton Street (G) station, the
Lafayette Avenue (C) station, and the Washington-Clinton Avenues (C) station would also
be used by project-generated trips as neither (C) train nor (G) train service is available at
Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street.



Table 10 shows the numbers of new entering and exiting subway trips that would be generated
by the commercial mixed-use variation at each of these stations in the three peak hours
analyzed for subway station impacts (weekday AM, PM and 7-8 PM pre-game).  The CEQR
Technical Manual typically requires a detailed analysis of a subway station when the
incremental increase in peak hour trips totals 200 persons per hour or more.   As shown
in Table 10, new subway trips generated by the commercial mixed-use variation would exceed
this threshold in one or more analyzed peak hours at the Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street station
complex (upwards of 9,549 new trips in each peak hour), Bergen Street station (upwards
of 346 new trips in each analyzed peak hour), the Lafayette Avenue station (upwards of
467 new trips in each peak hour), and the Fulton Street station (246 and 254 new trips in
the 5-6 PM and 7-8 PM peak hours, respectively).  These stations were therefore selected
for quantitative analysis in the EIS.



The analysis of subway station conditions will examine key station elements, including
stairways, escalators, walkways and fare arrays, under peak 15-minute flow conditions.
As subway demand generated by the arena is expected to be heavily surged, especially
at the conclusion of an event such as a Nets basketball game, the analysis will incorporate
peaking factors of 1.36 for arena subway trips during the 7-8 PM pre-game period and 1.84
for trips during the 10-11 PM post-game period.  These factors were derived from data in
the Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis study and MTA ridership data from stations
serving Madison Square Garden.
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Table 10



2016 Peak Hour Trips Generated by the



Commercial Mixed-Use Variation at Area Subway Stations



Subway Station



8-9 AM



Peak Hour



5-6 PM



Peak Hour



7-8 PM (Pre-Game)



Peak Hour



Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total



Atlantic Ave



(2,3,4,5)



1,241 1,334 2,575 1,794 1,671 3,465 716 4,737 5,453



Atlantic Ave (B,Q) 515 567 1,082 783 694 1,477 306 1,782 2,088



Pacific St



(D,M,N,R)



501 915 1,416 1,202 698 1,900 402 1,606 2,008



Bergen St (2,3) 157 107 264 178 168 346 79 129 208



Lafayette Ave (C) 122 236 358 305 162 467 101 354 455



Clinton-W ash.



Aves (C)



60 17 77 38 64 102 22 48 70



Fulton St (G) 56 126 182 163 83 246 52 202 254



Total 2,652 3,302 5,954 4,463 3,540 8,003 1,678 8,858 10,536



ASSIGNMENT OF PROJECT-GENERATED BUS TRIPS



Downtown Brooklyn is well served by numerous bus routes operated by MTA New York
City Transit (NYC Transit), and many of these routes operate in close proximity to the project
site along Atlantic, Flatbush, Third, Fifth and Vanderbilt Avenues, and Dean, Bergen and
Fulton Streets.  Bus patrons en route to and from the project site would therefore likely find
it unnecessary to walk substantial distances to access a needed bus service.  Consequently,
the analysis of project-generated bus trips focuses on the 12 routes located within 1/4-mile
of the site, as it is on these routes that project trips would be most heavily concentrated.
These routes include the B25, B26, B37, B38, B41, B45, B52, B63, B65, B67, B69 and B103.
Assignment of project increment bus trips to individual routes will be based on existing
demand patterns and the relative proximity of each route to the proposed development blocks.



ASSIGNMENT OF PROJECT-GENERATED PEDESTRIAN TRIPS



Figure 4 shows the sidewalk, corner area and crosswalk locations selected for analysis of
potential pedestrian impacts.  These locations were selected as they serve as key links
between the project site and the surrounding street system, and/or would be used by
concentrations of project-generated pedestrian demand linked to other modes (i.e., en route
to subway stations, bus stops or off-site parking garages).  The majority of subway-linked
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pedestrian trips would be assigned to the proposed new on-site entrance to the Atlantic
Avenue/Pacific Street station complex.  Additional subway-linked pedestrian trips would
be assigned to corridors connecting the site to other nearby stations.  Pedestrians linked
to the bus mode are expected to be most concentrated along Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues
where stops for many of the routes are located.  Some pedestrian trips are also expected
to cross Atlantic Avenue to access bus routes operating along Fulton Street.  Pedestrians
walking between off-site parking facilities and the arena are expected to be most concentrated
at the crosswalks at the intersection of Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues as the majority of
off-site parking facilities are located to the north and west of the project site.  Parking demand
from the project’s commercial and residential components would be fully accommodated
at on-site facilities, and are not expected to generate substantial walk trips outside of the
project site.  Walk-only trips (i.e., walk trips not associated with other modes) would be widely
dispersed among links between the project site and the surrounding street system.



APPENDIX A



TRIP ORIGIN AND MODAL SPLIT ASSUMPTIONS FOR WEEKDAY AND WEEKEND



SPORTING EVENTS AT THE PROPOSED ATLANTIC YARDS ARENA
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Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment Project



Atlantic Yards Arena Trip Origin/Destination and Modal Split Assumptions
Weekday Sporting Event (Arriving)



Atlantic Yards 
Arena Estimated 



Range
Manhattan 36% 15%-25%
Bronx 4% 2%-4%
Brooklyn 7% 25%-35%
Queens 6% 8%-10%
Staten Island 3% 4%-6%
Nassau/Suffolk 12% 12%-18%
Westchester 5% 2%-4%
New Jersey 21% 10%-20%
Other 6% 0%
Total 100%



MSG:  Modal Split by Origin (1) MSG:  Trip Distribution by Origin and Mode



Origin Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 9% 18% 41% 3% 29% 0% 0% 100% 3.2% 6.5% 14.8% 1.1% 10.4% 0.0% 0.0% 36%
Bronx 58% 0% 37% 4% 0% 0% 1% 100% 2.3% 0.0% 1.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4%
Brooklyn 51% 3% 42% 1% 3% 0% 0% 100% 3.6% 0.2% 2.9% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 7%
Queens 37% 0% 45% 5% 0% 13% 0% 100% 2.2% 0.0% 2.7% 0.3% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 6%
Staten Island 72% 2% 16% 10% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.2% 0.1% 0.5% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3%
Nassau/Suffolk 21% 0% 2% 0% 0% 77% 0% 100% 2.5% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 9.2% 0.0% 12%
Westchester 56% 2% 4% 0% 0% 0% 38% 100% 2.8% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 5%
New Jersey 38% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 59% 100% 8.0% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.4% 21%
Other 48% 3% 9% 3% 3% 15% 19% 100% 2.9% 0.2% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.9% 1.1% 6%



29.7% 7.5% 23.6% 2.1% 10.8% 10.9% 15.5% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards Arena:  Modal Split by Origin/Destination (2) Atlantic Yards Arena:  Distribution by Origin/Destination and Mode



Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 12% 4% 84% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.0% 1.0% 21.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0%
Bronx 64% 1% 35% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.9% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
Brooklyn 40% 4% 40% 7% 9% 0% 0% 100% 12.0% 1.2% 12.0% 2.1% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 30.0%
Queens 39% 1% 60% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.5% 0.1% 5.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0%
Staten Island 73% 2% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.7% 0.1% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0%
Nassau/Suffolk 28% 2% 5% 0% 0% 65% 0% 100% 3.4% 0.2% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 7.8% 0.0% 12.0%
Westchester 58% 2% 40% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.7% 0.1% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
New Jersey 43% 2% 55% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 5.6% 0.3% 7.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 13.0%



34.8% 3.0% 49.7% 2.1% 2.7% 7.8% 0.0% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards
MSG:  Total Modal Split Arena:  Total Modal Split Atlantic Yards Arena: Trip Assignment by Mode



Auto 29.7% Auto 34.8% Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR
Taxi 7.5% Taxi 3.0% Manhattan 8.6% 33.6% 42.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Subway 23.6% Subway 49.7% Bronx 5.5% 1.0% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bus 2.1% Bus 2.1% Brooklyn 34.5% 40.3% 24.2% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%



Walk 10.8% Walk 2.7% Queens 10.1% 3.0% 10.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
LIRR 10.9% LIRR 7.8% Staten Island 10.5% 3.4% 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Other (3) 15.5% Other (3) 0.0% Nassau/Suffolk 9.7% 8.1% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 100.0% Total 100.0% Westchester 5.0% 2.0% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



New Jersey 16.1% 8.7% 14.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Notes:
(1) Source: Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, August 26, 2003.
(2) Based on data developed for the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.
(3) "Other" category for MSG includes: PATH, Metro-North, NJ Transit.
    Patrons attending Atlantic Yards Arena events who use these "Other" transit modes are assumed to arrive/depart Downtown Brooklyn via subway.
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Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment Project



Atlantic Yards Arena Trip Origin/Destination and Modal Split Assumptions
Weekday Sporting Event (Departing)



Atlantic Yards 
Arena Estimated 



Range
Manhattan 36% 15%-25%
Bronx 4% 2%-4%
Brooklyn 7% 25%-35%
Queens 6% 8%-10%
Staten Island 3% 4%-6%
Nassau/Suffolk 12% 12%-18%
Westchester 5% 2%-4%
New Jersey 21% 10%-20%
Other 6% 0%
Total 100%



MSG:  Modal Split by Origin (1) MSG:  Trip Distribution by Origin and Mode



Origin Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 9% 18% 41% 3% 29% 0% 0% 100% 3.2% 6.5% 14.8% 1.1% 10.4% 0.0% 0.0% 36%
Bronx 58% 0% 37% 4% 0% 0% 1% 100% 2.3% 0.0% 1.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4%
Brooklyn 51% 3% 42% 1% 3% 0% 0% 100% 3.6% 0.2% 2.9% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 7%
Queens 37% 0% 45% 5% 0% 13% 0% 100% 2.2% 0.0% 2.7% 0.3% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 6%
Staten Island 72% 2% 16% 10% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.2% 0.1% 0.5% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3%
Nassau/Suffolk 21% 0% 2% 0% 0% 77% 0% 100% 2.5% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 9.2% 0.0% 12%
Westchester 56% 2% 4% 0% 0% 0% 38% 100% 2.8% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 5%
New Jersey 38% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 59% 100% 8.0% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.4% 21%
Other 48% 3% 9% 3% 3% 15% 19% 100% 2.9% 0.2% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.9% 1.1% 6%



29.7% 7.5% 23.6% 2.1% 10.8% 10.9% 15.5% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards Arena:  Modal Split by Origin/Destination (2) Atlantic Yards Arena:  Distribution by Origin/Destination and Mode



Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 12% 4% 84% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.4% 0.8% 16.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0%
Bronx 64% 1% 35% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.9% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
Brooklyn 40% 4% 40% 7% 9% 0% 0% 100% 12.0% 1.2% 12.0% 2.1% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 30.0%
Queens 39% 1% 60% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.5% 0.1% 5.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0%
Staten Island 73% 2% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.7% 0.1% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0%
Nassau/Suffolk 28% 2% 5% 0% 0% 65% 0% 100% 4.2% 0.3% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 9.8% 0.0% 15.0%
Westchester 58% 2% 40% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.7% 0.1% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
New Jersey 43% 2% 55% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 6.5% 0.3% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.0%



35.9% 2.9% 46.7% 2.1% 2.7% 9.8% 0.0% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards
MSG:  Total Modal Split Arena:  Total Modal Split Atlantic Yards Arena: Trip Assignment by Mode



Auto 29.7% Auto 35.9% Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR
Taxi 7.5% Taxi 2.9% Manhattan 6.7% 27.8% 36.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Subway 23.6% Subway 46.7% Bronx 5.4% 1.0% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bus 2.1% Bus 2.1% Brooklyn 33.5% 41.7% 25.7% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%



Walk 10.8% Walk 2.7% Queens 9.8% 3.1% 11.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
LIRR 10.9% LIRR 9.8% Staten Island 10.2% 3.5% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Other (3) 15.5% Other (3) 0.0% Nassau/Suffolk 11.7% 10.4% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 100.0% Total 100.0% Westchester 4.9% 2.1% 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



New Jersey 18.0% 10.4% 17.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Notes:
(1) Source: Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, August 26, 2003.
(2) Based on data developed for the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.
(3) "Other" category for MSG includes: PATH, Metro-North, NJ Transit.
    Patrons attending Atlantic Yards Arena events who use these "Other" transit modes are assumed to arrive/depart Downtown Brooklyn via subway.
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Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment Project



Atlantic Yards Arena Trip Origin/Destination and Modal Split Assumptions
Weekend Sporting Event (Arriving and Departing)



Atlantic Yards 
Arena Estimated 



Range
Manhattan 30% 15%-25%
Bronx 3% 2%-4%
Brooklyn 9% 25%-35%
Queens 7% 8%-10%
Staten Island 1% 4%-6%
Nassau/Suffolk 14% 12%-18%
Westchester 7% 2%-4%
New Jersey 23% 10%-20%
Other 6% 0%
Total 100%



MSG:  Modal Split by Origin (1) MSG:  Trip Distribution by Origin and Mode



Origin Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 14% 23% 28% 2% 33% 0% 0% 100% 4.2% 6.9% 8.4% 0.6% 9.9% 0.0% 0.0% 30%
Bronx 50% 0% 41% 8% 0% 0% 1% 100% 1.5% 0.0% 1.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3%
Brooklyn 51% 3% 46% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 4.6% 0.3% 4.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9%
Queens 54% 4% 28% 0% 0% 14% 0% 100% 3.8% 0.3% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 7%
Staten Island 83% 0% 17% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0.8% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1%
Nassau/Suffolk 33% 2% 0% 0% 0% 65% 0% 100% 4.6% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.1% 0.0% 14%
Westchester 92% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 100% 6.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 7%
New Jersey 54% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 46% 100% 12.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.6% 23%
Other 61% 6% 8% 0% 0% 6% 19% 100% 3.7% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 1.1% 6%



42.0% 8.1% 16.4% 0.8% 9.9% 10.4% 12.3% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards Arena:  Modal Split by Origin (2) Atlantic Yards Arena:  Distribution by Origin/Destination and Mode



Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 12% 4% 84% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.4% 0.8% 16.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0%
Bronx 55% 1% 44% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.7% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
Brooklyn 40% 4% 40% 6% 10% 0% 0% 100% 12.0% 1.2% 12.0% 1.8% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 30.0%
Queens 38% 2% 58% 2% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.4% 0.2% 5.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0%
Staten Island 80% 2% 18% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 4.0% 0.1% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0%
Nassau/Suffolk 40% 2% 4% 0% 0% 54% 0% 100% 6.0% 0.3% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 8.1% 0.0% 15.0%
Westchester 80% 2% 18% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.4% 0.1% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
New Jersey 55% 2% 43% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 8.2% 0.3% 6.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.0%



40.1% 3.0% 43.8% 2.0% 3.0% 8.1% 0.0% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards
MSG:  Total Modal Split Arena:  Total Modal Split Atlantic Yards Arena: Trip Assignment by Mode



Auto 42.0% Auto 40.1% Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR
Taxi 8.1% Taxi 3.0% Manhattan 6.0% 26.9% 38.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Subway 16.4% Subway 43.8% Bronx 4.1% 1.0% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bus 0.8% Bus 2.0% Brooklyn 29.9% 40.4% 27.4% 90.9% 100.0% 0.0%



Walk 9.9% Walk 3.0% Queens 8.5% 6.1% 11.9% 9.1% 0.0% 0.0%
LIRR 10.4% LIRR 8.1% Staten Island 10.0% 3.4% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Other (3) 12.3% Other (3) 0.0% Nassau/Suffolk 15.0% 10.1% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 100.0% Total 100.0% Westchester 6.0% 2.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



New Jersey 20.5% 10.1% 14.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Notes:
(1) Source: Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, August 26, 2003.
(2) Based on data developed for the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.
(3) "Other" category for MSG includes: PATH, Metro-North, NJ Transit.
    Patrons attending Atlantic Yards Arena events who use these "Other" transit modes are assumed to arrive/depart Downtown Brooklyn via subway.



Madison Square Garden (MSG) Trip 



Origins (1)
Trip O/D Assumed for 
Atlantic Yards Arena 
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PB Team NYCT – Number 7 Extension Project
 2 Broadway-5th Floor, Mailbox 519 
 New York, NY  10004 
 Fax:  646-252-2063 



 
                                FINAL        MEMORANDUM 



 
TO:  G. Price, NYC Department of City Planning 
  M. Amjadi, NYC Department of City Planning 



FROM: E. Metzger 
 
DATE:  November 11, 2003 
   
RE:  CM-1189R/C-26501– Preparation of a Draft and Final Environmental Impact 



Statement and Provision of Transit Engineering Services for the Proposed No. 7 
Subway Extension-Far West Midtown Manhattan Rezoning 



 
SUBJECT: Madison Square Garden Relocation and Expansion Transportation Planning 



Assumptions 
 
CIN:  MTA-NYC Transit/CM 1189R-C26501-00-C-1.00-DCP-03F-1689 
 
 
This technical memorandum provides a summary of the transportation planning assumptions 
proposed to be utilized for a potential relocation and expansion of Madison Square Garden 
(MSG) in the traffic, parking, transit, and pedestrian analyses of the DGEIS. Under the proposed 
action, MSG – currently located on the western portion of the block bounded by West 31st 
Street, West 33rd Street, Seventh Avenue, and Eighth Avenue – would move approximately one 
and a half blocks to the west (to the eastern portion of the block bounded by West 31st Street, 
West 33rd Street, Ninth Avenue, and Tenth Avenue). Regardless of its future location1, the 
DGEIS will also assume that the overall seating capacity of MSG would be increased.2 
 
Background 
MSG is the home of three sports franchises: the New York Rangers (NHL hockey), New York 
Knicks (NBA basketball), and New York Liberty (WNBA basketball). Its 19,500-seat3 arena 
serves as a venue for a number of other events including concerts, college basketball games, 
and the circus. MSG also includes a theater that can accommodate up to 5,600 spectators, 
which currently hosts concerts, boxing, family shows, and annual events such as the NBA and 
NFL drafts. A 36,000 square foot expo center is located adjacent to the arena and is used for 
trade shows, consumer fairs, and also provides additional storage space for certain events held 
on the arena floor. 
 
A comprehensive list of all events held at MSG in 2002 (including events held in the arena, 
theater, and expo center) is provided in Table 1. For clarity, dark days (days when no events 
were scheduled), including days reserved for loading, unloading, and storage activities are 
designated by shading. As shown in Table 1, MSG’s peak period throughout the year generally 
coincides with the New York Rangers’ and New York Knicks’ seasons during the late fall, winter, 
and early spring. In 2002, a total of 266 arena events were held on 224 days (there were 30 
days on which multiple events were held; nearly half of these days involved circus 



                                                 
1 An alternative to the proposed action includes MSG remaining at its present location. 
2 The NYCDCP Hudson Yards Development Scenarios indicate that the arena seating capacity of MSG would 
increase from 19,500 to 23,000. 
3 Actual attendance capacity varies by event (see Table 5). 



Event Start Time Event Start Time Event Start Time
1/1/02 Tuesday
1/2/02 Wednesday Load-Out
1/3/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Dallas 7:30 PM Load-Out
1/4/02 Friday Load-Out



1/5/02 Saturday College Basketball: St. John's vs. West Virginia               
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Boston



2:00 PM     
7:30 PM Load-Out



1/6/02 Sunday Load-In
1/7/02 Monday Wrestling: WWF RAW 7:45 PM Restoration
1/8/02 Tuesday Wrestling: WWF Smackdown 7:30 PM Restoration
1/9/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Los Angeles 8:00 PM Restoration
1/10/02 Thursday Restoration
1/11/02 Friday Restoration
1/12/02 Saturday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Milwaukee 7:30 PM
1/13/02 Sunday
1/14/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Columbus 7:00 PM
1/15/02 Tuesday
1/16/02 Wednesday Comedy: David Brenner (lobby) 8:00 PM Load-In
1/17/02 Thursday Comedy: David Brenner (lobby) 8:00 PM Load-In



1/18/02 Friday Comedy: David Brenner (lobby)              
Comedy: David Brenner (lobby)



8:00 PM    
10:30 PM Burlington Coat Sale 9:00 AM



1/19/02 Saturday Ice Show: Super Skate 7:00 PM Comedy: David Brenner (lobby)              
Comedy: David Brenner (lobby)



8:00 PM    
10:30 PM Burlington Coat Sale 9:00 AM



1/20/02 Sunday College Basketball: St. John's vs. Villanova 2:00 PM Comedy You Can't Refuse (lobby)          
Comedy You Can't Refuse (lobby)



7:00 PM    
10:00 PM Burlington Coat Sale 11:00 AM



1/21/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Charlotte 1:00 PM Burlington Coat Sale 9:00 AM
1/22/02 Tuesday Load-Out
1/23/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Boston 7:00 PM
1/24/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Phoenix 7:30 PM
1/25/02 Friday Rangers Skating Party 9:00 AM Load-In Rangers Skating Party 9:00 AM



1/26/02 Saturday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Washington                             
College Basketball: St. John's vs. Providence



1:00 PM     
9:00 PM Boxing: Mosley vs. Forrest 7:00 PM



1/27/02 Sunday Rangers Skating Party 9:00 AM Rangers Skating Party 9:00 AM
1/28/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Tampa Bay 7:00 PM Track Storage
1/29/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Philadelphia 7:30 PM Awards: Archer 6:30 PM Track Storage
1/30/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. NY Islanders 7:00 PM Track Storage
1/31/02 Thursday Load-In Track Storage



2/1/02 Friday Millrose Games 5:00 PM Comedy: Class Clowns (lobby)               
Comedy: Class Clowns (lobby)



8:00 PM    
11:00 PM Warmup Area N/A



2/2/02 Saturday Colgate Track 11:00 AM Warmup Area & Carnival N/A
2/3/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Miami 12:00 PM
2/4/02 Monday Ice Maintenance
2/5/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. LA Clippers 7:30 PM Load-In Load-In
2/6/02 Wednesday Dog Show Setup
2/7/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Atlanta 7:30 PM Family Show: Sesame Street 10:30 AM Dog Show Setup



2/8/02 Friday Dream Game                                                                     
Harlem Globetrotters



12:00 PM    
7:00 PM



Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM Dog Show Benching



2/9/02 Saturday College Basketball: St. John's vs. Connecticut 7:00 PM
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:30 PM



Dog Show Benching



2/10/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Pittsburgh 1:00 PM
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:30 PM



Dog Show Benching



2/11/02 Monday Dog Show 8:00 AM Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:00 AM   
2:00 PM Dog Show Benching



2/12/02 Tuesday Dog Show 8:00 AM Storage Dog Show Benching
2/13/02 Wednesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Toronto 7:30 PM Family Show: Sesame Street 10:30 AM Load-Out
2/14/02 Thursday Concert: Luis Miguel 8:00 PM Family Show: Sesame Street 10:30 AM
2/15/02 Friday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Detroit 7:30 PM Family Show: Sesame Street 10:30 AM



2/16/02 Saturday Concert: Concierto Del Amor 8:00 PM
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:30 PM



2/17/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Utah 7:00 PM
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:30 PM



2/18/02 Monday College Basketball: St. John's vs. Boston College 7:00 PM Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM



2/19/02 Tuesday Maintenance
2/20/02 Wednesday Maintenance
2/21/02 Thursday Maintenance
2/22/02 Friday Concert: Crosby, Stills, Nash & Young 8:00 PM
2/23/02 Saturday Concert: Crosby, Stills, Nash & Young 8:00 PM
2/24/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. LA Lakers 12:00 PM
2/25/02 Monday Ice Maintenance Load-In
2/26/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. New Jersey 7:00 PM NYS Bar Exam 9:00 AM
2/27/02 Wednesday College Basketball: St. John's vs. Notre Dame 7:30 PM NYS Bar Exam 9:00 AM
2/28/02 Thursday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Ottawa 7:00 PM
3/1/02 Friday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Seattle 7:30 PM Load-In



3/2/02 Saturday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Philadelphia                           
NYPD vs. FDNY



3:00 PM     
8:00 PM Teachers' Exam 8:30 AM



3/3/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. San Antonio 3:00 PM Knicks Kids' Day 1:00 PM
3/4/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Calgary 7:00 PM Load-In
3/5/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Milwaukee 7:30 PM Press



3/6/02 Wednesday College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader                      
College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader



12:00 PM    
7:00 PM Press



3/7/02 Thursday College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader                      
College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader



12:00 PM    
7:00 PM Press



3/8/02 Friday College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader 7:00 PM Concert: Beres Hammond 8:00 PM Press
3/9/02 Saturday College Basketball: Big East Championship 8:00 PM Press
3/10/02 Sunday
3/11/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Montreal 7:30 PM
3/12/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Philadelphia 7:30 PM
3/13/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Boston 8:00 PM
3/14/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Sacramento 7:30 PM
3/15/02 Friday Concert: Billy Joel & Elton John 7:30 PM



3/16/02 Saturday
PSAL                                                                                  
PSAL                                                                                  
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Cleveland



11:00 AM    
1:00 PM     
7:30 PM



3/17/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Detroit 3:00 PM



ARENA



Table 1: 2002 Madison Square Garden Events
THEATER (includes lobby) EXPO CENTER



Date Day of Week
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Event Start Time Event Start Time Event Start Time
ARENA



Table 1: 2002 Madison Square Garden Events
THEATER (includes lobby) EXPO CENTER



Date Day of Week
3/18/02 Monday Circus Stabling
3/19/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Vancouver 7:00 PM Circus Stabling
3/20/02 Wednesday Circus Stabling
3/21/02 Thursday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey 7:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/22/02 Friday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Atlanta



10:30 AM    
7:00 PM AFT Mayor's Circus N/A Circus Stabling



3/23/02 Saturday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Concert: El Vacilon 8:00 PM Circus Stabling



3/24/02 Sunday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



3/25/02 Monday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Denver



10:30 AM    
7:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/26/02 Tuesday College Basketball: NIT Doubleheader 7:00 PM Circus Stabling



3/27/02 Wednesday Graduation: NYPD                                                             
NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Philadelpia



11:00 AM    
8:00 PM Circus Stabling



3/28/02 Thursday College Basketball: NIT Doubleheader 6:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/29/02 Friday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Minnesota



12:00 PM    
7:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/30/02 Saturday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby)     
Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby)



8:00 PM    
10:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/31/02 Sunday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



4/1/02 Monday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Concert: Hot 97 8:00 PM Circus Stabling



4/2/02 Tuesday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Charlotte



12:00 PM    
8:00 PM Load-In Circus Stabling



4/3/02 Wednesday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



12:00 PM    
7:30 PM Press Conference 12:00 PM Circus Stabling



4/4/02 Thursday Basketball: McDonald's Games                                         
Basketball: McDonald's Games



5:00 PM     
8:00 PM Circus Stabling



4/5/02 Friday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



4/6/02 Saturday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



4/7/02 Sunday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



4/8/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Pittsburgh 7:00 PM Clean



4/9/02 Tuesday Dream Game                                                                     
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Orlando



1:00 PM     
7:30 PM Comedy: KISS-FM (lobby) 8:00 PM Clean



4/10/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Toronto 7:00 PM Load-In Clean
4/11/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Chicago 7:30 PM Boxing: Golden Gloves 7:30 PM Clean
4/12/02 Friday Concert: Luis Miguel 8:00 PM Boxing: Golden Gloves 7:30 PM
4/13/02 Saturday Ice Show: Target Stars on Ice 8:00 PM Load-In
4/14/02 Sunday Load-In
4/15/02 Monday Load-In
4/16/02 Tuesday Load-In
4/17/02 Wednesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. New Jersey 7:30 PM Meeting: Coca-Cola Shareholders 9:30 AM
4/18/02 Thursday Load-In
4/19/02 Friday Load-In
4/20/02 Saturday Concert: Hola New York 8:00 PM NFL Draft 12:00 PM
4/21/02 Sunday NFL Draft 12:00 PM
4/22/02 Monday Load-In
4/23/02 Tuesday Comedy: KISS-FM (lobby) 8:00 PM Job Fair 11:00 AM
4/24/02 Wednesday Load-In
4/25/02 Thursday Destinations Showcase 12:00 PM
4/26/02 Friday Concert: Paul McCartney 8:00 PM Load-In



4/27/02 Saturday Concert: Paul McCartney 8:00 PM CPR Seminar (lobby)                              
Boxing: McCline vs. Briggs



9:00 AM    
6:30 PM



4/28/02 Sunday
4/29/02 Monday Liberty Media Day 10:00 AM
4/30/02 Tuesday
5/1/02 Wednesday Religious: Bountiful Blessings 7:00 PM



5/2/02 Thursday Religious: Bountiful Blessings                 
Religious: Bountiful Blessings



11:00 AM   
7:00 PM Load-In



5/3/02 Friday Religious: Bountiful Blessings                 
Religious: Bountiful Blessings



11:00 AM   
7:00 PM Load-In



5/4/02 Saturday Storage
5/5/02 Sunday Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
5/6/02 Monday Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
5/7/02 Tuesday Comedy: KISS-FM (lobby) 8:00 PM Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
5/8/02 Wednesday Load-In Load-Out
5/9/02 Thursday Meeting: Regional Coke 10:00 AM
5/10/02 Friday Concert: Kid Rock 8:00 PM Load-In Set-Up
5/11/02 Saturday Load-In Teachers' Exam 8:30 AM
5/12/02 Sunday Load-In
5/13/02 Monday Load-In
5/14/02 Tuesday Load-In
5/15/02 Wednesday Load-In
5/16/02 Thursday Set-Up UPN Event 10:30 AM Set-Up
5/17/02 Friday Emmys Dinner 5:30 PM Awards: Daytime Emmys 9:00 PM Emmys Dinner 5:30 PM
5/18/02 Saturday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Houston (preseason) 4:00 PM Load-Out Local 3 Elections 6:00 AM
5/19/02 Sunday
5/20/02 Monday Liberty Open Practice 7:00 PM Graduation: NYU Law 10:30 AM Court Repair
5/21/02 Tuesday Comedy: KISS-FM (lobby) 8:00 PM Court Repair
5/22/02 Wednesday Graduation: New School 3:00 PM Court Repair
5/23/02 Thursday Graduation: Yeshiva 11:00 AM Court Repair
5/24/02 Friday Graduation: College of Dentistry 10:30 AM Court Repair
5/25/02 Saturday Concert: Latin Show 8:00 PM Comedy: Eddie Griffin 8:00 PM Court Repair
5/26/02 Sunday Religious: Yogeshwar 3:00 PM Religious: Yogeshwar N/A Court Repair
5/27/02 Monday Court Repair



Event Start Time Event Start Time Event Start Time
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Table 1: 2002 Madison Square Garden Events
THEATER (includes lobby) EXPO CENTER



Date Day of Week
5/28/02 Tuesday Concert: Dave Mathews 7:30 PM Court Repair



5/29/02 Wednesday Concert: Dave Mathews 7:30 PM Graduation: Baruch                                 
Graduation: Baruch



11:00 AM   
3:30 PM Court Repair



5/30/02 Thursday Graduation: John Jay 10:30 AM Court Repair
5/31/02 Friday Concert: Blink 182 & Green Day 7:30 PM Graduation: BMCC 11:30 AM Court Repair
6/1/02 Saturday Court Repair
6/2/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Miami 12:00 PM Court Repair
6/3/02 Monday Graduation: NYC Tech 1:00 PM Court Repair
6/4/02 Tuesday Meeting (lobby) 10:00 AM Court Repair
6/5/02 Wednesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Detroit 7:30 PM Court Repair
6/6/02 Thursday Court Repair
6/7/02 Friday Court Repair



6/8/02 Saturday Comedy: Chuck Nice                               
Comedy: Chuck Nice



8:00 PM    
10:30 PM Court Repair



6/9/02 Sunday Court Repair
6/10/02 Monday Court Repair
6/11/02 Tuesday Meeting: Port Authority 10:00 AM Court Repair
6/12/02 Wednesday Court Repair
6/13/02 Thursday Concert: Andrea Bocelli 8:00 PM Comedy: Grrl Genius Night (lobby) 8:00 PM Court Repair
6/14/02 Friday Comedy Forum (lobby) N/A Court Repair
6/15/02 Saturday Court Repair
6/16/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Charlotte 2:00 PM Court Repair
6/17/02 Monday Dream Game 5:00 PM Court Repair
6/18/02 Tuesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Orlando 7:30 PM Court Repair
6/19/02 Wednesday Dinner (lobby) 5:30 PM Court Repair
6/20/02 Thursday Graduation: Edward R. Murrow 6:30 PM Court Repair
6/21/02 Friday Concert: Incubus 8:00 PM Court Repair
6/22/02 Saturday Concert: Latin Concert 8:00 PM Court Repair
6/23/02 Sunday Court Repair
6/24/02 Monday Concert: Korn 8:00 PM Load-In Court Repair
6/25/02 Tuesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Indiana 7:30 PM Load-In Court Repair
6/26/02 Wednesday Concert: Cher 8:00 PM NBA Draft 7:00 PM Court Repair
6/27/02 Thursday Concert: Cher 8:00 PM Graduation (lobby) 11:00 AM Load-In
6/28/02 Friday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Cleveland 7:30 PM Comic & Fantasy Expo 3:00 PM
6/29/02 Saturday Wrestling: WWE RAW 8:00 PM Comic & Fantasy Expo 10:00 AM
6/30/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Portland 4:00 PM Comic & Fantasy Expo 10:00 AM
7/1/02 Monday Film Shoot 12:00 PM Film Shoot 8:00 AM Load-Out
7/2/02 Tuesday
7/3/02 Wednesday
7/4/02 Thursday
7/5/02 Friday
7/6/02 Saturday
7/7/02 Sunday
7/8/02 Monday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Phoenix 7:30 PM Load-In
7/9/02 Tuesday Load-In
7/10/02 Wednesday Load-In
7/11/02 Thursday N/A 9:45 AM
7/12/02 Friday Concert: Marc Anthony 7:30 PM Load-In
7/13/02 Saturday Tampax Tour 1:00 PM Tour Exhibit 3:00 PM
7/14/02 Sunday Concert: Chayanne 8:00 PM
7/15/02 Monday
7/16/02 Tuesday
7/17/02 Wednesday
7/18/02 Thursday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Los Angeles 8:00 PM Blood Drive (lobby) 9:00 AM
7/19/02 Friday
7/20/02 Saturday Concert: PA Colombia 7:30 PM Teachers' Exam 8:30 AM
7/21/02 Sunday



7/22/02 Monday Dream Game                                                                     
WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Cleveland



1:00 PM     
7:30 PM



7/23/02 Tuesday Load-In Load-In
7/24/02 Wednesday Load-In Load-In



7/25/02 Thursday
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar



9:30 AM     
2:00 PM     
7:00 PM



Religious: Creflo Dollar N/A



7/26/02 Friday
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar



9:30 AM     
2:00 PM     
7:00 PM



Religious: Creflo Dollar N/A



7/27/02 Saturday
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar



9:30 AM     
2:00 PM     
7:00 PM



Religious: Creflo Dollar N/A



7/28/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Houston 2:00 PM



7/29/02 Monday
Dream Games                                                                   
Dream Games                                                                   
Dream Games



1:00 PM     
6:00 PM     
8:00 PM



7/30/02 Tuesday Liberty Open Practice 7:00 PM Storage
7/31/02 Wednesday Concert: The Who 7:30 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Storage
8/1/02 Thursday Concert: The Who 7:30 PM Storage
8/2/02 Friday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Miami 7:30 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Storage
8/3/02 Saturday Concert: The Who 7:30 PM Storage
8/4/02 Sunday Concert: The Who 7:30 PM Storage
8/5/02 Monday
8/6/02 Tuesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Minnesota 7:30 PM
8/7/02 Wednesday Concert: Lil Bow Wow 7:30 PM
8/8/02 Thursday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Washington 7:30 PM
8/9/02 Friday
8/10/02 Saturday Wedding Expo 11:00 AM
8/11/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Charlotte 4:00 PM
8/12/02 Monday Concert: Bruce Springsteen 7:30 PM Storage
8/13/02 Tuesday Knicks City Dancer Auditions N/A Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
8/14/02 Wednesday Knicks City Dancer Auditions N/A Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
8/15/02 Thursday
8/16/02 Friday Avon Launch N/A
8/17/02 Saturday
8/18/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Indiana (playoffs) 12:00 PM
8/19/02 Monday
8/20/02 Tuesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Indiana (playoffs) 8:00 PM
8/21/02 Wednesday
8/22/02 Thursday Teacher's Seminar 9:00 AM Teacher's Exhibits 12:00 PM
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Table 1: 2002 Madison Square Garden Events
THEATER (includes lobby) EXPO CENTER



Date Day of Week
8/23/02 Friday
8/24/02 Saturday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Washington (playoffs) 8:00 PM
8/25/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Washington (playoffs) 7:00 PM
8/26/02 Monday Wrestling: WWE RAW 7:45 PM
8/27/02 Tuesday
8/28/02 Wednesday
8/29/02 Thursday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Los Angeles (playoffs) 7:30 PM
8/30/02 Friday Concert: Carribean Concert 7:00 PM
8/31/02 Saturday
9/1/02 Sunday
9/2/02 Monday
9/3/02 Tuesday
9/4/02 Wednesday
9/5/02 Thursday
9/6/02 Friday
9/7/02 Saturday Concert: Salsa Fest 8:00 PM
9/8/02 Sunday
9/9/02 Monday Load-In
9/10/02 Tuesday Load-In Job Fair 11:00 AM
9/11/02 Wednesday Day of Hope and Healing 7:00 PM Holding Area
9/12/02 Thursday
9/13/02 Friday Load-In Set-up
9/14/02 Saturday Religious: 7th Day Adventists 9:30 AM Religious: Adventists' Luncheon 1:30 PM
9/15/02 Sunday Ice Maintenance
9/16/02 Monday Ice Maintenance
9/17/02 Tuesday Basketball: Wheelchair Basketball Classic 7:00 PM
9/18/02 Wednesday Ice Maintenance
9/19/02 Thursday Load-In Season Opener (lobby) 5:30 PM
9/20/02 Friday Ice Show: Stars, Stripes & Skates 8:00 PM Load-In
9/21/02 Saturday Concert: Viva Mexico 7:30 PM Fannie Mae Home Fair 10:00 AM
9/22/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Philadelphia (preseason) 5:00 PM
9/23/02 Monday Concert: Billy Joel & Elton John 7:30 PM
9/24/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. New Jersey (preseason) 7:00 PM Graduation: LaGuardia 10:30 AM
9/25/02 Wednesday Load-In Storage
9/26/02 Thursday Concert: Rolling Stones 8:00 PM Storage
9/27/02 Friday Concert: Enrique Iglesias 8:00 PM Load-In
9/28/02 Saturday Comedy: Vacilon 69 8:00 PM
9/29/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Boston (preseason) 5:00 PM
9/30/02 Monday Load-In
10/1/02 Tuesday Concert: One Night With Light 8:00 PM
10/2/02 Wednesday
10/3/02 Thursday
10/4/02 Friday
10/5/02 Saturday Concert: Marc Anthony & Carlos Vives 8:00 PM
10/6/02 Sunday Concert: Radio Jesus 3:00 PM
10/7/02 Monday Set-Up
10/8/02 Tuesday Concert: Music to My Ears 7:30 PM Storage
10/9/02 Wednesday Set-Up Employee Dinner (lobby) 5:30 PM
10/10/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. San Antonio (preseason) 7:30 PM Load-In
10/11/02 Friday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Montreal 7:00 PM Load-In



10/12/02 Saturday FDNY Memorial                                                                 
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Phoenix (preseason)



10:00 AM    
7:30 PM Bar Mitzvah (lobby) 8:00 PM Load-In



10/13/02 Sunday Girl Scouts' Anniversary 2:00 PM Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
10/14/02 Monday Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
10/15/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Toronto 7:00 PM Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
10/16/02 Wednesday Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Load-Out
10/17/02 Thursday Concert: Cher 8:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Storage
10/18/02 Friday Concert: Cher 8:00 PM Comedy: Dave Chappelle 8:00 PM Storage
10/19/02 Saturday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Nashville 7:00 PM Concert: Rock & Roll Revival 7:30 PM
10/20/02 Sunday Concert: Vicente & Alejandro Fernandez 7:00 PM Bar Mitzvah (lobby) 12:00 PM
10/21/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Tampa Bay 7:00 PM
10/22/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Utah (preseason) 7:30 PM Learning Annex 6:30 PM
10/23/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Washington 7:00 PM Big East Media Day (lobby) 9:30 AM
10/24/02 Thursday Concert: Rush 8:00 PM Awards: AFB (lobby) 5:30 PM
10/25/02 Friday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Los Angeles 7:00 PM Religious: Church of Christ 7:00 PM



10/26/02 Saturday
Religious: Church of Christ                     
Religious: Church of Christ                     
Religious: Church of Christ



9:00 AM    
2:00 PM    
7:00 PM



10/27/02 Sunday Religious: Church of Christ 3:00 PM
10/28/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Phoenix 7:00 PM Concert: Mana 8:00 PM
10/29/02 Tuesday
10/30/02 Wednesday
10/31/02 Thursday
11/1/02 Friday Concert: Hopeville Tour 8:00 PM
11/2/02 Saturday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Boston 7:30 PM Comedy: J. Anthony Brown 7:30 PM
11/3/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. St. Louis 5:00 PM
11/4/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Milwaukee 7:30 PM
11/5/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Edmonton 7:00 PM
11/6/02 Wednesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Sacramento 7:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
11/7/02 Thursday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Calgary 7:00 PM Load-In
11/8/02 Friday Basketball: St. John's vs. Harlem Globetrotters 7:30 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
11/9/02 Saturday Concert: Hispanos Unidos 8:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
11/10/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. New Orleans 4:00 PM Load-In
11/11/02 Monday Concert: Bob Dylan 8:00 PM Load-In Storage
11/12/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Utah 7:30 PM Load-In Storage
11/13/02 Wednesday Concert: Bob Dylan 8:00 PM Load-In Storage
11/14/02 Thursday College Basketball: AT&T Doubleheader 7:00 PM Load-In
11/15/02 Friday College Basketball: AT&T Doubleheader 6:30 PM Load-In
11/16/02 Saturday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Philadelphia 1:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 9:00 PM Storage
11/17/02 Sunday Wrestling: WWE Survivor Series 7:45 PM Load-In Storage
11/18/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Detroit 7:30 PM Load-In
11/19/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Anaheim 7:00 PM Load-In
11/20/02 Wednesday Concert: Shakira 9:00 PM Load-In Storage
11/21/02 Thursday Concert: Peter Gabriel 8:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Storage
11/22/02 Friday Load-In
11/23/02 Saturday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. NY Islanders 1:00 PM Rehearsal



Event Start Time Event Start Time Event Start Time
ARENA



Table 1: 2002 Madison Square Garden Events
THEATER (includes lobby) EXPO CENTER



Date Day of Week
11/24/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Minnesota 7:00 PM Rehearsal
11/25/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Carolina 7:00 PM Rehearsal
11/26/02 Tuesday Concert: The Other Ones 7:30 PM Rehearsal Storage
11/27/02 Wednesday College Basketball: NIT Doubleheader 7:00 PM Rehearsal
11/28/02 Thursday



11/29/02 Friday College Basketball: NIT Doubleheader 6:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



1:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



11/30/02 Saturday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. New Orleans 1:00 PM



Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



12/1/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Tampa Bay 1:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/2/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Cleveland 7:30 PM
12/3/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Columbus 7:00 PM



12/4/02 Wednesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Orlando 7:30 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



2:00 PM    
7:30 PM



12/5/02 Thursday Concert: Guns & Roses 7:30 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
7:30 PM Storage



12/6/02 Friday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Buffalo 7:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Load-In



12/7/02 Saturday College Basketball Tripleheader 12:00 PM



Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Teachers' Exam 8:30 AM



12/8/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Boston 1:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/9/02 Monday Concert: KISS-FM R&B Jam 7:00 PM Storage
12/10/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Seattle 7:30 PM



12/11/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Chicago 8:00 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



2:00 PM    
7:30 PM Storage



12/12/02 Thursday Concert: Z-100 Jingle Ball 7:00 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
7:30 PM Storage



12/13/02 Friday Concert: Tom Petty 7:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Storage



12/14/02 Saturday College Basketball Doubleheader                                 
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Boston



12:00 PM    
7:30 PM



Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



12/15/02 Sunday
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/16/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. San Jose 7:00 PM
12/17/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. New Jersey 7:30 PM



12/18/02 Wednesday Concert: WKTU's Miracle on 34th Street 7:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
7:30 PM



Storage



12/19/02 Thursday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Montreal 7:00 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
7:30 PM



12/20/02 Friday Concert: Dave Mathews 7:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Storage



12/21/02 Saturday Concert: Dave Mathews 7:30 PM



Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Storage



12/22/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Miami 7:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/23/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. New Jersey 7:00 PM Set-Up
12/24/02 Tuesday Set-Up
12/25/02 Wednesday Musical: A Christmas Carol 2:00 PM Day of Giving Dinner 2:00 PM



12/26/02 Thursday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Pittsburgh 7:00 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/27/02 Friday College Basketball: Holiday Festival Doubleheader 6:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/28/02 Saturday College Basketball: Holiday Festival Doubleheader 3:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



12/29/02 Sunday
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/30/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. San Antonio 7:30 PM
12/31/02 Tuesday Concert: Phish 8:00 PM Storage



Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003.



Color Key:
Dark Day (includes loading, unloading, and/or storage activities)
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performances). Over the course of the year, 141 
dark days occurred at the arena (109 on weekdays, 13 on Saturdays, and 19 on Sundays). 
 
Table 1 also illustrates the pattern in the scheduling of events held at the theater and expo 
center. Out of the 177 events held at the theater in 2002, 83 involved performances of “Sesame 
Street Live” and “A Christmas Carol”, two productions that primarily occurred during the months 
of February and December, respectively. Multiple performances of these shows (typically three) 
were usually held on the same day. For this reason, there were only 120 days on which events 
where scheduled (there were 39 days on which multiple events were held – 22 of these involved 
performances of “A Christmas Carol”). Over the course of the year, there were 245 days on 
which there was no event at the theater (178 of the dark days were on weekdays, 27 were on 
Saturdays, and 40 were on Sundays). As shown in Table 1, when compared to the arena and 
theater, there were relatively few public events held at the expo center over the course of the 
entire year (there were only 38 days with events). 
 
Arena events in 2002 were tabulated by event type based on the schedule shown in Table 1 
and additionally sorted by weekdays, Saturdays, and Sundays. Table 2 shows that the majority 
of weekday events involve basketball games, hockey games, concerts, and circus 
performances; the pattern of events on Sundays is more pronounced and primarily involves 
basketball and hockey games. Most of the weekend concerts tended to occur on Saturdays.4  
 



Table 2: Distribution of 2002 MSG Arena Events 
Event Type Weekday Saturday Sunday Total 
Basketball (College) 13 7 1 21 
Basketball (NBA) 29 8 7 44 
Basketball (Other) 5 0 0 5 
Basketball (WNBA) 12 2 7 21 
Circus 14 9 9 32 
Concert 38 13 3 54 
Dog Show 2 0 0 2 
Graduation 2 0 0 2 
Ice Show 1 2 0 3 
Hockey (NHL) 32 4 7 43 
Other 15 4 2 21 
Religious 6 3 2 11 
Track 1 1 0 2 
Wrestling 3 1 1 5 
Totals 173 54 39 266 



    Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
 
Table 3 provides a similar tabulation of 2002 events held in the theater, which is also sorted by 
weekdays, Saturdays, and Sundays. This table indicates that nearly half of all theater events 
involved performances of “Sesame Street Live” (categorized as a family show) or “A Christmas 
Carol” (categorized as a musical). Although there were a significant amount of comedy events 
(34), many of these were competitions that took place in the theater lobby (which has a smaller 
seating capacity of approximately 500-600). A review of Table 3 shows that there were 
substantially fewer events at the theater on Sundays (26) compared to Saturdays (49) and that 
approximately 80% of the Sunday events involved performances of the family show or musical. 



                                                 
4 Although there were a total of 9 Sunday circus performances, these occurred over a period of 3 Sundays (multiple 
shows were held on each date). 
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Table 3: Distribution of 2002 MSG Theater Events 
Event Type Weekday Saturday Sunday Total 
Awards 3 0 0 3 
Boxing 2 2 0 4 
Comedy 22 10 2 34 
Concert 5 3 1 9 
Draft 1 1 1 3 
Family Show 10 6 6 22 
Graduation 11 0 0 11 
Meeting 4 0 0 4 
Musical 27 19 15 61 
Other 12 4 0 16 
Religious 5 4 1 10 
Totals 102 49 26 177 



     Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
 
Table 4 shows the distribution of arena and theater events that were held on the same day at 
MSG in 2002 and compares their differences in start times. Events with overlapping arrival 
periods were assumed to include all events with differences in start times of less than one hour. 
As shown in Table 4, there were overlaps on slightly less than half of the weekdays when 
events were held at the two venues. A review of these events indicates that approximately half 
of these overlaps involve events in the theater lobby. As shown in Table 4, there were no 
overlapping events on Sundays since all events had differences in start times of one hour or 
greater.  
 



Table 4: Relationship between 2002 Arena and Theater Events Held On Same Day 
Difference in Start Times 



Day of Week Same ½ Hour  1 Hour  > 1 Hour  
Total 



Events 
Weekday 10 10 7 25 52 
Saturday 3 6 5 6 20 
Sunday 0 0 3 4 7 
Totals 13 16 15 35 79 



            Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
 
Existing Attendance Patterns 
Table 5 presents detailed data about the major types of arena events (concerts, NBA 
basketball, WNBA basketball, college basketball, NHL hockey, and the circus). This table 
includes typical event durations, attendance capacities, and existing 85th percentile 
attendances.5 Although both the New York Knicks and New York Rangers currently tend to sell 
out many of their games, the Knicks games have the highest 85th percentile attendance out of 
all events. As shown in Table 5, the 85th percentile attendances at WNBA basketball games and 
circus performances are significantly lower compared to the other major events; for this reason 
a WNBA basketball game or circus performance would not be expected to constitute the 
reasonable worst-case scenario for the analysis of transportation-related impacts. According to 
Madison Square Garden management, although concert attendance varies, a significant 



                                                 
5 85th percentile attendances will be used to develop a reasonable worst-case scenario that would occur with enough 
frequency to warrant consideration for analysis. 
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number of concerts sell out every year. 
Therefore, the events that have the highest 85th percentile attendances involve NBA basketball 
games, concerts, and NHL hockey games. 
 



Table 5: Existing Arena Capacity and Approximate Duration of Events 
85th Percentile Attendances 



Event Type 
Typical 



Duration1 
Attendance 
Capacity2 Overall Weekday Weekend 



Concert 3+ hours 20,629 17,977 18,301 16,476 
NBA Basketball 2 ½ hours 20,024 19,0233 
WNBA Basketball 2 hours 20,024 11,605 11,221 12,126 
College Basketball 2 hours 20,024 16,012 14,389 16,167 
NHL Hockey 2 ¾ hours 18,295 17,3803 
Circus 2 ½ hours 18,295 13,687 13,686 13,062 
Sources: Madison Square Garden and Sam Schwartz LLC, 2003. 
Notes: (1) Listed durations are minimum times and do not include overtime or unexpected delays. (2) Includes 
seats and suites. (3) Most of these events are sold out; Sam Schwartz LLC estimates indicate that actual 
attendances range between 95% and 100% of capacity. 



  
Travel Surveys 
To establish the existing travel patterns of MSG attendees, travel surveys conducted by Vollmer 
Associates in the fall of 1987 were utilized.6 These surveys included interviews to determine 
modes of travel specific to the origins of attendees at the following three weeknight events: 



 Cars Concert (Thursday, October 29, 1987 @ 8:00 pm); 
 New York Knicks vs. Boston Celtics (Monday, November 9, 1987 @ 7:30 pm); and  
 New York Rangers vs. New Jersey Devils (Tuesday, November 10, 1987 @ 7:30 pm). 



 
Additional surveys at MSG were conducted by Sam Schwartz LLC in the spring of 2003.7 These 
surveys were used to determine temporal distributions, vehicle occupancies, and to 
approximate variations in travel patterns between a weekday and a Sunday sports event. 
Events that were surveyed included: 



 New York Knicks vs. Milwaukee Bucks (Sunday, March 16, 2003 @ 7:00 pm); 
 New York Knicks vs. Toronto Raptors (Monday, March 24, 2003 @ 7:30 pm); 
 New York Knicks vs. New Jersey Nets (Friday, March 28, 2003 @ 8:00 pm); 
 New York Rangers vs. Pittsburgh Penguins (Wednesday, March 26, 2003 @ 7:30 pm); 
 New York Rangers vs. New Jersey Devils (Friday, April 4, 2003 @ 7:30 pm); and 
 Red Hot Chili Peppers Concert (Tuesday, May 20, 2003 @ 8:00 pm). 



 
Trip Origins 
A comparison of trip origins from the three weeknight events surveyed (concert, Rangers game, 
and Knicks game) is presented in Table 6. The table also includes an average distribution of 
origins for the weeknight sports events and a projected distribution of origins for Sunday sports 
events. As shown in the table, the percentage of Manhattan origins is highest for the weeknight 
sports events; this variation is likely attributed to the large percentage of attendees that go to 
these types of MSG events directly from work in Manhattan. 
 
 
 
 



                                                 
6Technical Memorandum A-4, Madison Square Garden Attendance Profile, Vollmer Associates, 1987. 
7Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, Sam Schwartz LLC, August 26, 2003. 
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Table 6: Trip Origins of MSG Attendees 



Region 
Weeknight 



Concert 



Weeknight 
Rangers 



Game 



Weeknight 
Knicks 
Game 



Weeknight 
Sports 



Average 



Sunday 
Sports 
Event1 



Staten Island 2.7% 1.7% 1.6% 1.6% 0.5% 
Manhattan 20.8% 34.8% 38.8% 36.8% 30.3% 
Brooklyn 11.6% 7.2% 8.2% 7.7% 9.8% 
Bronx 4.6% 2.6% 3.7% 3.2% 2.3% 
Queens 14.0% 8.3% 11.8% 10.1% 11.6% 
Long Island 15.4% 13.2% 9.0% 11.1% 12.7% 
Westchester 14.2% 5.7% 4.6% 5.1% 7.1% 
Rockland 0.8% 1.1% 7.4% 4.3% 4.3% 
New Jersey 13.9% 22.1% 9.6% 15.7% 17.0% 
Connecticut 1.9% 3.2% 5.4% 4.3% 4.3% 
Sources: Vollmer Associates, 1987. 
Notes: (1) Estimated based on weeknight sports average using Sam Schwartz LLC surveys. (2) Sum of origins 
do not total 100% due to rounding. 



    
Existing and Projected Modal Splits 
In order to develop trip assignments specific for each mode of travel, modal splits expanded to a 
regional basis will be utilized. Table 7 shows modal splits by region for a weeknight concert, a 
weeknight sports event, and a Sunday sports event. The table also includes the weighted 
average modal splits, which were calculated by applying the respective trip origins (listed in 
Table 6) to the regional modal splits. The results show that overall auto usage is consistent for 
weeknight events (31.7% for the concert and 33.7% for the sports events) and is higher (48.4%) 
for a Sunday sports event. In contrast, overall transit usage is highest for a weeknight concert 
(51.8%) and lowest for a Sunday sports event (34.8%). 
 
In order to account for a potential relocation of Madison Square Garden to a location one and a 
half blocks west of its existing location, auto and taxi modal splits were increased by 7.5% and 
5%, respectively, to account for a reduced access to transit services. This is similar to the 
methodology that was used to develop modal split assumptions for sports events at the 
proposed nearby multi-use facility based the existing MSG travel surveys8. The resulting modal 
splits are shown in Table 8. It is anticipated that given the existing and projected location of 
MSG, the existing and projected modal splits would be affected by neither the No. 7 subway 
extension nor the LIRR East Side Access project. 
 
Temporal Distributions 
Table 9 shows the results of the temporal distributions obtained from the MSG door counts. 
Based on the results of these surveys, it will be assumed that approximately 75% percent of 
arrivals to sports events9 and 50% of arrivals to concerts would occur during the peak hour. 
Compared to sports events, the temporal distributions of concert events tend to exhibit less 
pronounced peaking characteristics because there are usually opening acts before the 
headliner band and a significant amount of attendees typically arrive after the concert begins. 



                                                 
8 It was assumed that arena events at the proposed multi-use facility location would have increases in auto and taxi 
splits of 15% and 10%, respectively. Since MSG would be relocated to a site approximately halfway between Penn 
Station and the proposed multi-use facility, the increases in auto/taxi modal splits were assumed to 50% of what was 
assumed for the proposed multi-use facility. 
9 To provide for a conservative analysis, data from the March 16, 2003 and March 28, 2003 New York Knicks games 
were excluded due to their lower peak hour temporal distributions. 
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Staten Island 72% 10% 0% 0% 0% 18% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 12% 28% 1% 21% 4% 34% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 44% 3% 1% 0% 0% 52% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 46% 9% 0% 3% 3% 39% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 49% 1% 2% 1% 0% 37% 10% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 22% 2% 2% 0% 0% 2% 72% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 18% 8% 0% 8% 60% 6% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 83% 0% 0% 0% 17% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 42% 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 0% 35% 16% 100%
Connecticut 39% 5% 0% 34% 0% 22% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 31.7% 8.7% 1.1% 6.7% 9.8% 22.4% 12.5% 4.9% 2.2% 100.0%
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Staten Island 80% 4% 6% 0% 2% 10% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 13% 17% 4% 24% 2% 42% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 58% 1% 0% 0% 1% 41% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 48% 2% 0% 0% 4% 47% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 42% 3% 1% 1% 1% 45% 9% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 25% 0% 1% 1% 0% 4% 70% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 52% 7% 0% 9% 19% 14% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 46% 0% 0% 5% 50% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 54% 3% 0% 2% 5% 2% 1% 25% 9% 100%
Connecticut 44% 9% 4% 8% 20% 17% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 33.7% 7.9% 1.7% 10.2% 5.6% 26.9% 8.7% 3.9% 1.4% 100.0%
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Staten Island 92% 1% 1% 0% 1% 5% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 19% 22% 4% 19% 1% 34% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 56% 1% 0% 0% 1% 42% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 41% 2% 0% 0% 4% 53% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 61% 3% 1% 1% 1% 29% 6% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 38% 0% 1% 0% 0% 3% 57% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 83% 7% 0% 2% 5% 3% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 58% 0% 0% 4% 38% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 76% 3% 0% 1% 2% 1% 0% 12% 4% 100%
Connecticut 55% 9% 4% 6% 14% 12% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 48.4% 8.4% 1.7% 6.6% 3.6% 20.5% 8.0% 2.0% 0.7% 100.0%
Source: Vollmer Associates, 1987.
Note: Sunday modal splits estimated based on weeknight sports average using Sam Schwartz LLC surveys (2003).



SUNDAY SPORTS EVENT



WEEKNIGHT CONCERT



Table 7: Existing Arrival Modal Splits By Region
(Without MSG Relocation)



WEEKNIGHT SPORTS EVENT
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Staten Island 77% 11% 0% 0% 0% 12% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 13% 29% 1% 20% 4% 33% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 47% 3% 1% 0% 0% 49% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 49% 9% 0% 3% 3% 36% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 53% 1% 2% 1% 0% 34% 9% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 24% 2% 2% 0% 0% 2% 70% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 19% 8% 0% 8% 59% 6% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 89% 0% 0% 0% 11% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 45% 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 0% 33% 15% 100%
Connecticut 42% 5% 0% 32% 0% 21% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 34.1% 9.1% 1.1% 6.4% 9.5% 21.0% 12.1% 4.6% 2.1% 100.0%
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Staten Island 85% 4% 6% 0% 1% 4% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 13% 18% 4% 23% 1% 41% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 62% 1% 0% 0% 0% 37% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 52% 2% 0% 0% 3% 43% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 45% 3% 1% 1% 1% 42% 8% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 27% 0% 1% 0% 0% 4% 68% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 55% 7% 0% 8% 17% 12% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 49% 0% 0% 5% 46% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 58% 3% 0% 2% 5% 2% 0% 23% 8% 100%
Connecticut 47% 9% 4% 7% 18% 15% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 36.2% 8.3% 1.8% 9.8% 5.1% 25.5% 8.4% 3.6% 1.3% 100.0%
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Staten Island 95% 1% 1% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 21% 23% 5% 18% 1% 32% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 61% 1% 0% 0% 0% 38% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 44% 2% 0% 0% 4% 50% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 65% 3% 1% 1% 1% 25% 5% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 41% 0% 1% 0% 0% 3% 54% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 89% 7% 0% 1% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 62% 0% 0% 3% 34% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 82% 3% 0% 1% 2% 1% 0% 9% 3% 100%
Connecticut 59% 9% 4% 5% 12% 10% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 52.0% 8.8% 1.8% 6.1% 3.0% 18.7% 7.6% 1.5% 0.5% 100.0%
Source: Vollmer Associates, 1987.



SUNDAY SPORTS EVENT



WEEKNIGHT CONCERT



Table 8: Projected Arrival Modal Splits By Region
(With MSG Relocation)



WEEKNIGHT SPORTS EVENT



A-100











Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent
6:00 PM - 6:15 PM 6:00 PM - 6:15 PM
6:15 PM - 6:30 PM 1 0% 6:15 PM - 6:30 PM
6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 326 2% 6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 61 0%
6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 2,200 16% 6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 2,234 13%
7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 1,685 12% 7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 1,911 11%
7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 2,646 19% 7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 3,403 20%
7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 3,320 24% 7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 4,258 25%
7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 2,194 16% 7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 2,753 16%
8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 873 6% 8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 1,501 9%
8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 319 2% 8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 611 4%
8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 178 1% 8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 321 2%
8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 8:45 PM - 9:00 PM
9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 9:00 PM - 9:15 PM
9:15 PM - 9:30 PM 9:15 PM - 9:30 PM
9:30 PM - 9:45 PM 9:30 PM - 9:45 PM



13,742 100% 17,053 100%



Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent
6:00 PM - 6:15 PM 1 0% 6:00 PM - 6:15 PM
6:15 PM - 6:30 PM 1 0% 6:15 PM - 6:30 PM
6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 178 1% 6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 6,106 28%
6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 1,152 9% 6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 86 0%
7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 1,362 10% 7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 327 1%
7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 2,471 19% 7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 1,910 9%
7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 2,985 23% 7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 2,092 9%
7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 2,634 20% 7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 3,016 14%
8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 1,204 9% 8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 3,791 17%
8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 606 5% 8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 2,703 12%
8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 324 2% 8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 1,147 5%
8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 132 1% 8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 558 3%
9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 63 0% 9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 208 1%
9:15 PM - 9:30 PM 9:15 PM - 9:30 PM 121 1%
9:30 PM - 9:45 PM 9:30 PM - 9:45 PM



13,113 100% 22,065 100%



Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent
5:30 PM - 5:45 PM 8,330 38% 6:00 PM - 6:15 PM
5:45 PM - 6:00 PM 75 0% 6:15 PM - 6:30 PM
6:00 PM - 6:15 PM 102 0% 6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 16 0%
6:15 PM - 6:30 PM 1,288 6% 6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 561 4%
6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 1,492 7% 7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 446 3%
6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 2,706 12% 7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 1,044 7%
7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 3,436 16% 7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 1,639 11%
7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 2,445 11% 7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 2,036 13%
7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 1,119 5% 8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 1,850 12%
7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 562 3% 8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 1,857 12%
8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 271 1% 8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 1,929 13%
8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 163 1% 8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 1,403 9%
8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 57 0% 9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 1,149 7%
8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 9:15 PM - 9:30 PM 862 6%
9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 9:30 PM - 9:45 PM 599 4%



22,046 100% 15,391 100%



Source: Sam Schwartz LLC, 2003.
Note: Event start times are indicated by shading.



10,079 46% 7,672 50%(6:30-7:30 PM) (7:45-8:45 PM)



9,845 72%



9,452 72%



Peak Hour Peak Hour



(7:00-8:00 PM) (7:00-8:00 PM)



Table 9: Temporal Distribution of MSG Attendees



New York Rangers New York Rangers



New York Knicks New York Knicks



Peak Hour Peak Hour 72%12,325



(7:30-8:00 PM)



Time Period Time Period



Totals Totals



Red Hot Chili Peppers



Time Period



Totals Totals



Sunday, March 16, 2003 Tuesday, May 20, 2003
New York Knicks



Peak Hour Peak Hour 11,602(7:00-8:00 PM) 53%



Time Period



Totals



Wednesday, March 26, 2003 Friday, April 4, 2003
Time Period



Totals



Monday, March 24, 2003 Friday, March 28, 2003
Time Period
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Similar to the projections made for the proposed multi-use facility, all event staff would be 
expected to arrive 2-3 hours prior to an event at MSG and would be on post prior to the gate 
opening time. For this reason, event staff would not be expected to travel during the peak arrival 
period of attendees. 
 
Vehicle Occupancy 
Table 10 shows the vehicle occupancies that will be used for attendees at a weeknight concert, 
weeknight sports event, and Sunday sports event; these were based on the Sam Schwartz LLC 
surveys.10 
 



Table 10: Vehicle Occupancies 
 Auto Taxi 



Weeknight Concert 2.5 2.6 
Weeknight Sports Event 2.2 2.5 



Sunday Sports Event 2.8 2.8 
                          Source: Sam Schwartz LLC, 2003. 



 
Projected Attendance Increases 
Regardless of a potential relocation, the DGEIS will also consider that the overall attendance 
capacity of MSG would increase by approximately 18% (from 19,500 to 23,000). Although it has 
not been determined how this change would affect the event-specific seating capacities listed in 
Table 5, it is assumed that each capacity would increase by the same proportion. Based on a 
review of the existing 85th percentile attendances shown in Table 5, it is anticipated that the 
increased seating capacity would have an effect on three types of events (concerts, NBA 
basketball, and NHL hockey) because many of these events currently sell out and would be 
expected to draw additional attendees. As shown in Table 11, it is assumed that the 85th 
percentile attendances at these events would also increase by 18%. Conversely, events which 
do not currently sell out would not be expected to be impacted by the availability of additional 
seating. 
 
Truck Trip Generation and Distribution 
Incremental truck trips associated with the expansion of MSG will be forecasted using the 
methodologies provided within the Multi-Use Facility Transportation Planning Assumptions 
Technical Memorandum (November 11, 2003). Because there would be an 18% increase in 
attendance capacity, the number of truck deliveries on an average weekday (food, beverage, 
and other merchandise) would be expected to increase by the same proportion.11 



 
Table 11: Events with Projected Attendance Increases 



Existing 85th Percentile 
Attendances 



Projected 85th Percentile 
Attendances Event 



Type 
Existing 
Capacity 



Projected 
Capacity Overall Weekday Weekend Overall Weekday Weekend



Concert 20,629 24,332 17,977 18,301 16,476 21,204 21,586 19,433 
NBA 



Basketball 20,024 23,618 19,023 22,437 



NHL 
Hockey 18,295 21,579 17,380 20,499 



Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
Note: Projected capacities and attendances assume an 18% increase. 
 
                                                 
10 Sam Schwartz LLC, Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, August 2003. 
11 An increase in truck trips associated with equipment for concerts and other events is not expected. 
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Selection of Weekday Evening Event for 
Analysis Purposes 
The Multi-Use Facility Transportation Planning Assumptions Technical Memorandum 
(November 11, 2003) evaluated potential combinations of simultaneous weekday evening 
events that could take place at MSG (a sports event or a concert) and at the multi-use facility (a 
football game, a stadium concert, an arena concert, or an arena sports event). The results of 
this analysis showed that the largest number of total vehicle trips would result from the 
combination of arrivals to a concert at MSG and arrivals to a football game at the multi-use 
facility. This particular combination of events will be analyzed for future conditions with the 
proposed action during the weekday evening peak hour (8-9 PM). A subsequent review of the 
simultaneous events held at the arena and theater in 2002 indicates that 8 of the 38 weekday 
concerts occurred on nights with concurrent theater events (not including events held in the 
theater lobby). It is expected that the probability of a theater event occurring at the same time of 
both a weeknight football game and a concert is unlikely12; therefore a theater event is not 
recommended to be included as part of the combination of reasonable worst-case events 
selected for analysis.13 
 
Selection of Sunday Afternoon Event for Analysis Purposes 
The Convention Center Expansion Transportation Planning Assumptions Technical 
Memorandum (October 24, 2003) determined that the Sunday 4-5 PM period would be the 
worst-case scenario for trips on a weekend as it would coincide with the peak hour of activity at 
the Convention Center and departures associated with a 1 PM football game at the adjacent 
multi-use facility. As shown in Table 2, the primary events held on Sundays at MSG in 2002 
involved NBA basketball games and NHL hockey games.14 In order to determine how arrivals 
and departures to these events would interface with the selected 4-5 PM peak hour, the starting 
and ending times of these events were examined (using typical event durations provided by 
MSG); these are compared in Table 12. As shown in this table, departures associated with the 1 
PM Rangers games and arrivals associated with the 5 PM Rangers games would have the 
potential to occur during the 4-5 PM peak hour. The pattern of starting times for Knicks games 
shown in Table 12 would not be expected to result in arrivals/departures occurring during the 4-
5 PM peak hour. 
 



Table 12: Start and End Times of Sunday Sports Events at MSG in 2002 
New York Knicks New York Rangers 



Date Start Time End Time Date Start Time End Time 
2/3/02 12:00 PM 2:30 PM 2/10/02 1:00 PM 3:45 PM 



2/24/02 12:00 PM 2:30 PM 12/1/02 1:00 PM 3:45 PM 
3/3/02 3:00 PM 5:30 PM 12/8/02 1:00 PM 3:45 PM 



11/10/02 4:00 PM 6:30 PM 3/17/02 3:00 PM 5:45 PM 
2/17/02 7:00 PM 9:30 PM 9/22/02 5:00 PM 7:45 PM 



11/24/02 7:00 PM 9:30 PM 9/29/02 5:00 PM 7:45 PM 
12/22/02 7:00 PM 9:30 PM 11/3/02 5:00 PM 7:45 PM 



          Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
 



                                                 
12 Including the 2003 season, the New York Jets have only hosted a total of 14 Monday Night Football games since 
1970 (an average of less than one per year). 
13 According to Madison Square Garden management, there would not be a theater in the new arena if MSG is 
relocated. 
14 WNBA basketball games and circus performances were excluded because they had lower 85th percentile 
attendances. 
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A review of the 2003-04 Knicks’ and Rangers’ 
schedules indicates that a comparable pattern will occur on Sundays this season: the Knicks 
have one game scheduled at 1 PM, three games scheduled for 7 PM, and one game scheduled 
for 7:30 PM; all four of the Rangers games on Sunday are scheduled for 5 PM. Therefore, it is 
assumed that travel associated with Rangers games would generally have the greatest potential 
to overlap with the 4-5 PM peak hour. 
 
As previously described, it was assumed that 75% of arrivals to a sports event at MSG would 
occur during the peak arrival hour. Based on projections made by the New York Jets for the 
temporal distribution of departures from the multi-use facility in an arena configuration, it is 
assumed that 90-95% of fans would leave MSG in the hour immediately following the end of an 
event, and that these departures would be concentrated within a 20-minute period (the time it 
would take to clear the arena). Therefore, it is expected that the majority of departures 
associated with a 1 PM game would occur during the 3-4 PM period. For this reason, it is 
recommended that the travel demand associated with arrivals to a 5 PM Rangers game should 
be included as part of the Sunday afternoon peak hour (4-5 PM) as this combination of events 
would have the greatest potential for traffic implications.  
 
It should be noted that although there were no overlapping arena and theater events on 
Sundays (as shown in Table 4), there were five Sunday afternoon performances of “A 
Christmas Carol” in December (during the NFL football season) that began at 5 PM, and arrivals 
associated with this event would have a potential to overlap with the 4-5 PM peak hour. On 
these five Sundays, there were two Rangers games scheduled for 1 PM, one Knicks game 
scheduled for 7 PM, and two dark days in the arena. Because the start times of these theater 
events were staggered in such a way were did not coincide with arena events, it is not realistic 
to combine travel demand associated with both events. The travel demand associated with a 
Rangers game (an attendance capacity of 18,295) would be expected to be more conservative 
than the travel demand associated with “A Christmas Carol” (an attendance capacity of 5,600). 
Although the travel demand associated with a theater event will not be included in the Sunday 
afternoon peak hour, its associated parking demand will be included to provide for a more 
conservative analysis.  
 
cc: L. Lennon 
 D. Fields 
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Memorandum


To:	Brett Bollinger/Chris Kern/Viktoriya Wise/Kansai Uchida – SF Planning Department


	Catherine Reilly – SF Office of Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


From:	José I. Farrán – Adavant Consulting; Luba C. Wyznyckyj – LCW Consulting


Date:	August 8, 2014 	DRAFT 1– Subject to Revisions


Re:	Travel and Parking Demand Estimates for the Proposed Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development at Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32


This technical memorandum describes the methodology and assumptions used to determine the travel demand for the proposed project, and presents the estimate of project-generated person and vehicle trips that would travel to and from the proposed multi-purpose event center and ancillary development at Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32. Parking demand estimates for the proposed uses are also presented. Detailed travel demand calculation and supporting data are included in the attached Appendix.


Introduction and Background


GSW Arena LLC (GSW), an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC, which owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, proposes to develop an approximately 12-acre project located in San Francisco on land referred to as Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Project Area. The proposed project consists of a new approximately 18,000-seat multi-purpose event center and ancillary development including multiple office buildings, retail, restaurants, structured parking, plaza areas, and other amenities. The event center would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season, as well as provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The rectangular site is bound by Third Street to the west, South Street to the north, Terry François Boulevard to the east, and 16th Street to the south, as shown in an aerial map of the project site in Figure 1. It should be noted as part of the buildout of Mission Bay, Terry François Boulevard will be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 30 and 32[footnoteRef:2]. [2:  Relocation of Terry François Boulevard will be implemented as part of the Mission Bay Area South Infrastructure Plan by FOCIL-Mission Bay, the entity serving as master developer of the remaining development rights within the Mission Bay South Plan project area.] 












			[image: \\SERVER\RedirectedFolders\cmiller\Desktop\GSW Mission Bay TMP Concepts_6 23 14.bmp]





			Figure 1


Proposed Project Site Location












Proposed Project Land Uses


The proposed project includes a multi-purpose event center, general office, general retail, and restaurant uses (including both quick service and more formal sit-down restaurants) on Mission Bay Development Blocks 29 through 32.[footnoteRef:3]  In addition, both live and movie theaters would be included. The event center building would include a variety of supporting uses, including office space, practice facilities, event hall, and other event-related uses.  Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project development.  [3:  Quick service restaurants consist of full-service eating establishments with typical duration of stay of approximately one hour, while more formal sit-down restaurants have a typical duration of stay of at least one hour and generally do not serve breakfast (Source: Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington DC, 2012).] 









			Table 1


Summary of Proposed Project for Travel Demand Analysis





			


Project Component


			Characteristics





			


			Gross Square Feet / Attendance for Travel Demand Analysis


			Event Center Employment Characteristics





			Event Center


· No Event


· GS Warriors Game


· Convention


			700,500 GSF





18,064 attendees (maximum)


9,000 attendees (typical)


			


100 employees


825 employees


675 employees





			Office (GSW Administration & Mgmt.)


			20,000 GSF


			





			General Office


			494,210 GSF


			





			General Retail


			37,000 GSF


			





			Quick Service Restaurant


			37,000 GSF


			





			Sit-down Restaurant


			37,000 GSF


			





			Live Theater


			25,000 GSF – 600 seats


Matinee: 2 to 5 PM


Evening: 7:30 to 10:30 PM


40% weekdays/60% weekends


Overlap with events


			


111 daily employees + 


64 event day employees = 


175 employees





			Movie Theater


			39,000 GSF – 420 seats


Standard movie theater days and hours of operation


Overlap with events


			





			Notes:


[a] This table presents the characteristics of the proposed project uses as they are defined for travel demand analysis purposes.


[b] GSF = gross square feet.


[c] The GSW administration and management space is part of the 700,500 GSF event center area.











Event Center Attendance


An event center is a special trip generator for which travel demand characteristics (i.e., trip generation rates, peak hour factors, etc.) are not available from standard sources used for development projects in San Francisco such as the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines)[footnoteRef:4] or the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual.[footnoteRef:5]  As such, the transportation planning characteristics of the proposed event center were evaluated taking into account the expected attendance for various events at the proposed event center. [4:  Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, San Francisco Planning Department, October 2002.]  [5:  Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012.] 






Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 2; Appendix A (pp. A-7 through A-11) provides additional information about the survey data.[footnoteRef:6] The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, non-sports event), but will be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends (both weekday and weekend scenarios are included in this analysis). In the case of sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. [6:  Event types and characteristics provided by the project sponsor were based on the current event mix at the Oracle Arena in Oakland and SAP Center in San Jose, as well as information from the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York.  The project sponsor considers the Barclays Center to be a relevant comparable, as it is the most recently completed entertainment venue hosting an NBA team, is a single-tenant arena, and is in an urban setting.  Attendance estimates for conferences, corporate events, and other rentals were validated through discussion with San Francisco Travel.] 






Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball home game; concert average attendance is estimated at 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees.  As shown in Table 2, there would be approximately 220 event days in any given year. Table 2 also provides a summary of event center employment according to the type of event. 





Transportation planning analyses of special generators such as event centers typically use the 85th percentile, and sometimes the 90th percentile, of the daily attendance throughout a period of one or more years, to define the attendance for the design day.  For the analysis of the proposed event center, the use of the maximum attendance presented in Table 2 for basketball games was analyzed, as it the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees) even though during the majority of the events, it is not expected to be fully occupied. 
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			Table 2


Event Characteristics at Proposed Event Center





			Event Type


			Annual Number of Event Days at the Event Center


			Event Attendance [a]


			Event Center


Day-of-Game/Event Employment Characteristics [a]


			Season


			Event Temporal Characteristics





			


			


			Average


			Maximum


			


			


			





			Golden State Warriors Basketball Home Games


			2 to 3 preseason home games


			11,000


			18,064


			925 [b]


			two weeks mid-October


			Regular season game time: 7:30 to ~9:40 p.m. [d] 


Preseason/Postseason game time variable.
Monthly Distribution: ~7 homes games per month


Weekly Distribution: 50%/50% weekdays/weekends


Monday-Thursday:	2 to 6 home games/month


Friday: 	1 to 3 home games/month


Saturday: 	1 to 3 home games/month


Sunday: 	0 to 1 home games/month





			


			41 regular season home games


			17,000


			18,064


			925 [b]


			late October to mid-April


			





			


			0 to 16 post season home games


			18,000


			18,064


			925 [b]


			mid-April to mid-June


			





			Concerts


			Approximately 45


			12,500


			14,000 to 18,500 [e]


			775 [c]


			major concert season is Fall, Winter and early Spring; Summer is the slow season


			Concert time: typically 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m.





Weekly distribution: primarily Friday and Saturday evenings





			Family Shows [f]


			Approximately 55


			5,000


			8,200


			675 [c]


			distributed throughout the year


			Family Show characteristics: typically 10 shows over 5 days (Wednesday to Sunday):


Wednesday:	1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.


Thursday: 	1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.


Friday: 	2 shows, 10:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.; and 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.


Saturday: 	3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.; 
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and 
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.


Sunday: 	3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.; 
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and 
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.





			Other Sporting Events [g]


			Approximately 30


			7,000


			18,064


			675 [c]


			distributed throughout the year; times variable





			Conventions/ Corporate Events [h]


			Approximately 31


			9,000


			18,500 [i]


			675 [c]


			distributed throughout the year; times variable





			Notes:


[a] The event center attendance and employment estimates used for travel demand calculations and analysis are shown in bold and italics.


[b]  This estimate includes approximately 825 event center day-of-game non-Warriors employees, and approximately 100 Warriors employees that would work at the Warriors games.  This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors management offices in the event center during the day, non-Warriors employees of the retail buildings on Piers 30-32, or the visiting team and their support staff at the event center.


[c] This estimate includes event center day-of-game/event non-Warriors employees.  This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors management offices in the event center during the day, non-Warriors employees of the retail buildings on Piers 30-32, or the visiting team/event performers and their support staff at the event center.


[d] The large majority of Golden State Warriors regular season home games would start at 7:30 p.m. For example, over the course of the most recent full three NBA regular seasons (2010‐11, 2012‐13, and 2013-14; the 2011-12 NBA season was shortened due to delays in signing of a collective bargaining agreement between NBA owners and players and consequently is not included), 90 percent of Golden State Warriors home games started at 7:30 p.m., 6 percent of homes games started at 6:00 p.m., and the balance (accounting for one home game or less per season) started at either 1:00 p.m. (on Martin Luther King holiday), 5:00 p.m., or 7:00 p.m.


[e] Nearly 90 percent of annual concerts at the event center would be with maximum end‐stage concert configuration attendance of 14,000, and 10 percent (no more than four annually) would be with a 360‐degree configuration which would allow for a maximum attendance of about 18,500.


[f] Family shows provide theatrical entertainment geared towards children and families; examples include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live.


[g] Other sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts.  These could be professional, collegiate, amateur, high school/youth, local, regional, or international competition.


[h] Conventions/Corporate Events examples include conventions, conferences, cultural events, and corporate events. It is not anticipated that the event center would host entire conferences, but rather it would act as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center in those instances when an event or speaker requires more space than can be accommodated there.


[i] The maximum attendance of 18,500 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated at the event center in a configuration similar to a center stage concert (see footnote e). However, the event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people.





			Source: Golden Gate Warriors, Strada Investment Group based on current event mix at the Oracle Arena in Oakland and the SAP Center in San Jose, as well as information provided for the recently completed Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York – 2014
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In addition to a sell-out basketball game event, the transportation analysis also includes a convention/corporate event at the event center.  For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the maximum average attendance (i.e., the average attendance for events would be 9,000 or fewer attendees) for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:7] [7:  The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360‐degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 






The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game.  In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game.


Travel Demand


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco.  





However, as noted above, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand estimates for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center nor for the live theater. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, 2012, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance described in the previous section,[footnoteRef:8] while travel demand for the proposed live theater was based on full occupancy of the proposed number of seats during a performance (i.e., 600 seats). [8:  Survey and other relevant data supplied by the project sponsor are included in Appendix A (pp. A-7 to A-11).] 






In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, appropriate adjustments have been made to account for these factors, as described later in this memorandum.





The weekday daily PM peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides PM peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3) where the project site is located.  





Travel demand was also determined, as described in the following section, for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. Appendix A (pp. A-15 through A-20, and A-23 through A-62) contains the travel demand calculations and assumptions. For the office, retail, restaurant and movie theater uses, a weekday-to-Saturday ratio was obtained from the trip generation rates presented in ITE’s Trip Generation Manual for the proposed project uses, which was then applied to the weekday daily trip generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines in order to obtain the weekend daily rates.  For the office, retail, and restaurant uses, data from the Pushkarev and Zupan and ULI studies was used to estimate the percentage of daily trips that would occur during the weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours.  





For the movie theater use, a percentage of weekday daily trips that would occur during the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours was obtained from ITE sources.[footnoteRef:9]  For the live theater use, the analysis assumes sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday. [9:  Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1995 and Trip Generation for Entertainment Land Uses, J. Doyle, ITE 1999 Annual Meeting.] 






Project Scenarios and Time Periods of Analysis


Travel demand for the proposed event center and ancillary development at Mission Bay Development Blocks 29-32 presented in this document evaluates three different event scenarios:


No event at the event center;


Basketball game at the event center; and [footnoteRef:10] [10:  The game day analysis for weekday PM (4 to 6 PM), evening (6 to 8 PM), and Saturday evening (7 to 9 PM) will also include the evaluation of transportation conditions when a SF Giants home game occurs concurrently with a basketball game. Weekday late evening (9 to 11 PM) conditions will not be analyzed for concurrent basketball and baseball game conditions.] 



Convention event at the event center.





The expected start and end times of these project events and other characteristics are presented in Table 2 (p. 5). The travel demand for the three scenarios has been estimated for the following six time periods:


Weekday all day;


Weekday PM peak period (highest 60-minute period between 4 and 6 PM);


Weekday evening peak period (highest 60-minute period between 6 and 8 PM);


Weekday late evening period (highest 60-minute period between 9 and 11 PM);


Saturday all day; and


Saturday evening period (highest 60-minute period between 7 and 9 PM). 





Each event scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific event would occur.  For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. 





The weekday PM peak period (from 4 to 6 PM) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic in the area is highest. The weekday evening peak period (from 6 to 8 PM) was selected because basketball games typically start at 7:30 PM and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6 to 8 PM period than during the 4 to 6 PM commute peak period. The weekday late evening period (from 9 to 11 PM) was selected because it represents the period during which the highest outbound event trips would occur.  The Saturday evening period (from 7 to 9 PM) was selected because it represents the period during which the highest inbound event trips would occur.  





The “No Event” conditions reflect travel demand associated with the office uses at the event center, plus the travel demand associated with the general office, retail, restaurant (both quick service and sit-down) and movie and live theater uses for the weekday PM commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. Table 3 provides a cross-tabulation of proposed scenarios and time periods for which the project travel demand was estimated.  





			Table 3


Proposed Project Scenarios and Time Periods


for Travel Demand Estimation





			Project Scenario


			Time Period [a]





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM 


Peak Hour


(4 to 6 PM)


			Evening 


Peak Hour


(6 to 8 PM)


			Late Evening


Peak Hour 


(9 to 11 PM)


			Daily


			Evening  Peak Hour


(7 to 9 PM)





			No Event


			√


			√


			


			


			√


			√





			Basketball Game


			√


			√ [b]


			√ [b]


			√


			√


			√ [b]





			Convention Event


			√


			√


			


			


			


			





			Notes:


[a] The time periods presented in this table are those for which the project travel demand is being estimated because that is the time period during which trip volumes would be highest; they do not represent the only time periods during which an event could take place at the proposed event center. 


[b] The basketball game day analysis also includes the evaluation of peak hour transportation conditions when a SF Giants home game occurs concurrently with a basketball game.





			Source: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting – August 2014














Overall, the travel demand was calculated for seven combinations of project scenarios and peak hour time periods, five peak hour scenarios on a weekday and two peak hour scenarios on a Saturday.  In addition, the transportation impact analysis of basketball game conditions was performed for three peak hour scenarios (weekday PM, weekday evening, and Saturday evening) that also includes the evaluation of transportation conditions with the travel demand generated by a concurrent SF Giants baseball game at AT&T Park, however, this does not affect the calculation of the proposed project travel demand estimates presented in this document.





Trip Generation


The person-trip generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to Mission Bay Development Blocks 29-32 and are based on the appropriate rates as described in a previous section and summarized in Table 4.  Detailed calculations for the development of these rates are provided in Appendix A (pp. A-5 through A-22). The rates shown in Table 4 were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 GSF of office, retail and restaurant uses, and the number of movie theater and live theater seats to be built as part of the proposed project in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. 





It should be noted that the rates presented in Table 4 represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a standalone use. It is expected that some of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals already present in the area that are destined to either existing nearby uses or to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the nearby residential, research and development, office or UCSF.
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			Table 4


Proposed Project Person Trip Generation Rates by Land Use and Time Period [a]





			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


Rate


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period [b]


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period [b]


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period [c]


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour of the 7 to 9 PM period [b]





			


			


			% of Daily


			Rate


			% of Daily


			Rate


			% of Daily


			Rate


			% of Weekday


			Rate


			% of Daily


			Rate





			Event Center (per attendee)


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			2.1


			2.8%


			0.06


			34.4%


			0.72


			33.0%


			0.69


			100%


			2.1


			32.5%


			0.68





			Convention Event [d]


			3.2


			10.9%


			0.35


			N.A. [e]


			N.A. [e]


			N.A. [e]


			N.A. [e]





			General Office (per 1,000 GSF)


			18.1


			8.5%


			1.54


			1.7%


			0.31


			0.4%


			0.08


			22%


			4.0


			1.1%


			0.04





			General Retail (per 1,000 GSF)


			150.0


			9.0%


			13.50


			6.8%


			10.13


			3.2%


			4.73


			117%


			175.5


			4.0%


			7.02





			Restaurant (per 1,000 GSF)


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Quick Service Rest. (no event) [f]


			600.0


			13.5%


			81.00


			0.0%


			0.00


			0.0%


			0.00


			125%


			747.3


			0.0%


			0.00





			Quick Service Rest. (event) [f]


			600.0


			13.5%


			81.00


			20.3%


			121.50


			20.3%


			121.50


			125%


			747.3


			24.0%


			179.34





			Sit-down Restaurant


			200.0


			13.5%


			27.00


			20.3%


			40.50


			20.3%


			40.50


			125%


			249.1


			24.0%


			59.78





			Live Theater (per seat) [g]


			2.6


			15.2%


			0.39


			23.2%


			0.60


			50.0%


			1.29


			177%


			4.6


			7.9%


			0.36





			Movie Theater (per seat)


			1.1


			23.0%


			0.26


			24.4%


			0.28


			36.2%


			0.41


			171%


			1.9


			49.6%


			0.96





			Notes:


[a] See Appendix B (pp. A-23 through A-62) for detailed trip generation rate calculations.


[b] Pre-event analysis period.


[c] Post-event analysis period.


[d] The average person trip rate per attendee depends in part on the number of employees working at the event; a convention event has the lowest attendee-to-employee ratio (13) compared to a basketball game (22); in addition, it is assumed that 25 percent of the employees and 50 percent of the attendees during a convention would leave the project site during the day for lunch, shopping, errands, etc., resulting in the highest average person trip rate.


[e] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis because other scenarios would capture the potential transportation impacts during this period.


[f] Quick service restaurant uses assumed to be closed after 6 PM during no event days, but open (with the same % of daily trip generation during the peak hours as a restaurant) during an event day.


[g] Live theater demand assumes full occupancy and one evening performance on weekdays and two performances (matinee and evening) on a Saturday.





			Source: SF Guidelines, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Urban Land Institute, Pushkarev and Zupan, Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center,[footnoteRef:11] a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips), than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets,[footnoteRef:12] which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses.  [11:  San Francisco Boudin Bakery and Café at Fisherman's Wharf Transportation Study, prepared by Wilbur Smith Associates for the San Francisco Planning Department, Case Number 2003.0186, September 19, 2003.]  [12:  City Place Cross Shopping Survey Results, Technical memorandum prepared by AECOM for the SF Planning Department, October 18, 2007 (a copy of this document is included in Appendix D, p. A-71.).] 






Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event, as shown in Table 5, when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office, movie theater, and live theater uses.








			Table 5


Proposed Linked Visitor Trip Reduction Factors [a]


by Type of Land Use





			Land Use [b]


			Time Period





			


			Daily


			4 to 6 PM


			After 6 PM





			


			Event


			No Event


			Event


			No Event


			Event


			No Event





			General Retail


			67%


			33%


			75%


			33%


			95%


			33%





			Quick Service Restaurant


			67%


			67%


			75%


			67%


			95%


			closed





			Sit-down Restaurant


			67%


			33%


			75%


			33%


			95%


			33%





			Notes:


[a] As an example, a 67 percent linked trip reduction factor means that 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other project or nearby uses. No linked trip reduction factors were applied to employee work trips for any of the proposed land uses.


[b] No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office, movie theater, and live theater uses.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014














Table 6 presents the resulting number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods, once the trip rates presented in Table 4 and the linked trip factors shown in Table 5 were applied to the proposed project land uses and event attendances presented in Tables 1 and 2, respectively; the calculations and adjustments for each individual land use are shown in Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62).








			Table 6


Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Period [a]





			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour of the 7 to 9 PM period





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center [b]


			250


			21


			


			


			250


			0





			General Office


			9,312


			792


			


			


			2,077


			23





			General Retail


			3,774


			340


			


			


			4,417


			177





			Quick Service Restaurant [d]


			7,992


			1,079


			


			


			9,954


			0





			Sit-down Restaurant [d]


			5,032


			679


			


			


			6,268


			1,504





			Live Theater [e]


			1,550


			235


			


			


			2,750


			216





			Movie Theater


			475


			109


			


			


			812


			403





			Total person trips w/out event


			28,385


			3,255


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			26,528


			2,322





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			37,778


			1,042


			13,006


			12,449


			37,778


			12,284





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]





			General Office


			9,312


			792


			158


			40


			2,077


			23





			General Retail [d]


			1,998


			140


			33


			15


			2,338


			23





			Quick Service Restaurant [d]


			7,992


			839


			216


			216


			9,954


			319





			Sit-down Restaurant [d]


			2,664


			280


			132


			132


			3,318


			195





			Live Theater [e]


			1,550


			235


			360


			775


			2,750


			216





			Movie Theater


			475


			109


			116


			172


			812


			403





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			61,769


			3,436


			14,021


			13,798


			59,028


			13,461





			Convention Event


			52,679


			5,508


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]





			Notes:


[a] Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip. See Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62) for detailed trip generation calculations for each individual land use.


[b] 100 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


[d] Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


[e] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.














No Event 


As shown in Table 6, the overall daily and peak hour person trip generation on a weekday are lower than on a Saturday for all uses except for office, due to the higher Saturday trip generation rates for retail, restaurant, live theater and movie theater uses. Overall, however, the proposed project would generate more trips on a weekday than on a Saturday.





· On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 28,385 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 3,255 person trips during the weekday PM peak hour. 





· On a Saturday without an event the proposed project would generate 26,528 daily person trips and 2,322 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.





With Event


The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 61,769 trips.  Of these, 3,436 person trips would be during the PM peak hour, 14,021 person trips during the evening peak hour, and 13,798 person trips during the weekday late evening peak hour.  The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 59,028 for a basketball game (13,461 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour).





Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (37,778 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event), however, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday PM peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 52,679 trips, of which 5,508 person trips would occur during the PM peak hour.





Trip Distribution


The distribution of trips for the uses being proposed by the project was obtained from the SF Guidelines for Superdistrict 3[footnoteRef:13] (SD3), in which the project is located, for a convention event employee trips as well as for the proposed office, restaurant, retail, live theater and movie theater uses, and from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco; see Appendix A, p. A-8) for basketball events. The distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region (a map of the San Francisco Superdistricts is included in Appendix A, p. A-22). The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 7. [13:  Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).  These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix A (p. A-25).] 
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			Table 7


Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Use [a]





			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Event


			Convention Event


			General Retail


			Office/Restaurant


Movie Theater/Live Theater





			


			Workers [b]


			Visitors


			Workers [b]


			Visitors [e]


			Workers [b]


			Visitors [f]


			Workers [b]


			Visitors [g]





			


			


			Weekday Inbound [c]


			All Other [d]


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			8.3%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			8.3%


			55.0%


			8.3%


			6.0%


			8.3%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			10.6%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			10.6%


			5.0%


			10.6%


			9.0%


			10.6%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			23.9%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			23.9%


			5.0%


			23.9%


			61.0%


			23.9%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.9%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.9%


			5.0%


			7.9%


			5.0%


			7.9%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			14.3%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			14.3%


			7.5%


			14.3%


			3.0%


			14.3%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			5.6%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			5.6%


			2.5%


			5.6%


			2.0%


			5.6%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			26.9%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			26.9%


			10.0%


			26.9%


			9.0%


			26.9%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total 


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			Notes:


[a] Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


[b] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)


[c] Adjusted for trips starting at the place of employment rather than at home for a weekday evening event based on Golden State Warriors survey data (see Appendix A, p. A-8).


[d] Weekday outbound, Saturday inbound and outbound. Based on Golden State Warriors survey data for a San Francisco arena (see Appendix A, pp. A-10 and A-11).


[e] Based on Moscone Center Expansion Project EIR data.


[f] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-14 Visitor Trips to SD3 (Retail).


[g] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other).





			Sources: SF Guidelines, GS Warriors, Moscone Center, Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (50.7 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD3 (23.9 percent), followed by South Bay (26.9 percent), and then East Bay (14.3 percent) origins/destinations. 





For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations. The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence.  The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders, which is provided in Appendix A (p. A-8).  As shown in Table 7 and in the appendix, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday would increase by approximately 7.5 percentage points, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas.  





The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, restaurant and theater uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.





Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, PM peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips.  For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the no-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, restaurant, live theater and movie theater) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis.  The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel (see Appendix A, pp. A-35 through A-46), but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum.





Travel mode splits of employee and visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of event (basketball games and conventions) employee trips were also estimated using SD3 data in the SF Guidelines. 





Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR,[footnoteRef:14] with some adjustments to account for the SD3 location of the proposed project. Walk trips in SD1, SD2 and SD4 were proportionally shifted to auto and transit trips; no adjustments were made within SD3 or for trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco. [14:  Moscone Center Expansion Project – Estimation of Travel Demand, Adavant Consulting, January 9, 2014. Appendix C of Moscone Center Expansion Project Draft EIR, April 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.0154E.] 






Mode splits for basketball event attendee trips were based on weekday and Saturday game attendance data collected by the San Francisco Giants in the fall 2012, which are presented in more detail in Appendix A (p. A-14).





Table 8 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday PM peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour.





No Event


On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 2,007 person trips by automobile (61 percent), 603 person trips by transit (19 percent), and 645 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the PM peak hour.  





On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,337 person trips by automobile (58 percent), 426 person trips by transit (18 percent), and 559 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour.





With Event


The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


The overall project would generate 2,168 person trips by automobile (63 percent), 720 person trips by transit (21 percent), and 549 person trips by other modes (16 percent) during the weekday PM peak hour.


The overall project would generate 5,213 person trips by automobile (37 percent), 6,035 person trips by transit (43 percent), and 2,774 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour.  


The overall project would generate 5,821 person trips by automobile (42 percent), 5,693 person trips by transit (41 percent), and 2,284 person trips by other modes (17 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 





On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 5,884 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 6,123 person trips by transit (46 percent), and 1,495 person trips by other modes (11 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (43 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 37 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.





On a weekday with a convention event, during the PM peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (17 percent), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by taxi or convention shuttle bus.  Approximately two percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.
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			Table 8


Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period [a]





			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour


of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 7 to 9 PM period





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other[b]


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other[b]


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other[b]


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other[b]


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			15


			4


			2


			21


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			0


			0


			0


			0





			General Office


			542


			158


			91


			792


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			16


			5


			2


			23





			General Retail [e]


			219


			41


			79


			340


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			114


			22


			41


			177





			Quick Service Restaurant [e]


			623


			204


			251


			1,079


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Sit-down Restaurant [e]


			387


			128


			164


			679


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			857


			284


			363


			1,504





			Live Theater [f]


			158


			47


			30


			235


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			121


			41


			54


			216





			Movie Theater


			62


			21


			27


			109


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			229


			76


			99


			403





			Total person trips


w/out event


			2,007


			603


			645


			3,255


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			1,337


			426


			559


			2,322





			


			61%


			19%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			58%


			18%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			663


			264


			115


			1,042


			4,606


			5,842


			2,558


			13,006


			5,020


			5,436


			1,992


			12,449


			5,161


			5,901


			1,221


			12,284





			Convention Event [e]


			954


			454


			1,705


			3,113


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]





			General Office


			542


			158


			91


			792


			112


			32


			14


			158


			28


			8


			3


			40


			16


			5


			2


			23





			General Retail [e]


			91


			18


			31


			140


			22


			5


			6


			33


			10


			2


			3


			15


			15


			4


			4


			23





			Quick Service Restaurant [e]


			489


			159


			191


			839


			121


			40


			54


			216


			121


			40


			54


			216


			179


			60


			80


			319





			Sit-down Restaurant [e]


			163


			53


			64


			280


			83


			26


			23


			132


			83


			26


			23


			132


			122


			38


			34


			195





			Live Theater [f]


			158


			47


			30


			235


			202


			68


			90


			360


			461


			148


			166


			775


			121


			41


			54


			216





			Movie Theater


			62


			21


			27


			109


			66


			22


			28


			116


			97


			32


			42


			172


			229


			76


			99


			403





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			2,168


			720


			549


			3,436


			5,213


			6,035


			2,774


			14,021


			5,821


			5,693


			2,284


			13,798


			5,844


			6,123


			1,495


			13,461





			


			


			63%


			21%


			16%


			100%


			37%


			43%


			20%


			100%


			42%


			41%


			17%


			100%


			43%


			46%


			11%


			100%





			


			Convention Event


			2,459


			909


			2,139


			5,508


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]





			


			


			45%


			17%


			39%


			100%


			


			


			





			Notes:


[a] Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding; see Appendix B (pp. A-50 to A-62) for detailed trip generation calculations.





			[b] “Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, etc.


[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


[d] Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


			[e] Includes linked trip reductions.


[f] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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Vehicle Occupancies and Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, restaurant, and theater uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. 





Average Vehicle Occupancy: Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center was developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 was used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. More detailed information from the 2007 SF Giants survey is included in Appendix A (p. A-14).  The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends.[footnoteRef:15]   [15:  Table 2, p. 5; Transportation Planning Assumptions for the Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment, Technical Memorandum, Philip Habib and Associates, May 4, 2006, and Table 10, p. 6, Madison Square Garden Relocation and Expansion Transportation Planning Assumptions, Technical Memorandum from PB Team to New York City Department of City Planning, November 11, 2003; copies of these two documents are included in Appendix D, starting on pages A-75 and A-93, respectively.] 






Table 9 summarizes the average vehicle occupancy rates and number of vehicles for project trips by place of origin/destination and time period.  When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball ranges between 1.5 and 2.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour.





During the weekday PM peak hour without and with a basketball game, the average vehicle occupancy is 1.7 and 1.5 passengers per vehicle, respectively, which generally reflects the overall peak period commute average vehicle occupancies of the other project land uses (i.e., the proportion of basketball game attendees travel to the event center during the PM peak hour would be low – 2.8 percent of arrivals, as presented in Table 4).  During the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, the average vehicle occupancy increases to 2.4 persons per vehicle, as the majority of trips are event-related. During the Saturday evening peak hour for no event conditions, the average vehicle occupancy is higher, at 2.1 persons per vehicle, reflecting the generally higher average vehicle occupancy for entertainment uses (i.e., the sit-down restaurant, movie theater, and live theater), while with a basketball game the average vehicle occupancy increases to 2.6 persons per vehicle reflecting the greater number of attendees traveling to the event center by auto mode on a Saturday as compared to a weekday game.  
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			Table 9


Average Vehicle Occupancies and Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a, b]





			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 7 to 9 PM period





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention


Event [c]


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			1.7


			80


			1.6


			88


			6.1 


			241


			1.7


			129


			1.8


			112


			2.0


			53


			2.1


			105





			Superdistrict 2


			1.7


			161


			1.5


			167


			2.3


			150


			1.8


			153


			1.9


			149


			1.9


			112


			2.1


			118





			Superdistrict 3


			1.9


			326


			1.7


			332


			2.0


			265


			2.0


			132


			2.0


			166


			2.3


			205


			2.2


			130





			Superdistrict 4


			1.9


			85


			1.7


			102


			2.8


			95


			2.0


			93


			2.1


			87


			2.3


			47


			2.4


			72





			East Bay


			2.0


			113


			1.8


			149


			2.1


			160


			2.5


			319


			2.5


			339


			2.4


			59


			2.6


			317





			North Bay


			1.6


			48


			1.6


			77


			1.8


			82


			2.7


			442


			2.7


			612


			1.8


			16


			2.7


			601





			South Bay


			1.4


			302


			1.3


			455


			1.6


			421


			2.5


			994


			2.5


			1,043


			2.0


			111


			2.6


			970





			Out of Region


			1.7


			41


			1.6


			37


			1.7


			96


			4.1


			22


			3.6


			27


			1.7


			31


			2.7


			36





			Total Vehicles


			1.7


			1,155


			1.5


			1,407


			2.6


			1,510


			2.4


			2,285


			2.4


			2,535


			2.1


			635


			2.6


			2,350





			Inbound


			


			398


			


			750


			


			424


			


			2,079


			


			119


			


			315


			


			2,129





			


			


			34%


			


			53%


			


			28%


			


			91%


			


			5%


			


			50%


			


			91%





			Outbound


			


			757


			


			657


			


			1,086


			


			206


			


			2,416


			


			320


			


			221





			


			


			66%


			


			47%


			


			72%


			


			9%


			


			95%


			


			50%


			


			9%





			Notes:


[a] Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


[b] Average vehicle occupancy rates vary depending on the time of day (i.e., analysis periods) as the proportion of trips generated by the various land uses components of the project, each one with a different average vehicle occupancy rate, is different depending on the time of the day. See Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62) for detailed vehicle occupancy and vehicle trip demand calculations for each individual land use.


[c] The average vehicle occupancy rate for a convention event includes trips by shuttle bus service with an average occupancy of 25 passengers per vehicle, per the Moscone Center Expansion Project EIR.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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The average vehicle occupancy during a convention event during the weekday PM peak hour (2.6 persons per vehicle overall, 6.1 persons per vehicle for SD1) includes trips by shuttle bus with an average vehicle occupancy of 25 passengers per vehicle.





Vehicle Trips: The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination has been summarized in Table 9.





No Event 


During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 1,115 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (635 vehicle trips) would be less than during the weekday PM peak hour (1,115 vehicle trips), primarily because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal.





With Event


On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 1,407 vehicle trips during the PM peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,285 transit trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 2,535 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the PM or evening peak hours because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrate within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.  





On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,350 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 9, the greatest vehicle trip generation would occur with a Saturday basketball game than with a weekday basketball game as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). 





On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 1,510 vehicle trips during the PM peak hour. A convention event would generate fewer weekday PM peak hour vehicles trips than a basketball game, as convention events would have both the lowest typical event attendance (9,000 attendees for a convention event as compared to 18,064 attendees for a basketball game) and the highest non-automobile event-only mode use (69 percent transit/other mode for a convention event during the PM peak hour, as compared to 36 percent transit/other mode share for a basketball game during the PM peak hour; see Table 8, p. 18).





Transit Trips by Place of Origin


Table 10 summarizes the transit trips generated by the proposed project for the various scenarios and time periods.
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			Table 10


Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a]





			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 7 to 9 PM period





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			81


			94


			339


			643


			447


			57


			721





			Superdistrict 2


			72


			84


			67


			324


			248


			47


			270





			Superdistrict 3


			249


			221


			191


			370


			325


			207


			398





			Superdistrict 4


			41


			51


			48


			296


			221


			26


			256





			East Bay


			96


			167


			157


			3,313


			3,334


			61


			3,315





			North Bay


			7


			11


			7


			1


			3


			1


			1





			South Bay


			33


			65


			45


			1,018


			1,015


			11


			995





			Out of Region


			24


			26


			56


			70


			70


			15


			168





			Total Transit Trips


			603


			720


			909


			6,035


			5,693


			426


			6,123





			Inbound


			240


			424


			225


			5,959


			14


			223


			6,022





			


			40%


			59%


			25%


			99%


			0%


			52%


			98%





			Outbound


			364


			296


			684


			75


			5,679


			203


			101





			


			60%


			41%


			75%


			1%


			100%


			48%


			2%





			Notes:


[a] Numbers may not sum due to rounding.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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No Event 


During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 603 transit trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of transit trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (426 transit trips) would be less than during the weekday PM peak hour (603 transit trips).





With Event


On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 720 transit trips during the PM peak hour, and the number of transit trips would increase to 6,035 transit trips during the evening peak hour (arrivals to the event center), and to 5,693 transit trips during the late evening peak hour (departures from the event center). On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 6,123 transit trips during the evening peak hour. 





On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 909 transit trips during the PM peak hour. 





Walk/Other Trips by Place of Origin


Table 11 summarizes the walk/other trips (i.e., walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxi, and other modes) generated by the proposed project.





No Event


During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 645 walk/other trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of walk/other trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (559 walk/other trips) would be less than during the weekday PM peak hour (645 walk/other trips).





With Event


On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 549 walk/other trips during the PM peak hour, and the number of walk/other trips would increase to 2,774 walk/other trips during the evening peak hour (arrivals to the event center), and to 2,284 walk/other trips during the late evening peak hour (departures from the event center). On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 1,495 walk/other trips during the evening peak hour. 





On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 2,139 walk/other trips during the PM peak hour. 
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			Table 11


Walk/Other Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a, b]





			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 7 to 9 PM period





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			133


			126


			1,291


			1,242


			916


			122


			606





			Superdistrict 2


			61


			52


			161


			180


			142


			52


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			398


			308


			396


			510


			453


			346


			325





			Superdistrict 4


			25


			22


			120


			188


			140


			24


			79





			East Bay


			6


			7


			5


			64


			65


			4


			37





			North Bay


			2


			3


			2


			0


			1


			0


			0





			South Bay


			12


			18


			11


			151


			152


			5


			83





			Out of Region


			8


			12


			153


			438


			415


			5


			277





			Total Walk/Other Trips


			645


			549


			2,139


			2,774


			2,284


			559


			1,495





			Inbound


			302


			308


			373


			2,715


			19


			302


			1,381





			


			47%


			56%


			17%


			98%


			1%


			54%


			92%





			Outbound


			343


			240


			1,767


			59


			2,266


			257


			114





			


			53%


			44%


			83%


			2%


			99%


			46%


			8%





			Notes:


[a] Other trips include walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxi and other modes.


[b] Numbers may not sum due to rounding.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:16] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center, described above. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors).   [16:  Table 2-5 and Table 2-6 (pp. 16 and 17); Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.] 






Parking demand was estimated for the midday peak hour (1 to 3 PM) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7 to 9 PM) when parking demand is greater for the basketball game and entertainment uses (i.e., restaurant, theater).





Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses and 2 vehicles per space per day for the movie theater.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  Based on the SF Guidelines, Appendix G, page G-1.  A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day. A turnover of 2 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of two vehicles during the day.] 






Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game, convention event, and live theater function were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games, all convention events, and live theater performances on weekdays, and 2 vehicles per space per day for live theater performances on a Saturday). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event.





Table 12 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. Detailed parking demand calculations are presented in Appendix C (p. A-63).
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			Table 12


Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Period [a]





			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Peak Hour


(1 to 3 PM)


			Late Evening Peak Hour


(7 to 9 PM)


			Midday Peak Hour


(1 to 3 PM)


			Late Evening Peak Hour


(7 to 9 PM)





			


			Short-term spaces


			Long-term spaces


			Total spaces


			Short-term spaces


			Long-term spaces


			Total spaces


			Short-term spaces


			Long-term spaces


			Total spaces


			Short-term spaces


			Long-term spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			0


			55


			55


			0


			6


			6


			0


			55


			55


			0


			6


			6





			General Office


			135


			1,033


			1,168


			7


			103


			110


			0


			184


			184


			0


			0


			0





			General Retail


			109


			59


			168


			104


			56


			160


			128


			59


			187


			96


			47


			143





			Quick Service Restaurant


			161


			59


			220


			0


			0


			0


			200


			59


			259


			0


			0


			0





			Sit-down Restaurant


			80


			53


			133


			107


			59


			166


			100


			53


			153


			133


			59


			192





			Live Theater [b]


			1


			29


			30


			149


			97


			246


			104


			97


			201


			149


			97


			246





			Movie Theater


			28


			3


			31


			28


			5


			33


			48


			0


			51


			48


			5


			53





			Total spaces w/out event


			514


			1,291


			1,805


			395


			326


			721


			580


			510


			1,090


			426


			214


			640





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			50


			137


			187


			2,520


			457


			2,977


			56


			137


			193


			2,811


			457


			3,268





			Convention Event


			1,197


			374


			1,571


			359


			94


			453


			


			N.A. [c]


			 


			


			N.A. [c]


			





			General Office 


			135


			1,033


			1,168


			7


			103


			110


			0


			184


			184


			0


			0


			0





			General Retail


			55


			59


			114


			52


			56


			108


			64


			59


			123


			48


			47


			95





			Quick Service Restaurant


			161


			59


			220


			129


			53


			182


			200


			59


			259


			160


			53


			213





			Sit-down Restaurant


			40


			53


			93


			54


			59


			113


			50


			53


			103


			67


			59


			126





			Live Theater [b]


			1


			29


			30


			149


			97


			246


			104


			97


			201


			149


			97


			246





			Movie Theater


			28


			3


			31


			28


			5


			33


			48


			3


			51


			48


			5


			53





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			470


			1,373


			1,843


			2,939


			830


			3,769


			522


			592


			1,114


			3,283


			718


			4,001





			Convention Event


			1,617


			1,610


			3,227


			778


			467


			1,245


			


			N.A. [c]


			


			


			N.A. [c]


			





			Notes:


[a] See Appendix C (p. A-63) for detailed project parking demand calculations; numbers may not sum due to rounding.


[b] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday.


[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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No Event


On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,805 spaces during weekday midday period and 721 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (1,090 spaces during the midday and 640 spaces during the late evening period) would be slightly less because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less than on a weekday, however, the parking demand associated with the live theater and movie theater would be the same or slightly greater than on a weekday.





With Event


On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 3,227 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 3,769 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 





On a Saturday with an basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 PM and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event.  The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,001 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays.





[bookmark: _GoBack]
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APPENDICES



Appendix A


Travel Demand Calculations
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Hervey, Myisha (MYR); Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW Check-in Conference Call
Date: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 12:17:00 PM


Yes, we have not heard back from Jesse.  Jenn and I are going to try and get hold of him.  Thanks for
keeping on top of this!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Hervey, Myisha (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 12:06 PM
To: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW Check-in Conference Call
 
Hi Lucinda,
 
Just following up.  Have you heard back from Jesse? I am guessing this call will not happen today.
 
Myisha Hervey
--
Direct (415)554-6695
myisha.hervey@sfgov.org
 


From: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 5:20 PM
To: Hervey, Myisha (MYR)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW Check-in Conference Call
 
Hi Myisha,
 
Thank you.  I will get back to you as soon as I hear from Jesse. 
 
Lucinda
 


From: Hervey, Myisha (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 4:56 PM
To: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)
Subject: FW: GSW Check-in Conference Call
 
Hi Lucinda,



mailto:myisha.hervey@sfgov.org

mailto:lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:myisha.hervey@sfgov.org





 
The times below you recently sent to Jennifer will work for her tomorrow (Tuesday) and Wednesday.
 
Thank you,
 
Myisha Hervey
--
Direct (415)554-6695
myisha.hervey@sfgov.org
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 4:05 PM
To: Hervey, Myisha (MYR)
Subject: Fwd: GSW Check-in Conference Call
 


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)" <lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org>
Date: August 11, 2014 at 3:15:50 PM PDT
To: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)" <jennifer.matz@sfgov.org>, Jesse Blout
<jblout@stradasf.com>
Subject: GSW Check-in Conference Call


Hello Jennifer and Jesse:
 
Are you available for a ½ hour conference call with Catherine Reilly and Tiffany Bohee? 
Below are some dates and time.
 
Tuesday, 8/12 
 
10:30 am
1:00 pm – 2:00 pm
 
Wednesday, 8/13
 
9:00 am – 10:00 am
11:30 am
 
Thank you.
 
Lucinda Nguyen
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
City and County of San Francisco


One South Van Ness Ave., 5th Floor



mailto:myisha.hervey@sfgov.org

mailto:lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org

mailto:jennifer.matz@sfgov.org

mailto:jblout@stradasf.com





San Francisco, CA  94103
P 415.749.2458
F 415.749.2585
E lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org
 
 



mailto:lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org






From: José I. Farrán
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Kern, Chris (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII); "Paul Mitchell";


"Joyce"; Clarke Miller; Luba C. Wyznyckyj
Cc: "Eric Womeldorff"; Chris Mitchell; Kate Aufhauser; David Carlock
Subject: GSW event center at Mission Bay - Draft 1 Travel Demand Analysis Memorandum
Date: Sunday, August 10, 2014 3:32:24 PM
Attachments: Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Travel Demand Memo Draft 1 - Adavant LCW 2014 08 08.pdf


Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 Travel Demand Memo Draft 1 - Adavant LCW 2014 08 08.docx


All,
 
Attached is the Draft 1 technical memorandum describing the assumptions, methodology, and results
of the travel demand analysis conducted by Adavant Consulting and LCW Consulting for the proposed
GSW event center at Mission Bay.  Two versions of the document are attached; the PDF file includes
the entire document including appendices, while the MS Word file includes the main body of the
memorandum.
 
Let me know if you have any problems opening any of these two files.
 
_______________________________________________________
José I. Farrán, P.E.
  Adavant
         Consulting
200 Francisco St.,  2nd Floor, San Francisco, CA 94133
office: (415) 362-3552; mobile: (415) 990-6412
jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com
www.AdavantConsulting.com
 
 



mailto:jifarran@AdavantConsulting.com

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=53ddc14b15cb409584d3f7b15453f64a-Viktoriya Wise

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:CMiller@stradasf.com

mailto:lubaw@lcwconsulting.com

mailto:E.Womeldorff@fehrandpeers.com

mailto:c.mitchell@fehrandpeers.com

mailto:kaufhauser@warriors.com

mailto:david.carlock@machetegroup.com
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Memorandum 
To: Brett Bollinger/Chris Kern/Viktoriya Wise/Kansai Uchida – SF Planning Department 



 Catherine Reilly – SF Office of Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure 



From: José I. Farrán – Adavant Consulting; Luba C. Wyznyckyj – LCW Consulting 



Date: August 8, 2014  DRAFT 1– Subject to Revisions 



Re: Travel and Parking Demand Estimates for the Proposed Multi-Purpose Event Center & 
Ancillary Development at Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32 



This technical memorandum describes the methodology and assumptions used to determine the 
travel demand for the proposed project, and presents the estimate of project-generated person and 
vehicle trips that would travel to and from the proposed multi-purpose event center and ancillary 
development at Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32. Parking demand estimates for the proposed uses 
are also presented. Detailed travel demand calculation and supporting data are included in the 
attached Appendix. 



INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
GSW Arena LLC (GSW), an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC, which owns and operates the 
Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, proposes to develop an 
approximately 12-acre project located in San Francisco on land referred to as Blocks 29-32 in the 
Mission Bay South Project Area. The proposed project consists of a new approximately 18,000-seat 
multi-purpose event center and ancillary development including multiple office buildings, retail, 
restaurants, structured parking, plaza areas, and other amenities. The event center would host the 
Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season, as well as provide a year-round 
venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural 
events, conferences and conventions. The rectangular site is bound by Third Street to the west, 
South Street to the north, Terry François Boulevard to the east, and 16th Street to the south, as 
shown in an aerial map of the project site in Figure 1. It should be noted as part of the buildout of 
Mission Bay, Terry François Boulevard will be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 30 
and 321. 
 



                                                 
 
1 Relocation of Terry François Boulevard will be implemented as part of the Mission Bay Area South 
Infrastructure Plan by FOCIL-Mission Bay, the entity serving as master developer of the remaining development 
rights within the Mission Bay South Plan project area. 
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Figure 1 
Proposed Project Site Location 











LCW Consulting  Adavant 
Consulting 



 
 



 
PRELIMINARY DRAFT 1 – SUBJECT TO REVISIONS  August 8, 2014 
P14002  Page 3 



PROPOSED PROJECT LAND USES 
The proposed project includes a multi-purpose event center, general office, general retail, and 
restaurant uses (including both quick service and more formal sit-down restaurants) on Mission Bay 
Development Blocks 29 through 32.2  In addition, both live and movie theaters would be included. 
The event center building would include a variety of supporting uses, including office space, practice 
facilities, event hall, and other event-related uses.  Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key 
characteristics of the project development.  
 
 



Table 1 
Summary of Proposed Project for Travel Demand Analysis 



 
Project Component 



Characteristics 



Gross Square Feet / Attendance 
for Travel Demand Analysis 



Event Center Employment 
Characteristics 



Event Center 
- No Event 
- GS Warriors Game 
- Convention 



700,500 GSF 
 



18,064 attendees (maximum) 
9,000 attendees (typical) 



 
100 employees 
825 employees 
675 employees 



Office (GSW Administration & 
Mgmt.) 



20,000 GSF  



General Office 494,210 GSF  



General Retail 37,000 GSF  
Quick Service Restaurant 37,000 GSF  



Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 GSF  



Live Theater 25,000 GSF – 600 seats 
Matinee: 2 to 5 PM 



Evening: 7:30 to 10:30 PM 
40% weekdays/60% weekends 



Overlap with events 



 
111 daily employees +  



64 event day employees =  
175 employees 



Movie Theater 39,000 GSF – 420 seats 
Standard movie theater days and 



hours of operation 
Overlap with events 



 



Notes: 
[a] This table presents the characteristics of the proposed project uses as they are defined for travel demand analysis 



purposes. 
[b] GSF = gross square feet. 
[c] The GSW administration and management space is part of the 700,500 GSF event center area. 



                                                 
 
2 Quick service restaurants consist of full-service eating establishments with typical duration of stay of 
approximately one hour, while more formal sit-down restaurants have a typical duration of stay of at least one 
hour and generally do not serve breakfast (Source: Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, Institute of 
Transportation Engineers, Washington DC, 2012). 
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EVENT CENTER ATTENDANCE 
An event center is a special trip generator for which travel demand characteristics (i.e., trip 
generation rates, peak hour factors, etc.) are not available from standard sources used for 
development projects in San Francisco such as the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines 
for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines)3 or the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip 
Generation Manual.4  As such, the transportation planning characteristics of the proposed event 
center were evaluated taking into account the expected attendance for various events at the 
proposed event center. 
 
Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center 
were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 2; Appendix A (pp. A-7 
through A-11) provides additional information about the survey data.5 The expected attendance 
would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, non-sports 
event), but will be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends (both weekday and 
weekend scenarios are included in this analysis). In the case of sporting events, the expected 
attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, 
on the popularity of the performing artists. 
 
Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 
attendees for a family show event to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season 
or post season basketball home game; concert average attendance is estimated at 12,500 
attendees for the typical end-stage configuration, and average convention attendance is 
estimated at 9,000 attendees.  As shown in Table 2, there would be approximately 220 event 
days in any given year. Table 2 also provides a summary of event center employment according 
to the type of event.  
 
Transportation planning analyses of special generators such as event centers typically use the 
85th percentile, and sometimes the 90th percentile, of the daily attendance throughout a period of 
one or more years, to define the attendance for the design day.  For the analysis of the 
proposed event center, the use of the maximum attendance presented in Table 2 for basketball 
games was analyzed, as it the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center 
would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees) even though during the majority of the events, 
it is not expected to be fully occupied.  
 



                                                 
 
3 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, San Francisco Planning Department, 
October 2002. 
4 Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012. 
5 Event types and characteristics provided by the project sponsor were based on the current event mix at the 
Oracle Arena in Oakland and SAP Center in San Jose, as well as information from the Barclays Center in 
Brooklyn, New York.  The project sponsor considers the Barclays Center to be a relevant comparable, as it is 
the most recently completed entertainment venue hosting an NBA team, is a single-tenant arena, and is in an 
urban setting.  Attendance estimates for conferences, corporate events, and other rentals were validated 
through discussion with San Francisco Travel. 
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Table 2 
Event Characteristics at Proposed Event Center 



Event Type 



Annual Number of 
Event Days at the 



Event Center 



Event Attendance [a] 
Event Center 



Day-of-Game/Event 
Employment 



Characteristics [a] Season Event Temporal Characteristics Average Maximum 



Golden State Warriors 
Basketball Home Games 



2 to 3 preseason 
home games 



11,000 18,064 925 [b] 
two weeks mid-
October 



Regular season game time: 7:30 to ~9:40 p.m. [d]  
Preseason/Postseason game time variable. 
Monthly Distribution: ~7 homes games per month 
Weekly Distribution: 50%/50% weekdays/weekends 



Monday-Thursday: 2 to 6 home games/month 
Friday:  1 to 3 home games/month 
Saturday:  1 to 3 home games/month 
Sunday:  0 to 1 home games/month 



41 regular season 
home games 



17,000 18,064 925 [b] late October to mid-
April 



0 to 16 post season 
home games 



18,000 18,064 925 [b] mid-April to mid-June 



Concerts Approximately 45 12,500 14,000 to 
18,500 [e] 



775 [c] major concert season 
is Fall, Winter and 
early Spring; 
Summer is the slow 
season 



Concert time: typically 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m. 
 
Weekly distribution: primarily Friday and Saturday 



evenings 



Family Shows [f] Approximately 55 5,000 8,200 675 [c] distributed 
throughout the year 



Family Show characteristics: typically 10 shows over 
5 days (Wednesday to Sunday): 



Wednesday: 1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
Thursday:  1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
Friday:  2 shows, 10:30 a.m. to 12:00 



p.m.; and 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 
p.m. 



Saturday:  3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 
p.m.;  
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and  
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. 



Sunday:  3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 
p.m.;  
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and  
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m. 



Other Sporting Events [g] Approximately 30 7,000 18,064 675 [c] distributed throughout the year; times variable 



Conventions/ Corporate 
Events [h] 



Approximately 31 9,000 18,500 [i] 675 [c] distributed throughout the year; times variable 
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Notes: 
[a] The event center attendance and employment estimates used for travel demand calculations and analysis are shown in bold and italics. 
[b]  This estimate includes approximately 825 event center day-of-game non-Warriors employees, and approximately 100 Warriors employees that would work at the Warriors games.  



This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors management offices in the event center during the day, non-Warriors employees of the 
retail buildings on Piers 30-32, or the visiting team and their support staff at the event center. 



[c] This estimate includes event center day-of-game/event non-Warriors employees.  This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors 
management offices in the event center during the day, non-Warriors employees of the retail buildings on Piers 30-32, or the visiting team/event performers and their support staff at the 
event center. 



[d] The large majority of Golden State Warriors regular season home games would start at 7:30 p.m. For example, over the course of the most recent full three NBA regular seasons 
(2010‐11, 2012‐13, and 2013-14; the 2011-12 NBA season was shortened due to delays in signing of a collective bargaining agreement between NBA owners and players and 
consequently is not included), 90 percent of Golden State Warriors home games started at 7:30 p.m., 6 percent of homes games started at 6:00 p.m., and the balance (accounting for 
one home game or less per season) started at either 1:00 p.m. (on Martin Luther King holiday), 5:00 p.m., or 7:00 p.m. 



[e] Nearly 90 percent of annual concerts at the event center would be with maximum end‐stage concert configuration attendance of 14,000, and 10 percent (no more than four annually) 
would be with a 360‐degree configuration which would allow for a maximum attendance of about 18,500. 



[f] Family shows provide theatrical entertainment geared towards children and families; examples include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live. 
[g] Other sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts.  These could be professional, 



collegiate, amateur, high school/youth, local, regional, or international competition. 
[h] Conventions/Corporate Events examples include conventions, conferences, cultural events, and corporate events. It is not anticipated that the event center would host entire 



conferences, but rather it would act as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center in those instances when an event or speaker requires more 
space than can be accommodated there. 



[i] The maximum attendance of 18,500 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated at the event center in a configuration similar to a center 
stage concert (see footnote e). However, the event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an 
attendance of 9,000 people. 



Source: Golden Gate Warriors, Strada Investment Group based on current event mix at the Oracle Arena in Oakland and the SAP Center in San Jose, as well as information provided for the 
recently completed Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York – 2014 
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In addition to a sell-out basketball game event, the transportation analysis also includes a 
convention/corporate event at the event center.  For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-
attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the maximum average 
attendance (i.e., the average attendance for events would be 9,000 or fewer attendees) for 
about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the 
convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).6 
 
The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated 
quantitatively because these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and 
require fewer employees than a basketball game.  In addition, arrival and departure travel 
patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball 
game. 



TRAVEL DEMAND 
Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the 
proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development 
projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and 
mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel 
behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally 
accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco 
development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of 
uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco.   
 
However, as noted above, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand estimates for the 
specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the 
proposed event center nor for the live theater. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as 
the Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, 2012, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), do not 
include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel 
demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated 
attendance described in the previous section,7 while travel demand for the proposed live theater was 
based on full occupancy of the proposed number of seats during a performance (i.e., 600 seats). 
 
In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation 
Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, 
because of its large scale, unique location and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses 
supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, appropriate adjustments have been made to 
account for these factors, as described later in this memorandum. 
 



                                                 
 
6 The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily 
at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in 
Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360‐
degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent. 
7 Survey and other relevant data supplied by the project sponsor are included in Appendix A (pp. A-7 to A-11). 
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The weekday daily PM peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, 
restaurant, and movie theater uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which 
provides PM peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution and average vehicle 
occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3) where the 
project site is located.   
 
Travel demand was also determined, as described in the following section, for weekday evening and 
late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates 
developed for the office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses using information obtained from 
ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and 
Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. Appendix A (pp. A-15 through A-20, and A-23 
through A-62) contains the travel demand calculations and assumptions. For the office, retail, 
restaurant and movie theater uses, a weekday-to-Saturday ratio was obtained from the trip 
generation rates presented in ITE’s Trip Generation Manual for the proposed project uses, which was 
then applied to the weekday daily trip generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines in order to 
obtain the weekend daily rates.  For the office, retail, and restaurant uses, data from the Pushkarev 
and Zupan and ULI studies was used to estimate the percentage of daily trips that would occur 
during the weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours.   
 
For the movie theater use, a percentage of weekday daily trips that would occur during the weekday 
late evening and Saturday evening peak hours was obtained from ITE sources.8  For the live theater 
use, the analysis assumes sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two 
performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday. 
 
PROJECT SCENARIOS AND TIME PERIODS OF ANALYSIS 
Travel demand for the proposed event center and ancillary development at Mission Bay 
Development Blocks 29-32 presented in this document evaluates three different event 
scenarios: 



 No event at the event center; 



 Basketball game at the event center; and 9 



 Convention event at the event center. 
 
The expected start and end times of these project events and other characteristics are 
presented in Table 2 (p. 5). The travel demand for the three scenarios has been estimated for 
the following six time periods: 



                                                 
 
8 Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1995 and Trip Generation for 
Entertainment Land Uses, J. Doyle, ITE 1999 Annual Meeting. 
9 The game day analysis for weekday PM (4 to 6 PM), evening (6 to 8 PM), and Saturday evening (7 to 9 PM) will 
also include the evaluation of transportation conditions when a SF Giants home game occurs concurrently with 
a basketball game. Weekday late evening (9 to 11 PM) conditions will not be analyzed for concurrent basketball 
and baseball game conditions. 
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 Weekday all day; 



 Weekday PM peak period (highest 60-minute period between 4 and 6 PM); 



 Weekday evening peak period (highest 60-minute period between 6 and 8 PM); 



 Weekday late evening period (highest 60-minute period between 9 and 11 PM); 



 Saturday all day; and 



 Saturday evening period (highest 60-minute period between 7 and 9 PM).  
 
Each event scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific 
event would occur.  For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday 
evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention 
events during these time periods was not conducted.  
 
The weekday PM peak period (from 4 to 6 PM) was selected because it represents the period 
during which weekday background traffic in the area is highest. The weekday evening peak 
period (from 6 to 8 PM) was selected because basketball games typically start at 7:30 PM and 
therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center 
during the 6 to 8 PM period than during the 4 to 6 PM commute peak period. The weekday late 
evening period (from 9 to 11 PM) was selected because it represents the period during which the 
highest outbound event trips would occur.  The Saturday evening period (from 7 to 9 PM) was 
selected because it represents the period during which the highest inbound event trips would 
occur.   
 
The “No Event” conditions reflect travel demand associated with the office uses at the event 
center, plus the travel demand associated with the general office, retail, restaurant (both quick 
service and sit-down) and movie and live theater uses for the weekday PM commute peak hour 
of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. Table 3 provides a cross-tabulation of 
proposed scenarios and time periods for which the project travel demand was estimated.   
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Table 3 
Proposed Project Scenarios and Time Periods 



for Travel Demand Estimation 



Project Scenario 



Time Period [a] 



Weekday Saturday 



Daily 
PM  



Peak Hour 
(4 to 6 PM) 



Evening  
Peak Hour 
(6 to 8 PM) 



Late Evening 
Peak Hour  
(9 to 11 PM) 



Daily 
Evening  



Peak Hour 
(7 to 9 PM) 



No Event √ √   √ √ 
Basketball Game √ √ [b] √ [b] √ √ √ [b] 
Convention Event √ √     



Notes: 
[a] The time periods presented in this table are those for which the project travel demand is being estimated because 



that is the time period during which trip volumes would be highest; they do not represent the only time periods 
during which an event could take place at the proposed event center.  



[b] The basketball game day analysis also includes the evaluation of peak hour transportation conditions when a SF 
Giants home game occurs concurrently with a basketball game. 



Source: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting – August 2014 
 
 
Overall, the travel demand was calculated for seven combinations of project scenarios and peak 
hour time periods, five peak hour scenarios on a weekday and two peak hour scenarios on a 
Saturday.  In addition, the transportation impact analysis of basketball game conditions was 
performed for three peak hour scenarios (weekday PM, weekday evening, and Saturday 
evening) that also includes the evaluation of transportation conditions with the travel demand 
generated by a concurrent SF Giants baseball game at AT&T Park, however, this does not 
affect the calculation of the proposed project travel demand estimates presented in this 
document. 
 
TRIP GENERATION 
The person-trip generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, 
employees, and other visitors to Mission Bay Development Blocks 29-32 and are based on the 
appropriate rates as described in a previous section and summarized in Table 4.  Detailed 
calculations for the development of these rates are provided in Appendix A (pp. A-5 through A-
22). The rates shown in Table 4 were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected 
event attendees, 1,000 GSF of office, retail and restaurant uses, and the number of movie 
theater and live theater seats to be built as part of the proposed project in order to obtain the 
number of person trips generated by each land use.  
 
It should be noted that the rates presented in Table 4 represent the number of person trips that 
would be generated by each project component as a standalone use. It is expected that some of 
the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by 
individuals already present in the area that are destined to either existing nearby uses or to 
other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the 
event center or the nearby residential, research and development, office or UCSF. 
 











LCW Consulting  Adavant 
Consulting 



 
 



 
PRELIMINARY DRAFT 1 – SUBJECT TO REVISIONS  August 8, 2014 
P14002  Page 11 



Table 4 
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation Rates by Land Use and Time Period [a] 



Land Use Type 



Weekday Saturday 



Daily 
Rate 



PM Peak Hour of 
the 4 to 6 PM 



period [b] 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 6 to 8 PM 



period [b] 



Late Evening Peak 
Hour of the 9 to 11 



PM period [c] Daily 



Evening Peak 
Hour of the 7 to 9 



PM period [b] 
% of 
Daily Rate 



% of 
Daily Rate % of Daily Rate 



% of 
Weekday Rate 



% of 
Daily Rate 



Event Center (per attendee)            
Basketball Game 2.1 2.8% 0.06 34.4% 0.72 33.0% 0.69 100% 2.1 32.5% 0.68 
Convention Event [d] 3.2 10.9% 0.35 N.A. [e] N.A. [e] N.A. [e] N.A. [e] 



General Office (per 1,000 GSF) 18.1 8.5% 1.54 1.7% 0.31 0.4% 0.08 22% 4.0 1.1% 0.04 
General Retail (per 1,000 GSF) 150.0 9.0% 13.50 6.8% 10.13 3.2% 4.73 117% 175.5 4.0% 7.02 
Restaurant (per 1,000 GSF)            



Quick Service Rest. (no event) [f] 600.0 13.5% 81.00 0.0% 0.00 0.0% 0.00 125% 747.3 0.0% 0.00 
Quick Service Rest. (event) [f] 600.0 13.5% 81.00 20.3% 121.50 20.3% 121.50 125% 747.3 24.0% 179.34 
Sit-down Restaurant 200.0 13.5% 27.00 20.3% 40.50 20.3% 40.50 125% 249.1 24.0% 59.78 



Live Theater (per seat) [g] 2.6 15.2% 0.39 23.2% 0.60 50.0% 1.29 177% 4.6 7.9% 0.36 
Movie Theater (per seat) 1.1 23.0% 0.26 24.4% 0.28 36.2% 0.41 171% 1.9 49.6% 0.96 
Notes: 



[a] See Appendix B (pp. A-23 through A-62) for detailed trip generation rate calculations. 
[b] Pre-event analysis period. 
[c] Post-event analysis period. 
[d] The average person trip rate per attendee depends in part on the number of employees working at the event; a convention event has the lowest attendee-to-employee 



ratio (13) compared to a basketball game (22); in addition, it is assumed that 25 percent of the employees and 50 percent of the attendees during a convention would 
leave the project site during the day for lunch, shopping, errands, etc., resulting in the highest average person trip rate. 



[e] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis because other scenarios would capture the potential transportation impacts during this period. 
[f] Quick service restaurant uses assumed to be closed after 6 PM during no event days, but open (with the same % of daily trip generation during the peak hours as a 



restaurant) during an event day. 
[g] Live theater demand assumes full occupancy and one evening performance on weekdays and two performances (matinee and evening) on a Saturday. 



Source: SF Guidelines, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Urban Land Institute, Pushkarev and Zupan, Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips 
conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses 
accessory to the event center,10 a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-
work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the 
visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other 
hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project 
retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 
percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at 
the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area). These 
assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips), than the 
data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center 
at Powell and Market Streets,11 which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses.  
 
Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an 
event, as shown in Table 5, when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would 
be expected to be lower. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to 
the office, movie theater, and live theater uses. 
 
 



Table 5 
Proposed Linked Visitor Trip Reduction Factors [a] 



by Type of Land Use 



Land Use [b] 



Time Period 



Daily 4 to 6 PM After 6 PM 



Event No Event Event No Event Event No Event 



General Retail 67% 33% 75% 33% 95% 33% 
Quick Service Restaurant 67% 67% 75% 67% 95% closed 
Sit-down Restaurant 67% 33% 75% 33% 95% 33% 



Notes: 
[a] As an example, a 67 percent linked trip reduction factor means that 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered 



new trips to the area unrelated to other project or nearby uses. No linked trip reduction factors were applied to 
employee work trips for any of the proposed land uses. 



[b] No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office, movie theater, and live theater 
uses. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014 
 
 



                                                 
 
10 San Francisco Boudin Bakery and Café at Fisherman's Wharf Transportation Study, prepared by Wilbur 
Smith Associates for the San Francisco Planning Department, Case Number 2003.0186, September 19, 2003. 
11 City Place Cross Shopping Survey Results, Technical memorandum prepared by AECOM for the SF 
Planning Department, October 18, 2007 (a copy of this document is included in Appendix D, p. A-71.). 
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Table 6 presents the resulting number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses 
for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods, once the trip rates 
presented in Table 4 and the linked trip factors shown in Table 5 were applied to the proposed 
project land uses and event attendances presented in Tables 1 and 2, respectively; the 
calculations and adjustments for each individual land use are shown in Appendix B (pp. A-50 
through A-62). 
 
 



Table 6 
Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Period [a] 



Land Use Type 



Weekday Saturday 



Daily 



PM Peak 
Hour of 



the 4 to 6 
PM period 



Evening 
Peak Hour 
of the 6 to 



8 PM 
period 



Late 
Evening 



Peak Hour 
of the 9 to 



11 PM 
period 



Daily 



Evening 
Peak 



Hour of 
the 7 to 9 
PM period 



No Event       
Event Center [b] 250 21   250 0 
General Office 9,312 792   2,077 23 
General Retail 3,774 340   4,417 177 
Quick Service Restaurant [d] 7,992 1,079   9,954 0 
Sit-down Restaurant [d] 5,032 679   6,268 1,504 
Live Theater [e] 1,550 235   2,750 216 
Movie Theater 475 109   812 403 
Total person trips w/out event 28,385 3,255 N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 26,528 2,322 
With Event       
Basketball Game 37,778 1,042 13,006 12,449 37,778 12,284 
Convention Event 28,688 3,113 N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 
General Office 9,312 792 158 40 2,077 23 
General Retail [d] 1,998 140 33 15 2,338 23 
Quick Service Restaurant [d] 7,992 839 216 216 9,954 319 
Sit-down Restaurant [d] 2,664 280 132 132 3,318 195 
Live Theater [e] 1,550 235 360 775 2,750 216 
Movie Theater 475 109 116 172 812 403 
Total person trips w/ event       



Basketball Game 61,769 3,436 14,021 13,798 59,028 13,461 
Convention Event 52,679 5,508 N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 



Notes: 
[a] Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip. See Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62) for 



detailed trip generation calculations for each individual land use. 
[b] 100 employees would work at the event center on no-event days. 
[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis. 
[d] Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate. 
[e] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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No Event  
As shown in Table 6, the overall daily and peak hour person trip generation on a weekday are 
lower than on a Saturday for all uses except for office, due to the higher Saturday trip 
generation rates for retail, restaurant, live theater and movie theater uses. Overall, however, the 
proposed project would generate more trips on a weekday than on a Saturday. 
 



 On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 28,385 daily 
person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 3,255 person trips during the weekday PM 
peak hour.  
 



 On a Saturday without an event the proposed project would generate 26,528 daily 
person trips and 2,322 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour. 



 
With Event 
The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball 
game would be 61,769 trips.  Of these, 3,436 person trips would be during the PM peak hour, 
14,021 person trips during the evening peak hour, and 13,798 person trips during the weekday 
late evening peak hour.  The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a 
basketball game would be 59,028 for a basketball game (13,461 person trips would occur 
during the evening peak hour). 
 
Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (37,778 
person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event), however, 
the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday PM peak hour would be greater than 
during a basketball game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event 
day with a convention event would be 52,679 trips, of which 5,508 person trips would occur 
during the PM peak hour. 
 
TRIP DISTRIBUTION 
The distribution of trips for the uses being proposed by the project was obtained from the SF 
Guidelines for Superdistrict 312 (SD3), in which the project is located, for a convention event 
employee trips as well as for the proposed office, restaurant, retail, live theater and movie 
theater uses, and from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study 
assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at 
Piers 30-32 in San Francisco; see Appendix A, p. A-8) for basketball events. The distribution is 
based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then 
assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North 
Bay, South Bay and Out of Region (a map of the San Francisco Superdistricts is included in 
Appendix A, p. A-22). The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 7. 
 



                                                 
 
12 Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).  
These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the 
Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix A (p. A-25). 
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Table 7 



Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Use [a] 



Place of Trip 
Origin/Destination 



Basketball Event Convention Event General Retail 
Office/Restaurant 



Movie Theater/Live Theater 



Workers [b] 
Visitors 



Workers [b] Visitors [e] Workers [b] Visitors [f] Workers [b] Visitors [g] Weekday 
Inbound [c] 



All Other [d] 



San Francisco          
Superdistrict 1 8.3% 14.8% 11.1% 8.3% 55.0% 8.3% 6.0% 8.3% 13.0% 
Superdistrict 2 10.6% 4.6% 3.4% 10.6% 5.0% 10.6% 9.0% 10.6% 14.0% 
Superdistrict 3 23.9% 5.5% 4.2% 23.9% 5.0% 23.9% 61.0% 23.9% 44.0% 
Superdistrict 4 7.9% 4.4% 3.3% 7.9% 5.0% 7.9% 5.0% 7.9% 7.0% 



East Bay 14.3% 31.1% 33.0% 14.3% 7.5% 14.3% 3.0% 14.3% 9.0% 
North Bay 5.6% 8.9% 13.0% 5.6% 2.5% 5.6% 2.0% 5.6% 1.0% 
South Bay 26.9% 26.7% 28.0% 26.9% 10.0% 26.9% 9.0% 26.9% 9.0% 
Out of Region 2.5% 4.0% 4.0% 2.5% 10.0% 2.5% 5.0% 2.5% 3.0% 



Total  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
Notes: 



[a] Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding. 
[b] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All) 
[c] Adjusted for trips starting at the place of employment rather than at home for a weekday evening event based on Golden State Warriors survey data (see 



Appendix A, p. A-8). 
[d] Weekday outbound, Saturday inbound and outbound. Based on Golden State Warriors survey data for a San Francisco arena (see Appendix A, pp. A-10 and A-



11). 
[e] Based on Moscone Center Expansion Project EIR data. 
[f] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-14 Visitor Trips to SD3 (Retail). 
[g] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other). 



Sources: SF Guidelines, GS Warriors, Moscone Center, Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (50.7 percent), 
with the greatest proportion within SD3 (23.9 percent), followed by South Bay (26.9 percent), 
and then East Bay (14.3 percent) origins/destinations.  
 
For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay 
origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), 
and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations. The origin/destination 
distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees 
who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence.  
The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders, which is 
provided in Appendix A (p. A-8).  As shown in Table 7 and in the appendix, the number of trips 
starting in San Francisco on a weekday would increase by approximately 7.5 percentage points, 
with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), 
North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas.   
 
The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, restaurant and theater uses 
would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), 
and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations. 
 
MODE OF TRAVEL 
The estimated daily, PM peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips 
were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi, motor 
coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips.  For event center basketball games, the “other” category 
includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the no-
event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, restaurant, live theater and movie 
theater) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis.  The bicycle trips generated by a 
basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel (see Appendix A, pp. A-35 
through A-46), but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary 
tables presented in this technical memorandum. 
 
Travel mode splits of employee and visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated 
from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (SD 3), where the project 
site is located. Travel mode splits of event (basketball games and conventions) employee trips 
were also estimated using SD3 data in the SF Guidelines.  
 
Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data 
provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion 
EIR,13 with some adjustments to account for the SD3 location of the proposed project. Walk trips 
in SD1, SD2 and SD4 were proportionally shifted to auto and transit trips; no adjustments were 
made within SD3 or for trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco. 
 



                                                 
 
13 Moscone Center Expansion Project – Estimation of Travel Demand, Adavant Consulting, January 9, 2014. 
Appendix C of Moscone Center Expansion Project Draft EIR, April 2014. A copy of this document is available 
for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 
2013.0154E. 
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Mode splits for basketball event attendee trips were based on weekday and Saturday game 
attendance data collected by the San Francisco Giants in the fall 2012, which are presented in 
more detail in Appendix A (p. A-14). 
 
Table 8 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for 
the standard weekday PM peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak 
hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour. 
 
No Event 
On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 2,007 person trips by 
automobile (61 percent), 603 person trips by transit (19 percent), and 645 person trips by other 
modes (20 percent) during the PM peak hour.   
 
On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,337 person trips by 
automobile (58 percent), 426 person trips by transit (18 percent), and 559 person trips by other 
modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour. 
 
With Event 
The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball 
game would be as follows: 



 The overall project would generate 2,168 person trips by automobile (63 percent), 720 
person trips by transit (21 percent), and 549 person trips by other modes (16 percent) 
during the weekday PM peak hour. 



 The overall project would generate 5,213 person trips by automobile (37 percent), 6,035 
person trips by transit (43 percent), and 2,774 person trips by other modes (20 percent) 
during the weekday evening peak hour.   



 The overall project would generate 5,821 person trips by automobile (42 percent), 5,693 
person trips by transit (41 percent), and 2,284 person trips by other modes (17 percent) 
during the weekday late evening peak hour.  



 
On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 5,884 person trips 
by automobile (43 percent), 6,123 person trips by transit (46 percent), and 1,495 person trips by 
other modes (11 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project 
would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (43 percent on a 
Saturday, as compared to 37 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit 
service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San 
Francisco. 
 
On a weekday with a convention event, during the PM peak hour the proposed project would 
generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (17 percent), since about 80 percent 
of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by taxi or convention shuttle bus.  
Approximately two percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site. 
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Table 8 
Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period [a] 



Project Land Use 



Weekday Saturday 
PM Peak Hour 



of the 4 to 6 PM period 
Evening Peak Hour 



of the 6 to 8 PM period 
Late Evening Peak Hour 
of the 9 to 11 PM period 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 7 to 9 PM period 



Auto Transit 
Walk/ 



Other[b] 
Total Auto Transit 



Walk/ 
Other[b] 



Total Auto Transit 
Walk/ 



Other[b] 
Total Auto Transit 



Walk/ 
Other[b] 



Total 



No Event                 
Event Center 15 4 2 21         0 0 0 0 
General Office 542 158 91 792         16 5 2 23 
General Retail [e] 219 41 79 340         114 22 41 177 
Quick Service Restaurant [e] 623 204 251 1,079         0 0 0 0 
Sit-down Restaurant [e] 387 128 164 679         857 284 363 1,504 
Live Theater [f] 158 47 30 235         121 41 54 216 
Movie Theater 62 21 27 109         229 76 99 403 
Total person trips 
w/out event 



2,007 603 645 3,255 
N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 



1,337 426 559 2,322 
61% 19% 20% 100% 58% 18% 24% 100% 



With Event             
Basketball Game 663 264 115 1,042 4,606 5,842 2,558 13,006 5,020 5,436 1,992 12,449 5,161 5,901 1,221 12,284 
Convention Event [e] 954 454 1,705 3,113 N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 
General Office 542 158 91 792 112 32 14 158 28 8 3 40 16 5 2 23 
General Retail [e] 91 18 31 140 22 5 6 33 10 2 3 15 15 4 4 23 
Quick Service Restaurant [e] 489 159 191 839 121 40 54 216 121 40 54 216 179 60 80 319 
Sit-down Restaurant [e] 163 53 64 280 83 26 23 132 83 26 23 132 122 38 34 195 
Live Theater [f] 158 47 30 235 202 68 90 360 461 148 166 775 121 41 54 216 
Movie Theater 62 21 27 109 66 22 28 116 97 32 42 172 229 76 99 403 
Total person trips w/ event                 
 



Basketball Game 
2,168 720 549 3,436 5,213 6,035 2,774 14,021 5,821 5,693 2,284 13,798 5,844 6,123 1,495 13,461 



 63% 21% 16% 100% 37% 43% 20% 100% 42% 41% 17% 100% 43% 46% 11% 100% 
 



Convention Event 
2,459 909 2,139 5,508 



N.A. [c] N.A. [c] N.A. [c] 
 45% 17% 39% 100% 
Notes: 



[a] Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding; see Appendix B (pp. A-50 to A-62) for detailed trip generation calculations. 
[b] “Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, etc. 
[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis. 
[d] Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle. 



[e] Includes linked trip reductions. 
[f] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one 



matinee) on a Saturday. 
Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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VEHICLE OCCUPANCIES AND VEHICLE TRIPS BY PLACE OF ORIGIN 
To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various 
scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by 
automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard 
project land uses, such as office, retail, restaurant, and theater uses were estimated in 
accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines.  
 
Average Vehicle Occupancy: Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event 
center was developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; 
data from 2007 was used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split 
ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. More detailed information from the 
2007 SF Giants survey is included in Appendix A (p. A-14).  The average vehicle occupancy for 
attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 
passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation 
planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies 
between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on 
weekends.14   
 
Table 9 summarizes the average vehicle occupancy rates and number of vehicles for project 
trips by place of origin/destination and time period.  When combined with employee trips and 
trips to/from other on-site uses the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event 
and a basketball ranges between 1.5 and 2.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, 
day of the event, and peak hour. 
 
During the weekday PM peak hour without and with a basketball game, the average vehicle 
occupancy is 1.7 and 1.5 passengers per vehicle, respectively, which generally reflects the 
overall peak period commute average vehicle occupancies of the other project land uses (i.e., 
the proportion of basketball game attendees travel to the event center during the PM peak hour 
would be low – 2.8 percent of arrivals, as presented in Table 4).  During the weekday evening 
and late evening peak hours, the average vehicle occupancy increases to 2.4 persons per 
vehicle, as the majority of trips are event-related. During the Saturday evening peak hour for no 
event conditions, the average vehicle occupancy is higher, at 2.1 persons per vehicle, reflecting 
the generally higher average vehicle occupancy for entertainment uses (i.e., the sit-down 
restaurant, movie theater, and live theater), while with a basketball game the average vehicle 
occupancy increases to 2.6 persons per vehicle reflecting the greater number of attendees 
traveling to the event center by auto mode on a Saturday as compared to a weekday game.   
 
 



                                                 
 
14 Table 2, p. 5; Transportation Planning Assumptions for the Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment, 
Technical Memorandum, Philip Habib and Associates, May 4, 2006, and Table 10, p. 6, Madison Square 
Garden Relocation and Expansion Transportation Planning Assumptions, Technical Memorandum from PB 
Team to New York City Department of City Planning, November 11, 2003; copies of these two documents are 
included in Appendix D, starting on pages A-75 and A-93, respectively. 











LCW Consulting  Adavant 
Consulting 



 
 



 
PRELIMINARY DRAFT 1 – SUBJECT TO REVISIONS  August 8, 2014 
P14002  Page 20 



Table 9 
Average Vehicle Occupancies and Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a, b] 



Place of Trip 
Origin/ 
Destination 



Weekday Saturday 



PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period 
Evening Peak 



Hour of the 6 to 8 
PM period 



Late Evening Peak 
Hour of the 9 to 11 



PM period 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 7 to 9 PM period 



No Event Basketball Game 
Convention 



Event [c] Basketball Game Basketball Game No Event Basketball Game 



Avg. 
Veh. 



Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. 
Veh. 



Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. 
Veh. 



Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. Veh. 
Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. Veh. 
Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. Veh. 
Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



Avg. Veh. 
Occup. 



Veh. 
Trips 



San Francisco               
Superdistrict 1 1.7 80 1.6 88 6.1  241 1.7 129 1.8 112 2.0 53 2.1 105 
Superdistrict 2 1.7 161 1.5 167 2.3 150 1.8 153 1.9 149 1.9 112 2.1 118 
Superdistrict 3 1.9 326 1.7 332 2.0 265 2.0 132 2.0 166 2.3 205 2.2 130 
Superdistrict 4 1.9 85 1.7 102 2.8 95 2.0 93 2.1 87 2.3 47 2.4 72 



East Bay 2.0 113 1.8 149 2.1 160 2.5 319 2.5 339 2.4 59 2.6 317 
North Bay 1.6 48 1.6 77 1.8 82 2.7 442 2.7 612 1.8 16 2.7 601 
South Bay 1.4 302 1.3 455 1.6 421 2.5 994 2.5 1,043 2.0 111 2.6 970 
Out of Region 1.7 41 1.6 37 1.7 96 4.1 22 3.6 27 1.7 31 2.7 36 
Total Vehicles 1.7 1,155 1.5 1,407 2.6 1,510 2.4 2,285 2.4 2,535 2.1 635 2.6 2,350 



Inbound  398  750  424  2,079  119  315  2,129 
  34%  53%  28%  91%  5%  50%  91% 
Outbound  757  657  1,086  206  2,416  320  221 
  66%  47%  72%  9%  95%  50%  9% 



Notes: 
[a] Numbers may not sum due to rounding. 
[b] Average vehicle occupancy rates vary depending on the time of day (i.e., analysis periods) as the proportion of trips generated by the various land uses components of the project, 



each one with a different average vehicle occupancy rate, is different depending on the time of the day. See Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62) for detailed vehicle occupancy and 
vehicle trip demand calculations for each individual land use. 



[c] The average vehicle occupancy rate for a convention event includes trips by shuttle bus service with an average occupancy of 25 passengers per vehicle, per the Moscone Center 
Expansion Project EIR. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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The average vehicle occupancy during a convention event during the weekday PM peak hour 
(2.6 persons per vehicle overall, 6.1 persons per vehicle for SD1) includes trips by shuttle bus 
with an average vehicle occupancy of 25 passengers per vehicle. 
 
Vehicle Trips: The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin 
and destination has been summarized in Table 9. 
 
No Event  
During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would 
generate 1,115 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during 
the Saturday evening peak hour (635 vehicle trips) would be less than during the weekday PM 
peak hour (1,115 vehicle trips), primarily because trip generation associated with the office uses 
would be minimal. 
 
With Event 
On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 1,407 vehicle trips 
during the PM peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,285 transit trips 
during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 2,535 vehicle trips 
during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips 
would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than 
during the PM or evening peak hours because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over 
a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas 
departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrate within the one hour immediately following 
the conclusion of an event.   
 
On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,350 vehicle trips 
during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 9, the greatest vehicle trip generation would 
occur with a Saturday basketball game than with a weekday basketball game as more people 
tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and 
less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays 
than on weekdays).  
 
On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 1,510 vehicle trips 
during the PM peak hour. A convention event would generate fewer weekday PM peak hour 
vehicles trips than a basketball game, as convention events would have both the lowest typical 
event attendance (9,000 attendees for a convention event as compared to 18,064 attendees for 
a basketball game) and the highest non-automobile event-only mode use (69 percent 
transit/other mode for a convention event during the PM peak hour, as compared to 36 percent 
transit/other mode share for a basketball game during the PM peak hour; see Table 8, p. 18). 
 
TRANSIT TRIPS BY PLACE OF ORIGIN 
Table 10 summarizes the transit trips generated by the proposed project for the various 
scenarios and time periods. 
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Table 10 



Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a] 



Place of Trip 
Origin/Destination 



Weekday Saturday 



PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period 
Evening Peak 



Hour of the 6 to 
8 PM period 



Late Evening 
Peak Hour of 
the 9 to 11 PM 



period 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 7 to 9 PM period 



No Event 
Basketball 



Game 
Convention 



Event 
Basketball 



Game 
Basketball 



Game 
No Event 



Basketball 
Game 



San Francisco        
Superdistrict 1 81 94 339 643 447 57 721 
Superdistrict 2 72 84 67 324 248 47 270 
Superdistrict 3 249 221 191 370 325 207 398 
Superdistrict 4 41 51 48 296 221 26 256 



East Bay 96 167 157 3,313 3,334 61 3,315 
North Bay 7 11 7 1 3 1 1 
South Bay 33 65 45 1,018 1,015 11 995 
Out of Region 24 26 56 70 70 15 168 
Total Transit Trips 603 720 909 6,035 5,693 426 6,123 



Inbound 240 424 225 5,959 14 223 6,022 
 40% 59% 25% 99% 0% 52% 98% 
Outbound 364 296 684 75 5,679 203 101 
 60% 41% 75% 1% 100% 48% 2% 



Notes: 
[a] Numbers may not sum due to rounding. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
 
 











LCW Consulting  Adavant 
Consulting 



 
 



 
PRELIMINARY DRAFT 1 – SUBJECT TO REVISIONS  August 8, 2014 
P14002  Page 23 



No Event  
During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would 
generate 603 transit trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of transit trips during the 
Saturday evening peak hour (426 transit trips) would be less than during the weekday PM peak 
hour (603 transit trips). 
 
With Event 
On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 720 transit trips 
during the PM peak hour, and the number of transit trips would increase to 6,035 transit trips 
during the evening peak hour (arrivals to the event center), and to 5,693 transit trips during the 
late evening peak hour (departures from the event center). On Saturdays with a basketball 
game, the proposed project would generate 6,123 transit trips during the evening peak hour.  
 
On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 909 transit trips 
during the PM peak hour.  
 
WALK/OTHER TRIPS BY PLACE OF ORIGIN 
Table 11 summarizes the walk/other trips (i.e., walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxi, and other modes) 
generated by the proposed project. 
 
No Event 
During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would 
generate 645 walk/other trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of walk/other trips 
during the Saturday evening peak hour (559 walk/other trips) would be less than during the 
weekday PM peak hour (645 walk/other trips). 
 
With Event 
On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 549 walk/other trips 
during the PM peak hour, and the number of walk/other trips would increase to 2,774 walk/other 
trips during the evening peak hour (arrivals to the event center), and to 2,284 walk/other trips 
during the late evening peak hour (departures from the event center). On Saturdays with a 
basketball game, the proposed project would generate 1,495 walk/other trips during the evening 
peak hour.  
 
On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 2,139 walk/other 
trips during the PM peak hour.  
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Table 11 
Walk/Other Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a, b] 



Place of Trip 
Origin/Destination 



Weekday Saturday 



PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period 
Evening Peak 



Hour of the 6 to 
8 PM period 



Late Evening 
Peak Hour of 
the 9 to 11 PM 



period 



Evening Peak Hour 
of the 7 to 9 PM period 



No Event 
Basketball 



Game 
Convention 



Event 
Basketball 



Game 
Basketball 



Game 
No Event 



Basketball 
Game 



San Francisco        
Superdistrict 1 133 126 1,291 1,242 916 122 606 
Superdistrict 2 61 52 161 180 142 52 89 
Superdistrict 3 398 308 396 510 453 346 325 
Superdistrict 4 25 22 120 188 140 24 79 



East Bay 6 7 5 64 65 4 37 
North Bay 2 3 2 0 1 0 0 
South Bay 12 18 11 151 152 5 83 
Out of Region 8 12 153 438 415 5 277 
Total Walk/Other Trips 645 549 2,139 2,774 2,284 559 1,495 



Inbound 302 308 373 2,715 19 302 1,381 
 47% 56% 17% 98% 1% 54% 92% 
Outbound 343 240 1,767 59 2,266 257 114 
 53% 44% 83% 2% 99% 46% 8% 



Notes: 
[a] Other trips include walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxi and other modes. 
[b] Numbers may not sum due to rounding. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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PARKING DEMAND 
Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on 
methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the 
Urban Land Institute15 and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center, 
described above. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and 
short-term demand (typically visitors).   
 
Parking demand was estimated for the midday peak hour (1 to 3 PM) when parking occupancy is 
typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7 to 9 PM) when parking 
demand is greater for the basketball game and entertainment uses (i.e., restaurant, theater). 
 
Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses was 
estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation 
estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking 
for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily 
parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses 
and 2 vehicles per space per day for the movie theater.16 
 
Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game, convention event, and live theater function 
were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., 
the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and 
an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games, all 
convention events, and live theater performances on weekdays, and 2 vehicles per space per 
day for live theater performances on a Saturday). Event employee parking demand was 
estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation 
estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each 
event. 
 
Table 12 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed 
project during the midday and late evening periods. Detailed parking demand calculations are 
presented in Appendix C (p. A-63). 
 
 



                                                 
 
15 Table 2-5 and Table 2-6 (pp. 16 and 17); Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005. 
16 Based on the SF Guidelines, Appendix G, page G-1.  A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking is utilized by 
an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day. A turnover of 2 means that each parking space is utilized by an 
average of two vehicles during the day. 











LCW Consulting  Adavant 
Consulting 



 
 



 
PRELIMINARY DRAFT 1 – SUBJECT TO REVISIONS  August 8, 2014 
P14002  Page 26 



Table 12 
Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Period [a] 



Land Use Type 



Weekday Saturday 
Midday Peak Hour 



(1 to 3 PM) 
Late Evening Peak Hour 



(7 to 9 PM) 
Midday Peak Hour 



(1 to 3 PM) 
Late Evening Peak Hour 



(7 to 9 PM) 
Short-
term 



spaces 



Long-
term 



spaces 



Total 
spaces 



Short-
term 



spaces 



Long-
term 



spaces 



Total 
spaces 



Short-
term 



spaces 



Long-
term 



spaces 



Total 
spaces 



Short-
term 



spaces 



Long-
term 



spaces 



Total 
spaces 



No Event             
Event Center 0 55 55 0 6 6 0 55 55 0 6 6 
General Office 135 1,033 1,168 7 103 110 0 184 184 0 0 0 
General Retail 109 59 168 104 56 160 128 59 187 96 47 143 
Quick Service Restaurant 161 59 220 0 0 0 200 59 259 0 0 0 
Sit-down Restaurant 80 53 133 107 59 166 100 53 153 133 59 192 
Live Theater [b] 1 29 30 149 97 246 104 97 201 149 97 246 
Movie Theater 28 3 31 28 5 33 48 0 51 48 5 53 
Total spaces w/out event 514 1,291 1,805 395 326 721 580 510 1,090 426 214 640 
With Event             
Basketball Game 50 137 187 2,520 457 2,977 56 137 193 2,811 457 3,268 
Convention Event 1,197 374 1,571 359 94 453  N.A. [c]    N.A. [c]  
General Office  135 1,033 1,168 7 103 110 0 184 184 0 0 0 
General Retail 55 59 114 52 56 108 64 59 123 48 47 95 
Quick Service Restaurant 161 59 220 129 53 182 200 59 259 160 53 213 
Sit-down Restaurant 40 53 93 54 59 113 50 53 103 67 59 126 
Live Theater [b] 1 29 30 149 97 246 104 97 201 149 97 246 
Movie Theater 28 3 31 28 5 33 48 3 51 48 5 53 
Total spaces with event             



Basketball Game 470 1,373 1,843 2,939 830 3,769 522 592 1,114 3,283 718 4,001 
Convention Event 1,617 1,610 3,227 778 467 1,245  N.A. [c]   N.A. [c]  



Notes: 
[a] See Appendix C (p. A-63) for detailed project parking demand calculations; numbers may not sum due to rounding. 
[b] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday. 
[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis. 



Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014. 
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No Event 
On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking 
demand for 1,805 spaces during weekday midday period and 721 spaces during the late 
evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (1,090 spaces during the midday and 640 
spaces during the late evening period) would be slightly less because the parking demand 
associated with the office use would be substantially less than on a weekday, however, the 
parking demand associated with the live theater and movie theater would be the same or 
slightly greater than on a weekday. 
 
With Event 
On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand 
for 3,227 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 3,769 spaces 
during the late evening period with a basketball game.  
 
On a Saturday with an basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to 
conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 PM and game attendees would 
not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the 
midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but 
similar to conditions without an event.  The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a 
basketball game (4,001 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays due to the higher auto 
mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays. 
 
 











APPENDICES 



A-1











 



A-2











LCW Consulting  Adavant 
Consulting 



 



 



APPENDIX A - TRAVEL DEMAND ASSUMPTIONS .................................... A-5 
 ORIGIN/DESTINATION DATA FROM GOLDEN STATE WARRIORS .............................................. A-7 
 TEMPORAL DISTRIBUTION OF EVENT ATTENDEES .................................................................. A-9 
 SAN FRANCISCO GIANTS SPECTATOR TRAVEL SURVEYS ..................................................... A-13 
 TEMPORAL DISTRIBUTION OF PROJECT LAND USES ............................................................ A-15 
 SAN FRANCISCO SUPERDISTRICT BOUNDARIES MAP ........................................................... A-21 
 



APPENDIX B - PROPOSED PROJECT TRAVEL DEMAND ......................... A-23 
 PROPOSED PROJECT LAND USE SUMMARY ........................................................................ A-25 
 PROJECT TRAVEL DEMAND SUMMARY FOR ALL SCENARIOS ............................................... A-27 
 NO EVENT: 
 Weekday 4 PM to 6 PM Period Peak Hour ........................................................... A-29 



 Saturday 7 PM to 9 PM Period Peak Hour ............................................................ A-32 



 BASKETBALL GAME: 
 Weekday 4 PM to 6 PM Period Peak Hour ........................................................... A-35 



 Weekday 6 PM to 8 PM Period Peak Hour ........................................................... A-38 



 Weekday 9 PM to 11 PM Period Peak Hour ......................................................... A-41 



 Saturday 7 PM to 9 PM Period Peak Hour ............................................................ A-44 



 CONVENTION EVENT: 
 Weekday 4 PM to 6 PM Period Peak Hour ........................................................... A-47 



 INDIVIDUAL LAND USE TRAVEL DEMAND CALCULATIONS ..................................................... A-50 
 Event Center with No Event .................................................................................. A-51 



 Event Center with Basketball Game ...................................................................... A-52 



 Event Center with Convention ............................................................................... A-53 



 General Office ....................................................................................................... A-54 



 General Retail ....................................................................................................... A-55 



 Sit-down Restaurant .............................................................................................. A-57 



 Quick Service Restaurant ...................................................................................... A-59 



 Movie Theater ....................................................................................................... A-61 



 Live Theater .......................................................................................................... A-62 



  



A-3











LCW Consulting  Adavant 
Consulting 



 



 



APPENDIX C - PROPOSED PROJECT PARKING DEMAND ........................ A-63 
 



APPENDIX D - OTHER SUPPORTING TECHNICAL DATA ......................... A-69 
 SAN FRANCISCO CITY PLACE CROSS SHOPPING SURVEY RESULTS ..................................... A-71 
 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS 
 FOR THE ATLANTIC YARDS ARENA AND REDEVELOPMENT ................................................... A-75 
 TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS 
 FOR THE MADISON SQUARE GARDEN RELOCATION AND EXPANSION.................................... A-93 
 



A-4











APPENDIX A 
TRAVEL DEMAND ASSUMPTIONS 



A-5











 



A-6











ORIGIN/DESTINATION DATA FROM GS WARRIORS 
(Used to estimate event attendee O/D trip distribution) 



A-7











Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
Estimated Origin-Destination for GS Warriors and non-basketball Events at a San Francisco facility



GS WARRIORS SEASON TICKET HOLDERS
PLACE OF RESIDENCE BY ZIP CODE Super PLACE OF RESIDENCE SUMMARY Place of Employment



Zip Code Location District Percentage County Geographical Area Percentage Place of Residence S Francisco East Bay North Bay South Bay Out of Region Total
94102 Hayes Valley/Tenderloin/North of Market SD1 2.1% San Francisco SD1 11.1% San Francisco 21 3 0 4 0 28
94103 South of Market SD1 4.0% SD2 3.4% East Bay 15 91 0 8 3 117
94104 Downtown SD1 4.4% SD3 4.2% North Bay 5 1 10 0 0 16
94105 Downtown SD1 8.4% SD4 3.3% South Bay 8 2 0 40 0 50
94107 South of Market SD1 5.9% Total San Francisco 22.0% Outside Bay Area 0 1 0 1 7 9
94108 Chinatown SD1 3.8% Total All Areas 49 98 10 53 10 220
94109 Polk/Russian Hill SD1 4.2% Alameda East Bay 20.0%
94111 Downtown/South of Market SD1 11.1% Contra Costa East Bay 12.0%
94119 Rincon Center SD1 2.1% San Joaquin East Bay 1.0% Place of residence for GS Warriors season
94133 North Beach/Chinatown SD1 4.2% Total East Bay 33.0% LOCATION ticket holders who work in San Francisco
94141 South of Market SD1 0.2% San Francisco 21 75.0% of SF residents



TOTAL SD1 50.4% Marin North Bay 4.2% East Bay 15 12.8% of East Bay residents
Solano North Bay 4.0% North Bay 5 31.3% of North Bay residents



94115 Western Addition/Japantown SD2 1.9% Sonoma North Bay 3.8% South Bay 8 16.0% of South Bay residents
94117 Haight-Ashbury SD2 1.7% Napa North Bay 1.0% Outside Bay Area 0 0.0% of Outside Bay Area residents
94118 Inner Richmond SD2 3.2% Total North Bay 13.0% Total All Areas 49 22.3% of all residents
94121 Outer Richmond SD2 3.8%
94123 Marina SD2 4.4% Santa Clara South Bay 14.0%
94129 Presidio SD2 0.6% San Mateo South Bay 13.0% Place of employment for GS Warriors season



TOTAL SD2 15.6% Santa Cruz South Bay 1.0% LOCATION ticket holders who live in San Francisco
Total South Bay 28.0% San Francisco 21 75.0% of SF residents



94110 Inner Mission/Bernal Heights SD3 3.1% East Bay 3 10.7% of SF residents
94112 Ingleside-Excelsior/Crocker Amazon SD3 4.6% Other Outside Bay Area 4.0% North Bay 0 0.0% of SF residents
94114 Castro/Noe Valley SD3 2.3% South Bay 4 14.3% of SF residents
94124 Bayview-Hunters Point SD3 2.3% TOTAL ALL AREAS 100.0% Outside Bay Area 0 0.0% of SF residents
94128 SFO SD3 0.2% Total All Areas 28 100.0% of SF residents
94131 Twin Peaks/Glen Park SD3 2.5% Source: GS Warriors, 2013
94134 Visitacion Valley/Sunnydale SD3 1.9%
94158 Mission Bay SD3 1.7% Weekday Trip Origin Adjustment for Live/Work Locations
94188 India Basin SD3 0.4% Original SF Resid. Interim Others who Final



TOTAL SD3 18.9% LOCATION Unadjusted work else. Factor work in SF Adjusted Change
SD1 11.1% -2.8% 8.3% 6.4% 14.8% 3.7%



94116 Parkside/Forest Hill SD4 2.9% SD2 3.4% -0.9% 2.6% 2.0% 4.6% 1.1%
94122 Sunset SD4 5.5% SD3 4.2% -1.0% 3.1% 2.4% 5.5% 1.4%
94127 St Francis Wood/Miraloma/West Portal SD4 4.2% SD4 3.3% -0.8% 2.5% 1.9% 4.4% 1.1%
94132 Lake Merced SD4 2.5% East Bay 33.0% 2.4% 35.4% -4.2% 31.1% -1.9%



TOTAL SD4 15.1% North Bay 13.0% 0.0% 13.0% -4.1% 8.9% -4.1%
South Bay 28.0% 3.1% 31.1% -4.5% 26.7% -1.3%



TOTAL SAN FRANCISCO 100.0% Outside Bay Area 4.0% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0%
Total All Areas 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%



Source: Market study for SF location, GS Warriors, 2013
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
TEMPORAL DISTRIBUTION OF EVENT ATTENDEE ARRIVALS



New York Knicks (NBA) Red Hot
vs. Toronto vs. New Jersey vs. Milwaukee Chili Peppers



Start Time: @ 7:30 PM @ 8:00 PM @ 7:00 PM @ 8:00 PM Arco Golden
Monday Friday Sunday Tuesday Arena State



March 24, 2003 March 28, 2003 March 16, 2003 Average May 20, 2003 (Sacto.) Warriors
Time Period Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent Percent Arrivals Percent Avg. % Avg. %



Peak 60-min Value: 9,452       6:45 PM 11,602     7:15 PM 10,079     6:30 PM 7,672       7:30 PM
72% 53% 46% 50%



2½ hours prior to start -              -              0% -              0% 0% 0%
2 hours prior to start 1              0% 6,106       28% -              9% 0% 1%
1½ hours prior to start 179          1% 413          2% 8,405       38% 14% 7% 15% 11%
1 hour prior to start 2,514       19% 4,002       18% 1,390       6% 15% 17% 30% 20%
½ hour prior to start 5,456       42% 6,807       31% 4,198       19% 30% 25% 40% 34%
Event start time 3,838       29% 3,850       17% 5,881       27% 24% 25% 15% 34%
½ hour after start 930          7% 766          3% 1,681       8% 6% 17%
1 hour after start 195          1% 121          1% 434          2% 1% 9%
1½ hours after start -              0% -              57            0% 0%
TOTAL 13,113     100% 22,065     100% 22,046     100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development



ARENA ATTENDEES WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Estimated % of Daily Estimated % of Daily



Basketball Game Vehicles Estimated Survey Vehicles Estimated Survey
Total daily vehicle trips (in+out) 5,366       5,774       
Inbound daily vehicle trips 2,683       2,887       



Estimated Inbound peak hour 31            1.1% 1.0%
of 4 to 6 PM period
Estimated Inbound peak hour 1,833       68.3% 68.0%
of 6 to 8 PM period
Estimated Inbound peak hour 1,963       68.0% 68.0%
of 7 to 9 PM period
Estimated Outbound peak hour 1,918       71.5% 70.0%
of 9 to 11 PM period



GS WARRIORS DATA
Arrivals



Time Period Start time: 7:30 PM
5:00 PM 5:30 PM 0% 0%
5:30 PM 6:00 PM 1% 1%
6:00 PM 6:30 PM 11% 12%
6:30 PM 7:00 PM 20% 32%
7:00 PM 7:30 PM 34% 66%
7:30 PM 8:00 PM 34% 100%



TOTAL 100%



Departures
Time Period End time: 9:40 PM



9:00 PM 9:30 PM 30% 30%
9:30 PM 10:00 PM 40% 70%



10:00 PM 10:30 PM 30% 100%
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SAN FRANCISCO GIANTS SPECTATOR TRAVEL SURVEYS 
(Used to estimate event travel mode & vehicle occupancy) 
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SF GIANTS BALLPARK TRANSPORTATION SUMMARY



2000 SURVEY 2007 SURVEY 2012 SURVEY
WEEKDAY WEEKEND ALL DAYS WEEKDAY WEEKEND ALL DAYS WEEKDAY WEEKEND ALL DAYS



Afternoon Evening Afternoon COMBINED Afternoon Evening Afternoon Evening COMBINED Afternoon Evening Afternoon Evening COMBINED
ORIGIN OF TRIP
Home 68.0% 72.0% 97.0% 79.0% 76.5% 76.0% 96.5% 77.0% 81.5% 84.2% 71.7% 91.0% 91.1% 84.5%
Work 32.0% 28.0% 3.0% 21.0% 19.0% 20.0% 0.0% 19.0% 14.5% 6.5% 7.1% 6.9% 6.0% 6.6%
Other included in home included in home 4.5% 4.0% 3.5% 4.0% 4.0% 9.3% 21.2% 2.2% 2.8% 8.9%
All Origins 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



San Francisco 26.7% 40.4% 24.8% 27.0% 29.7%
East Bay 29.0% 20.5% 27.6% 26.6% 25.9%
North Bay 19.4% 10.8% 17.6% 14.8% 15.6%
South Bay 24.9% 28.3% 30.0% 31.7% 28.7%
All Origins 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



MODE OF TRAVEL
Auto 49.8% 54.0% 59.0% 53.0% 53.9% 40.9% 33.0% 51.8% 51.3% 44.2%
Charter bus included above included above 0.7% 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.3%
Muni 10.9% 11.6% 11.0% 9.8% 10.8% 11.0% 19.2% 7.7% 9.7% 11.9%
BART 12.8% 10.3% 11.9% 14.4% 12.3% 20.3% 15.3% 13.4% 13.1% 15.5%
Caltrain 12.2% 11.6% 9.5% 9.4% 10.7% 9.6% 12.8% 12.7% 12.4% 11.9%
Ferry 5.5% 3.0% 4.1% 6.2% 4.7% 7.6% 6.9% 8.1% 3.7% 6.6%
Taxi 0.8% 1.5% 0.9% 1.2% 1.1% 2.0% 2.0% 0.4% 2.3% 1.7%
Walk 6.0% 5.0% 2.0% 6.0% 4.8% 3.3% 6.4% 2.1% 2.7% 3.6%
Bike included above included above 2.0% 1.0% 1.4% 1.7% 1.5%
Other 2.0% 3.0% 1.5% 0.0% 1.6% 2.7% 3.4% 2.1% 3.0% 2.8%
All Modes 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Auto 48.0% 50.0% 57.5% 51.8% 49.8% 54.0% 59.0% 53.0% 53.9% 40.9% 33.0% 51.8% 51.3% 44.2%
Transit 41.0% 37.0% 33.5% 37.2% 41.4% 36.5% 36.6% 39.8% 38.6% 49.2% 54.2% 42.3% 38.9% 46.1%
Taxi included in other included in other 0.8% 1.5% 0.9% 1.2% 1.1% 2.0% 2.0% 0.4% 2.3% 1.7%
Walk 8.0% 7.0% 5.0% 6.7% 6.0% 5.0% 2.0% 6.0% 4.8% 3.3% 6.4% 2.1% 2.7% 3.6%
Other 3.0% 6.0% 4.0% 4.3% 2.0% 3.0% 1.5% 0.0% 1.6% 4.7% 4.4% 3.5% 4.7% 4.3%
All Modes 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



PARKING LOCATION
SF Giants facilities 76.0% 60.0% 61.0% 65.7% 40.0% 33.0% 33.4% 38.0% 36.1% 45.6% 31.5% 35.9% 24.8% 34.5%
On-street 21.0% 36.0% 29.3% 38.0% 31.1% 12.8% 30.1% 20.5% 26.1% 22.4%
Other off-street facilities 39.0% 31.0% 37.4% 24.0% 32.8% 41.6% 38.4% 43.6% 49.1% 43.2%
All parking locations 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Avg. number of people in car 2.80            2.48          2.67          2.48          2.67          2.57             



Avg. time of arrival before start 36 min 35 min 42 min 37 min 37 min



Sources:
San Francisco's New Downtown Ballpark: A home run for public transit; G. Robbins, A. Felder, W. Hurrell; 2001 Institute of Transportation Engineers Annual Meeting.
San Francisco Giants Transportation Survey; SF Giants; August 2007.
San Francisco Giants Transportation Survey; SF Giants; October 2012.
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION



WEEKDAY SATURDAY
TABLE 1 PM Peak Hour of ITE Weekday- Proposed
CALCULATION OF TRIP GENERATION RATES 4-6 PM Period Proposed to-Saturday Daily and
FOR WEEKDAY & SATURDAY CONDITIONS SF Guidelines Late PM Peak Trip Gen Factor Late PM Peak
LAND USES Rates Hour Rates (from Table 2) Hour Rates
OFFICE
Daily trips per 1000 gsf 18.1 0.22 4.0
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 8.5% 11.0%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 1.54 0.29 0.44
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.20
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 1.7%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.31
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.10
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily 1.1%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.04
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.05
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily 0.4%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.08
RETAIL
Daily trips per 1000 gsf 150.0 1.17 175.5
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 9.0% 10.0%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 13.5 1.30 17.5
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.75
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 6.8%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 10.13
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.40
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily 4.0%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 7.02
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 0.35
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily 3.2%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 4.73
SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT
Daily trips per 1000 gsf 200.0 1.25 249.1
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 13.5% 15.5%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 27.0 1.43 38.6
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 1.50
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 20.3%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 40.50
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 1.55
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily 24.0%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 59.78
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 3a) 1.50
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily 20.3%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 40.50
QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT
Daily trips per 1000 gsf (Composite rate) 600.0 1.25 747.3
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 13.5% 15.5%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 81.0 1.43 115.7
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (closed except during events) 0.00
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 0.0%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.00
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour  (closed except during events) 0.00
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily 0.0%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.00
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour  (closed except during events) 0.00
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily 0.0%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per 1000 gsf 0.00
MOVIE THEATER
Daily trips per seat (Saturday ratio fom Table 4b) 1.13 1.71 1.93
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 23.0% 15.5%
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period trips per seat 0.26 1.15 0.30
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 4b) 1.06
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 24.4%
Peak Hour of 6-8 PM period trips per seat 0.28
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 4b) 3.20
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 49.6%
Peak Hour of 7-9 PM period trips per seat 0.96
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of PM peak hour (Table 4b) 1.57
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period as a % of daily (calculated) 36.2%
Peak Hour of 9-11 PM period trips per seat 0.41
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TABLE 2



ITE OFFICE LAND USE 710 Vehicle-trips per 1000 gsf Weekday-to-
General Office Building Weekday Saturday Sat. factor
Daily 11.03 2.46 0.22
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period 1.49 0.43 0.29
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 13.5% 17.5% 1.29



ITE RETAIL LAND USE 820 Vehicle-trips per 1000 gsf Weekday-to-
Shopping Center Weekday Saturday Sat. factor
Daily 42.70 49.97 1.17
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period 3.71 4.82 1.30
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 8.7% 9.6% 1.11



ITE RESTAURANT LAND USE 932 Vehicle-trips per 1000 gsf Weekday-to-
High-Turnover Sit-Down Weekday Saturday Sat. factor
Daily 127.15 158.37 1.25
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period 9.85 14.07 1.43
Peak Hour of 4-6 PM period as a % of Daily 7.7% 8.9% 1.15



Source: Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Report, 9th Edition, 2012
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TABLE 3 (Summary of Table 3a)
Source: Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians PM to Late Evening Adjustment Ratios for



6-8 period 7-9 period 9-11 period
Start Time over 4-6 period over 4-6 period over 4-6 period



LAND USE 4 PM 5 PM 6 PM 7 PM 8 PM 9 PM 10 PM Calculated Selected Calculated Selected Calculated Selected
Office (flat peak) 15.2% 8.5% 2.9% 0.4% 1.5% 0.8% 0.0% 0.19 0.20 0.10 0.10 0.05 0.05
Office (sharp peak) 8.3% 13.4% 2.6% 0.5% 1.3% 0.9% 0.0% 0.20 0.09 0.07
Retail 6.2% 8.9% 6.4% 2.7% 3.6% 3.0% 1.4% 0.72 0.75 0.41 0.40 0.34 0.35
Restaurant 4.1% 6.3% 9.2% 8.9% 9.6% 9.3% 6.6% 1.47 1.50 1.53 1.55 1.48 1.50



TABLE 3a
Percent of weekday 24-hour in and out trips during each hour by type of land use
Source: Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians



Weekday Office (flat peak) Office (sharp peak)
Time Period In Out Two-way In Out Two-way



Retail Restaurant
Two-way Two-way



12:00 AM 1:00 AM



1:00 AM 2:00 AM



2:00 AM 3:00 AM



3:00 AM 4:00 AM



4:00 AM 5:00 AM



5:00 AM 6:00 AM



6:00 AM 7:00 AM



7:00 AM 8:00 AM 3.9 0.6 2.2 1.9 0.2 1.1 0.0 0.0
8:00 AM 9:00 AM 25.6 2.3 13.9 22.5 0.9 11.5 0.0 0.0
9:00 AM 10:00 AM 10.9 3.5 7.2 20.5 2.2 11.3 0.9 0.0
10:00 AM 11:00 AM 5.8 4.0 4.9 4.4 3.2 3.7 3.8 2.1
11:00 AM 12:00 PM 5.3 7.8 6.5 3.5 9.3 6.4 6.7 4.4
12:00 PM 1:00 PM 12.6 16.6 14.7 8.0 20.0 14.2 20.1 14.0
1:00 PM 2:00 PM 10.7 7.8 9.2 20.8 8.2 14.4 19.9 15.1
2:00 PM 3:00 PM 8.4 5.3 6.8 9.5 4.5 7.0 9.9 7.6
3:00 PM 4:00 PM 4.2 6.3 5.3 3.4 3.6 3.4 6.3 2.9
4:00 PM 5:00 PM 5.3 24.9 15.2 2.3 14.1 8.3 6.2 4.1
5:00 PM 6:00 PM 3.6 13.2 8.5 1.3 25.3 13.4 8.9 6.3
6:00 PM 7:00 PM 2.0 3.9 2.9 0.9 4.3 2.6 6.4 9.2
7:00 PM 8:00 PM 0.1 0.8 0.4 0.2 0.8 0.5 2.7 8.9
8:00 PM 9:00 PM 1.0 1.8 1.5 0.5 2.1 1.3 3.6 9.6
9:00 PM 10:00 PM 0.4 1.3 0.8 0.3 1.4 0.9 3.0 9.3
10:00 PM 11:00 PM 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 6.6
11:00 PM 12:00 AM



TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100
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TABLE 4a
Movie Theater Person Trip Generation per Screen - No Weekday Matinees
Source: Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985



Start Avg. Monday through Friday Friday Average Weekday Saturday Sunday
Time In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily
12:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 1.3      0.0      1.3      0.3% -         -        -        0.0%
1:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 11.7    0.4      12.0    3.0% 13.3     0.4      13.7    4.1%
2:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 9.6      1.3      10.8    2.7% 10.8     0.3      11.2    3.4%
3:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 16.3    11.7    27.9    7.0% 19.6     13.3    32.9    10.0%
4:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 8.8      9.6      18.3    4.6% 9.2       10.8    20.0    6.0%
5:00 PM 10.0      0.3       10.3     7.4% 12.1     0.4       12.5     4.9% 10.4    0.3      10.7    6.6% 12.9    16.3    29.2    7.4% 20.0     19.6    39.6    12.0%
6:00 PM 7.4        0.2       7.6       5.5% 15.4     0.5       15.9     6.2% 9.0      0.3      9.3      5.7% 26.7    8.8      35.5    8.9% 22.9     9.2      32.1    9.7%
7:00 PM 14.3      10.0     24.3     17.6% 25.0     12.1     37.1     14.5% 16.4    10.4    26.9    16.6% 20.0    12.9    32.9    8.3% 13.3     20.0    33.4    10.1%
8:00 PM 16.8      7.4       24.2     17.5% 30.0     15.4     45.5     17.8% 19.4    9.0      28.5    17.6% 41.3    26.7    68.0    17.2% 24.6     22.9    47.5    14.4%
9:00 PM 8.2        14.3     22.5     16.3% 20.9     25.0     45.9     18.0% 10.7     16.4     27.2     16.8% 26.2     20.0     46.2     11.7% 13.3     13.3     26.6     8.1%
10:00 PM 15.4      16.8     32.2     23.2% 40.9     30.0     70.9     27.8% 20.5    19.4    39.9    24.7% 7.6      41.3    48.9    12.3% 16.2     24.6    40.8    12.3%
11:00 PM 9.2        8.2       17.4     12.5% 6.7       20.9     27.6     10.8% 8.7      10.7    19.4    12.0% 39.0    26.2    65.2    16.5% 19.5     13.3    32.8    9.9%
Total 81.2      57.2     138.5   100.0% 151.0   104.3   255.3   100.0% 95.2     66.6     161.8   100.0% 221.2   175.0   396.2   100.0% 182.8   147.7   330.5   100.0%



TABLE 4b
Movie Theater Person Trip Generation per Screen - With Weekday Matinees
Source: Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985



Start Average Mon-Thr. Friday Average Weekday Saturday Sunday
Time In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily In Out Total % daily
12:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% -         -         -         0.0% -        -        -        0.0% 1.3      0.0      1.3      0.3% -         -        -        0.0%
1:00 PM -          -         -         0.0% 27.9     0.8       28.8     7.8% 5.6      0.2      5.8      2.5% 11.7    0.4      12.0    3.0% 13.3     0.4      13.7    4.1%
2:00 PM 8.6        0.3       8.8       4.5% 7.9       0.2       8.2       2.2% 8.4      0.3      8.7      3.7% 9.6      1.3      10.8    2.7% 10.8     0.3      11.1    3.4%
3:00 PM 15.4      0.5       15.9     8.0% 12.9     27.9     40.9     11.1% 14.9    6.0      20.9    9.0% 16.3    11.7    27.9    7.0% 19.6     13.3    32.9    10.0%
4:00 PM 5.6        8.6       14.2     7.2% 6.7       7.9       14.6     4.0% 5.8       8.4       14.3     6.2% 8.8       9.6       18.4     4.6% 9.2       10.8     20.0     6.0%
5:00 PM 10.0      15.4     25.4     12.8% 12.1     12.9     25.0     6.8% 10.4    14.9    25.3    10.9% 12.9    16.3    29.2    7.4% 20.0     19.6    39.6    12.0%
6:00 PM 7.4        5.6       13.0     6.6% 15.4     6.7       22.1     6.0% 9.0      5.8      14.8    6.4% 26.7    8.8      35.4    8.9% 22.9     9.2      32.1    9.7%
7:00 PM 14.3      10.0     24.3     12.3% 25.0     12.1     37.1     10.1% 16.4    10.4    26.9    11.6% 20.0    12.9    32.9    8.3% 13.3     20.0    33.4    10.1%
8:00 PM 16.8      7.4       24.2     12.2% 30.0     15.4     45.5     12.4% 19.4    9.0      28.5    12.3% 41.3    26.7    68.0    17.2% 24.6     22.9    47.5    14.4%
9:00 PM 8.2        14.3     22.5     11.4% 20.9     25.0     46.0     12.5% 10.8    16.4    27.2    11.8% 26.2    20.0    46.2    11.7% 13.3     13.3    26.7    8.1%
10:00 PM 15.4      16.8     32.1     16.2% 40.9     30.0     70.9     19.3% 20.5    19.4    39.9    17.2% 7.6      41.3    48.9    12.3% 16.2     24.6    40.8    12.3%
11:00 PM 9.2        8.2       17.4     8.8% 6.7       20.9     27.6     7.5% 8.7      10.7    19.4    8.4% 39.0    26.2    65.2    16.5% 19.5     13.3    32.8    9.9%
Total 110.8    87.0     197.8   100.0% 206.5   160.0   366.5   100.0% 129.9   101.6   231.5   100.0% 221.2   175.0   396.2   100.0% 182.8   147.8   330.5   100.0%
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TABLE 5
NUMBER OF VEHICLES ENTERING MASONIC CENTER AREA GARAGES
Event Start Time: 8:00 PM



Masonic Center Crocker Grace Cathedral Fairmont Hotel All Garages
Time Period 10/14/11 12/03/11 10/14/11 12/03/11 10/14/11 12/03/11 10/14/11 12/03/11 10/14/11 12/03/11 Average



6:15 PM 6:30 PM 15 25 12 16 7 10 1 5 35 7.3% 56 12.3% 46 9.8%
6:30 PM 6:45 PM 26 33 15 14 0 8 4 2 45 9.4% 57 12.5% 51 10.9%
6:45 PM 7:00 PM 46 57 20 12 0 14 2 6 68 14.3% 89 19.5% 79 16.8%
7:00 PM 7:15 PM 51 60 9 14 0 0 5 3 65 13.6% 77 16.9% 71 15.1%
7:15 PM 7:30 PM 71 20 21 30 0 3 2 0 94 19.7% 53 11.6% 74 15.8%
7:30 PM 7:45 PM 50 4 27 35 0 0 6 1 83 17.4% 40 8.8% 62 13.2%
7:45 PM 8:00 PM 11 4 32 29 0 5 9 2 52 10.9% 40 8.8% 46 9.8%
8:00 PM 8:15 PM 7 5 19 33 0 3 9 3 35 7.3% 44 9.6% 40 8.5%



Total 277 208 155 183 7 43 38 22 477 100.0% 456 100.0% 469 100.0%
Avg. Veh. Occup. 2.11 1.89 2.01 1.91 1.00 1.60 1.24 1.41 1.99 1.85 1.92



Arriving before one and a half hour prior to start of event 10%
Arriving one and a half hour to one hour prior to start of event 28%



Arriving one hour to half hour prior to start of event 31%
Arriving half hour prior to start of event 23%



Arriving after start of event 9%
Total 100%



If event starts at 7:30 PM Calc. Selected
Peak one hour arrivals during the 4-6 PM period: 10% 10%
Peak one hour arrivals during the 6-8 PM period: 59% 60%
Peak one hour arrivals during the 7-9 PM period: 32% 35%
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TABLE 6
Time of Day Distribution for Movie Theater Vehicle Trips
Source: Trip Generation for Entertainment Land Uses, J. Doyle, Institute of Transportation Engineers 1999 Annual Meeting



Thursday Friday Saturday
Start % of Daily % of Daily % of Daily
Time In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total
12:00 AM 1.5% 48.4% 1.6% 51.6% 1.60% 0.5% 41.7% 0.7% 58.3% 0.6% 2.7% 40.0% 4.1% 60.0% 3.4%
1:00 AM 1.1% 40.2% 1.6% 59.8% 1.30% 0.3% 37.5% 0.5% 62.5% 0.4% 1.0% 36.2% 1.8% 63.8% 1.4%
2:00 AM 0.3% 61.1% 0.2% 38.9% 0.20% 0.1% 25.0% 0.2% 75.0% 0.1% 0.3% 33.1% 0.6% 66.9% 0.4%
3:00 AM 0.2% 37.6% 0.2% 62.4% 0.20% 0.1% 75.1% 0.0% 24.9% 0.1% 0.2% 33.6% 0.4% 66.4% 0.3%
4:00 AM 0.3% 61.1% 0.2% 38.9% 0.20% 0.1% 25.0% 0.2% 75.0% 0.1% 0.3% 33.1% 0.6% 66.9% 0.4%
5:00 AM 0.2% 37.6% 0.2% 62.4% 0.20% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 0.0%
6:00 AM 0.2% 71.8% 0.1% 28.2% 0.10% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 0.1% 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1%
7:00 AM 0.3% 49.3% 0.3% 50.7% 0.30% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1% 50.0% 0.1%
8:00 AM 1.6% 58.9% 1.1% 41.1% 1.40% 0.3% 50.0% 0.3% 50.0% 0.3% 0.2% 39.8% 0.3% 60.2% 0.2%
9:00 AM 1.3% 54.0% 1.1% 46.0% 1.20% 0.7% 53.6% 0.6% 46.4% 0.7% 0.4% 50.0% 0.4% 50.0% 0.4%
10:00 AM 1.9% 59.2% 1.3% 40.8% 1.60% 0.8% 47.2% 0.9% 52.8% 0.9% 0.7% 50.0% 0.7% 50.0% 0.7%
11:00 AM 2.8% 58.2% 2.0% 41.8% 2.40% 1.2% 50.0% 1.2% 50.0% 1.2% 1.3% 54.5% 1.1% 45.5% 1.2%
12:00 PM 5.3% 51.9% 4.9% 48.1% 5.10% 2.0% 52.6% 1.8% 47.4% 1.9% 3.5% 54.1% 3.0% 45.9% 3.2%
1:00 PM 6.4% 58.6% 4.5% 41.4% 5.50% 3.3% 55.0% 2.7% 45.0% 3.0% 6.3% 59.1% 4.4% 40.9% 5.3%
2:00 PM 6.6% 51.1% 6.3% 48.9% 6.42% 3.3% 51.6% 3.1% 48.4% 3.2% 5.1% 52.8% 4.5% 47.2% 4.8%
3:00 PM 8.3% 47.4% 9.3% 52.6% 8.81% 3.7% 47.4% 4.1% 52.6% 3.9% 7.0% 51.2% 6.7% 48.8% 6.8%
4:00 PM 8.3% 47.1% 9.3% 52.9% 8.84% 6.7% 55.3% 5.4% 44.7% 6.1% 10.9% 52.7% 9.7% 47.3% 10.3%
5:00 PM 10.4% 59.7% 7.0% 40.3% 8.74% 7.7% 55.8% 6.1% 44.2% 6.9% 10.5% 52.3% 9.6% 47.7% 10.0%
6:00 PM 7.6% 51.7% 7.1% 48.3% 7.30% 7.7% 49.4% 7.9% 50.6% 7.8% 7.1% 47.7% 7.7% 52.3% 7.4%
7:00 PM 12.2% 50.8% 11.8% 49.2% 12.04% 15.7% 51.8% 14.6% 48.2% 15.2% 12.9% 51.2% 12.2% 48.8% 12.6%
8:00 PM 8.4% 43.8% 10.8% 56.2% 9.64% 13.0% 52.0% 11.9% 48.0% 12.5% 10.2% 51.1% 9.7% 48.9% 10.0%
9:00 PM 6.6% 45.2% 8.0% 54.8% 7.34% 12.6% 47.4% 13.9% 52.6% 13.3% 7.5% 46.9% 8.4% 53.1% 8.0%
10:00 PM 5.7% 43.5% 7.5% 56.5% 6.61% 12.7% 46.4% 14.6% 53.6% 13.7% 7.3% 47.5% 8.0% 52.5% 7.7%
11:00 PM 2.5% 42.2% 3.4% 57.8% 2.90% 7.2% 45.1% 8.8% 54.9% 8.0% 4.7% 44.0% 5.9% 56.0% 5.3%



Total 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0% 50.0% 100.0%
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SAN FRANCISCO SUPERDISTRICT BOUNDARIES MAP 
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San Francisco Superdistrict Boundaries 



The boundaries of the four San Francisco Superdistricts are based on the travel analysis zones established 
by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).  The four Superdistricts shown in this figure are 
aggregations of the MTC’s 1454 Regional Travel Analysis Zones (May 2002) that encompasses the nine-
county San Francisco Bay Area.  MTC’s 1454-zone system fits within the year 2000 U.S. Census tracts. 
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PROPOSED PROJECT LAND USE SUMMARY 



A-25











Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Developm
PROJECT SUMMARY
July 21, 2014



Total Project
Event Center 700,500          gsf



- no event 100                 employees
- basketball game 18,064            attendees (maximum attendance)



825                 employees
- convention event 9,000              attendees (typical large attendance)



675                 employees
Commercial Uses



- Retail 37,000            gsf
- Quick Service Restaurant 37,000            gsf
- Sit-down Restaurant 37,000            gsf



Total commercial 111,000          gsf
Live Theater



600                 seats 25,000 gsf 175              employees
Movie Theater



420                 seats 39,000 gsf
Office



- GSW Admin. & Mngmnt. 20,000            gsf (included in the 700,500 gsf)
- General Office 494,500          gsf



Total office 514,500          gsf
Vehicle parking



- non-residential standard TBD spaces
- non-residential attendant TBD spaces
- residential TBD spaces
- car share TBD spaces



Total vehicle parking -                      spaces
Bicycle parking



- non-residential Class 1 TBD spaces
- non-residential Class 2 TBD spaces
- residential Class 1 TBD spaces
- residential Class 2 TBD spaces



Total bicycle parking -                      spaces
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PROJECT TRAVEL DEMAND SUMMARY FOR ALL SCENARIOS 
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRAVEL DEMAND SUMMARY BY SCENARIO



WEEKDAY SATURDAY
No Event Basketball Game Convention Event No Event Basketball Game



Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour
Total of the 4 to 6 Total of the 4 to 6 of the 6 to 8 of the 9 to 11 Total of the 4 to 6 Total of the 7 to 9 Total of the 7 to 9



All Day PM Period All Day PM Period PM Period PM Period All Day PM Period All Day PM Period All Day PM Period



Auto person-trips 17,013            2,007              29,148            2,168              5,213              5,821              23,317            2,459              15,879            1,337              29,067            5,844              
Transit person-trips 5,153              603                 20,844            720                 6,035              5,693              8,653              909                 4,748              426                 21,591            6,123              
Taxi/Coach person trips (event) -                     -                     1,014              6                     390                 321                 13,498            1,485              -                     -                     455                 155                 
Bike/Walk/Other person-trips 6,219              645                 10,764            542                 2,384              1,963              7,210              654                 5,900              559                 7,915              1,340              



Total Person-trips 28,385            3,255              61,769            3,436              14,021            13,798            52,679            5,508              26,528            2,322              59,028            13,461            



Auto person-trips 60% 62% 47% 63% 37% 42% 44% 45% 60% 58% 49% 43%
Transit person-trips 18% 19% 34% 21% 43% 41% 16% 17% 18% 18% 37% 45%
Taxi/Coach (event) 0% 0% 2% 0% 3% 2% 26% 27% 0% 0% 1% 1%
Bike/Walk/Other person-trips 22% 20% 17% 16% 17% 14% 14% 12% 22% 24% 13% 10%



Vehicle trips 9,020              1,155              14,296            1,407              2,285              2,535              13,298            1,510              8,327              635                 13,591            2,350              
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WEEKDAY: 4 PM TO 6 PM PERIOD PEAK HOUR 
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH NO EVENT



Land Use Intensity
Arena 0 attendees



100 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips PM Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 178 2,434 4,617 2,868 922 269 5,726 17,013 60% 15 219 623 387 158 62 542 2,007 62% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 17.1% 23.0% 9.5% 11.8%
Transit 51 460 1,513 949 296 89 1,796 5,153 18% 4 41 204 128 47 21 158 603 19% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 15.8% 23.0% 8.8% 11.7%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 0 0% 0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bike (Event) 0 0% 0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Walk 15 808 1,235 806 220 77 1,187 4,348 15% 1 73 167 109 20 18 61 448 14% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 9.2% 23.0% 5.1% 10.3%
Other 7 72 628 410 112 39 603 1,871 7% 1 6 85 55 10 9 31 197 6% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 9.1% 23.0% 5.1% 10.5%



Total 250 3,774 7,992 5,032 1,550 475 9,312 28,385 100% 21 340 1,079 679 235 109 792 3,255 100% 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 15.2% 23.0% 8.5% 11.5%
1% 13% 28% 18% 5% 2% 33% 100% 1% 10% 33% 21% 7% 3% 24% 100%



Vehicle Trips 139 1,324 2,259 1,342 492 124 3,341 9,020 12 119 305 181 112 28 398 1,155 8.5% 9.0% 13.5% 13.5% 22.7% 23.0% 11.9% 12.8%
2% 15% 25% 15% 5% 1% 37% 100% 1% 10% 26% 16% 10% 2% 34% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 1.28 1.84 2.04 2.14 1.87 2.17 1.71 1.89 1.28 1.84 2.04 2.14 1.41 2.17 1.36 1.74



Weekday Total Daily PM Peak Hour Person-Trips PM Peak Hour Transit-Trips PM Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 3,189 2 21 135 86 22 14 72 352 1 6 27 17 6 3 21 81 1 6 26 16 7 3 23 80 7% 1.73
Superdistrict 2 3,613 2 31 147 94 27 15 88 404 1 5 23 14 6 2 21 72 1 13 53 33 12 5 42 161 14% 1.69
Superdistrict 3 12,012 5 200 451 291 68 47 216 1,278 1 20 97 62 14 10 45 249 2 60 90 55 25 9 86 326 28% 1.93
Superdistrict 4 1,964 2 18 77 48 18 8 61 231 0 2 13 8 4 1 13 41 1 8 23 14 8 2 29 85 7% 1.94
East Bay 2,627 3 12 103 63 30 10 106 329 1 2 31 19 9 3 32 96 1 5 30 18 12 3 43 113 10% 2.01
North Bay 567 1 8 16 9 10 1 38 83 0 1 1 0 1 0 4 7 1 5 9 4 6 1 23 48 4% 1.57
South Bay 3,517 6 34 119 68 52 11 189 479 1 3 6 3 4 0 16 33 4 17 61 32 39 5 143 302 26% 1.44
Out of Region 896 1 16 32 20 6 3 20 99 0 3 7 4 2 1 7 24 0 6 14 9 3 1 8 41 4% 1.65



Total 28,385 21 340 1,079 679 235 109 792 3,255 4 41 204 128 47 21 158 603 12 119 305 181 112 28 398 1,155 100% 1.74



Assumptions for
PM Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 55% 0% 50%
Outbound 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 45% 100% 50%



PM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Offlce Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 0 160 480 320 235 62 67 1,323 21 180 599 360 0 47 724 1,932 21 340 1,079 679 235 109 792 3,255



0% 47% 44% 47% 100% 57% 9% 41% 100% 53% 56% 53% 0% 43% 92% 59%
Transit Trips 0 19 90 60 47 12 13 240 4 23 114 68 0 9 145 364 4 41 204 128 47 21 158 603



0% 45% 44% 47% 100% 57% 8% 40% 100% 55% 56% 53% 0% 43% 92% 60%
Vehicle Trips 0 54 119 80 112 17 17 398 12 65 186 102 0 12 381 757 12 119 305 181 112 28 398 1,155



0% 45% 39% 44% 100% 59% 4% 34% 100% 55% 61% 56% 0% 41% 96% 66%



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 4 22 15 10 3 3 57 1 5 27 17 0 2 29 80 1 9 50 31 10 5 32 138
Superdistrict 2 0 9 46 31 18 6 6 116 1 10 54 33 0 5 51 155 1 19 100 64 18 10 58 271
Superdistrict 3 0 59 92 61 37 12 13 274 3 62 109 67 0 9 107 357 3 121 202 129 37 21 120 631
Superdistrict 4 0 7 23 15 13 3 3 64 1 8 30 17 0 2 42 101 1 15 52 33 13 5 46 165
East Bay 0 4 30 20 21 4 4 82 2 6 41 24 0 3 69 144 2 9 71 43 21 7 73 226
North Bay 0 3 5 3 9 1 1 21 1 4 11 5 0 0 33 54 1 7 15 8 9 1 33 75
South Bay 0 12 41 27 47 6 6 139 5 17 69 37 0 4 162 294 5 30 110 64 47 10 168 433
Out of Region 0 5 11 7 4 1 1 29 0 5 12 8 0 1 12 38 0 10 23 15 4 2 13 67



Total 0 102 269 179 158 35 38 782 15 117 354 208 0 26 505 1,225 15 219 623 387 158 62 542 2,007
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH NO EVENT



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 3 12 8 6 2 2 32 1 3 15 9 0 1 20 49 1 6 27 17 6 3 21 81
Superdistrict 2 0 2 10 6 6 1 1 27 1 3 13 8 0 1 20 45 1 5 23 14 6 2 21 72
Superdistrict 3 0 9 45 30 14 6 6 111 1 10 51 32 0 4 39 138 1 20 97 62 14 10 45 249
Superdistrict 4 0 1 5 4 4 1 1 15 0 1 8 4 0 1 12 26 0 2 13 8 4 1 13 41
East Bay 0 1 13 9 9 2 2 35 1 1 18 10 0 1 30 62 1 2 31 19 9 3 32 96
North Bay 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 4 5 0 1 1 0 1 0 4 7
South Bay 0 1 2 1 4 0 0 9 1 2 4 2 0 0 16 25 1 3 6 3 4 0 16 33
Out of Region 0 1 3 2 2 0 0 9 0 2 4 2 0 0 6 15 0 3 7 4 2 1 7 24



Total 0 19 90 60 47 12 13 240 4 23 114 68 0 9 145 364 4 41 204 128 47 21 158 603



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 2 28 19 6 3 4 63 0 3 30 19 0 3 15 70 0 5 58 38 6 6 19 133
Superdistrict 2 0 3 11 8 3 1 2 28 0 3 12 8 0 1 8 33 0 7 24 16 3 3 9 61
Superdistrict 3 0 29 73 49 17 9 10 188 1 30 79 51 0 7 41 210 1 60 152 100 17 16 52 398
Superdistrict 4 0 0 5 4 1 1 1 12 0 0 6 4 0 1 2 13 0 1 11 7 1 1 3 25
East Bay 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 1 1 0 0 2 4 0 1 2 1 0 0 2 6
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
South Bay 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 4 0 1 2 1 0 0 5 8 0 1 2 1 1 0 5 12
Out of Region 0 2 1 1 0 0 0 4 0 2 1 1 0 0 1 4 0 4 2 1 0 0 1 8



Total 0 39 120 80 30 15 17 302 2 40 131 84 0 12 74 343 2 79 251 164 30 27 91 645



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 10 62 42 22 8 9 152 2 11 72 45 0 6 63 200 2 21 135 86 22 14 72 352
Superdistrict 2 0 14 67 45 27 9 9 171 2 17 80 49 0 7 79 233 2 31 147 94 27 15 88 404
Superdistrict 3 0 98 211 141 68 26 30 573 5 102 240 150 0 21 187 705 5 200 451 291 68 47 216 1,278
Superdistrict 4 0 8 34 22 18 4 5 91 2 10 43 26 0 3 57 140 2 18 77 48 18 8 61 231
East Bay 0 5 43 29 30 6 6 119 3 8 60 34 0 4 100 210 3 12 103 63 30 10 106 329
North Bay 0 3 5 3 10 1 1 23 1 4 12 5 0 0 37 60 1 8 16 9 10 1 38 83
South Bay 0 14 43 29 52 6 6 151 6 20 75 40 0 4 183 327 6 34 119 68 52 11 189 479
Out of Region 0 8 14 10 6 2 2 42 1 8 17 11 0 1 18 57 1 16 32 20 6 3 20 99



Total 0 160 480 320 235 62 67 1,323 21 180 599 360 0 47 724 1,932 21 340 1,079 679 235 109 792 3,255



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 2 11 7 7 1 2 31 1 3 15 9 0 1 21 49 1 6 26 16 7 3 23 80
Superdistrict 2 0 6 23 16 12 3 3 64 1 7 30 18 0 2 39 97 1 13 53 33 12 5 42 161
Superdistrict 3 0 29 38 25 25 5 5 127 2 31 52 30 0 4 80 199 2 60 90 55 25 9 86 326
Superdistrict 4 0 4 9 6 8 1 1 30 1 5 14 8 0 1 28 56 1 8 23 14 8 2 29 85
East Bay 0 2 11 8 12 2 2 36 1 3 19 10 0 1 42 76 1 5 30 18 12 3 43 113
North Bay 0 2 2 2 6 0 0 13 1 3 6 3 0 0 23 35 1 5 9 4 6 1 23 48
South Bay 0 6 18 12 39 3 3 81 4 10 43 20 0 2 141 221 4 17 61 32 39 5 143 302
Out of Region 0 3 6 4 3 1 1 18 0 3 7 5 0 1 7 23 0 6 14 9 3 1 8 41



Total 0 54 119 80 112 17 17 398 12 65 186 102 0 12 381 757 12 119 305 181 112 28 398 1,155
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - SATURDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 7 AND 9 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH NO EVENT



Land Use Intensity
Arena 0 attendees



100 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips Evening Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during Late PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 178 2,848 5,750 3,572 1,595 461 1,476 15,879 60% 0 114 0 857 121 229 16 1,337 58% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 7.6% 49.6% 1.1% 8.4%
Transit 51 538 1,884 1,182 521 153 420 4,748 18% 0 22 0 284 41 76 5 426 18% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 7.8% 49.6% 1.1% 9.0%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 0 0% 0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bike (Event) 0 0% 0 0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Walk 15 946 1,538 1,004 420 132 121 4,175 16% 0 38 0 241 36 65 1 381 16% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 8.6% 49.6% 1.1% 9.1%
Other 7 84 782 510 214 67 61 1,725 7% 0 3 0 123 18 33 1 178 8% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 8.6% 49.6% 1.1% 10.3%



Total 250 4,417 9,954 6,268 2,750 812 2,077 26,528 100% 0 177 0 1,504 216 403 23 2,322 100% 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 7.9% 49.6% 1.1% 8.8%
1% 17% 38% 24% 10% 3% 8% 100% 0% 8% 0% 65% 9% 17% 1% 100%



Vehicle Trips 139 1,549 2,814 1,672 791 212 1,151 8,327 0 62 0 401 54 105 13 635 0.0% 4.0% 0.0% 24.0% 6.8% 49.6% 1.1% 7.6%
2% 19% 34% 20% 9% 3% 14% 100% 0% 10% 0% 63% 8% 17% 2% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 1.28 1.84 2.04 2.14 2.02 2.17 1.28 1.91 0.00 1.84 0.00 2.14 2.26 2.17 1.28 2.11



Saturday Total Daily Evening Peak Hour Person-Trips Evening Peak Hour Transit-Trips Evening Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 2,949 0 11 0 191 28 52 2 284 0 3 0 38 5 10 1 57 0 3 0 35 5 9 1 53 8% 1.96
Superdistrict 2 3,355 0 16 0 208 30 56 2 312 0 3 0 31 4 8 1 47 0 7 0 74 11 20 1 112 18% 1.90
Superdistrict 3 11,486 0 104 0 644 95 174 5 1,022 0 10 0 138 20 37 1 207 0 31 0 122 17 32 3 205 32% 2.28
Superdistrict 4 1,814 0 9 0 106 15 28 2 160 0 1 0 18 2 5 0 26 0 4 0 30 4 8 1 47 7% 2.33
East Bay 2,374 0 6 0 140 19 37 3 206 0 1 0 42 6 11 1 61 0 3 0 39 5 10 1 59 9% 2.42
North Bay 511 0 4 0 19 2 5 1 31 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 10 1 2 1 16 3% 1.83
South Bay 3,183 0 18 0 151 19 39 6 234 0 2 0 7 1 2 1 11 0 9 0 72 8 18 5 111 17% 1.96
Out of Region 857 0 9 0 45 6 12 1 72 0 1 0 10 1 3 0 15 0 3 0 19 3 5 0 31 5% 1.68



Total 26,528 0 177 0 1,504 216 403 23 2,322 0 22 0 284 41 76 5 426 0 62 0 401 54 105 13 635 100% 2.11



Assumptions for
Evening Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 50% 0% 50%
Outbound 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 50% 100% 50%



Evening Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 0 83 0 708 216 210 0 1,216 0 93 0 796 0 193 23 1,106 0 177 0 1,504 216 403 23 2,322



0% 47% 0% 47% 100% 52% 0% 52% 0% 53% 0% 53% 0% 48% 100% 48%
Transit Trips 0 10 0 133 41 40 0 223 0 12 0 151 0 36 5 203 0 22 0 284 41 76 5 426



0% 45% 0% 47% 100% 52% 0% 52% 0% 55% 0% 53% 0% 48% 100% 48%
Vehicle Trips 0 28 0 176 54 57 0 315 0 34 0 225 0 48 13 320 0 62 0 401 54 105 13 635



0% 45% 0% 44% 100% 54% 0% 50% 0% 55% 0% 56% 0% 46% 100% 50%



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 2 0 33 10 10 0 55 0 3 0 37 0 9 1 49 0 5 0 70 10 19 1 104
Superdistrict 2 0 5 0 68 21 20 0 113 0 5 0 74 0 19 2 100 0 10 0 142 21 38 2 213
Superdistrict 3 0 31 0 136 42 39 0 248 0 32 0 149 0 37 3 221 0 63 0 285 42 77 3 469
Superdistrict 4 0 4 0 33 10 10 0 57 0 4 0 39 0 9 1 53 0 8 0 72 10 19 1 111
East Bay 0 2 0 44 13 13 0 72 0 3 0 52 0 12 2 69 0 5 0 96 13 25 2 142
North Bay 0 1 0 7 2 3 0 13 0 2 0 11 0 2 1 16 0 3 0 18 2 5 1 30
South Bay 0 6 0 60 18 20 0 105 0 9 0 81 0 16 5 112 0 15 0 142 18 37 5 218
Out of Region 0 2 0 16 5 5 0 27 0 3 0 17 0 4 0 24 0 5 0 33 5 9 0 52



Total 0 53 0 397 121 120 0 692 0 61 0 460 0 109 16 645 0 114 0 857 121 229 16 1,337
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - SATURDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 7 AND 9 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH NO EVENT



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 1 0 18 5 5 0 30 0 2 0 20 0 5 1 27 0 3 0 38 5 10 1 57
Superdistrict 2 0 1 0 14 4 4 0 24 0 1 0 17 0 4 1 23 0 3 0 31 4 8 1 47
Superdistrict 3 0 5 0 67 20 19 0 111 0 5 0 71 0 18 1 96 0 10 0 138 20 37 1 207
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 8 2 2 0 13 0 1 0 10 0 2 0 13 0 1 0 18 2 5 0 26
East Bay 0 0 0 19 6 6 0 31 0 1 0 23 0 5 1 30 0 1 0 42 6 11 1 61
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
South Bay 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 5 0 1 0 4 0 1 1 6 0 2 0 7 1 2 1 11
Out of Region 0 1 0 4 1 1 0 8 0 1 0 5 0 1 0 7 0 1 0 10 1 3 0 15



Total 0 10 0 133 41 40 0 223 0 12 0 151 0 36 5 203 0 22 0 284 41 76 5 426



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 1 0 41 13 12 0 67 0 1 0 43 0 11 0 56 0 3 0 84 13 23 0 122
Superdistrict 2 0 2 0 17 5 5 0 28 0 2 0 18 0 5 0 24 0 4 0 34 5 9 0 52
Superdistrict 3 0 15 0 108 33 30 0 187 0 16 0 113 0 30 1 159 0 31 0 221 33 60 1 346
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 8 2 2 0 13 0 0 0 8 0 2 0 11 0 0 0 16 2 4 0 24
East Bay 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 4
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 3 0 1 0 5
Out of Region 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 3 0 2 0 2 0 1 0 5



Total 0 20 0 178 54 50 0 302 0 21 0 186 0 49 2 257 0 41 0 363 54 99 2 559



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 5 0 92 28 26 0 152 0 6 0 99 0 25 2 132 0 11 0 191 28 52 2 284
Superdistrict 2 0 7 0 99 30 29 0 166 0 9 0 108 0 27 2 147 0 16 0 208 30 56 2 312
Superdistrict 3 0 51 0 311 95 89 0 546 0 53 0 333 0 85 5 476 0 104 0 644 95 174 5 1,022
Superdistrict 4 0 4 0 50 15 15 0 84 0 5 0 57 0 14 2 77 0 9 0 106 15 28 2 160
East Bay 0 2 0 64 19 20 0 105 0 4 0 76 0 17 3 101 0 6 0 140 19 37 3 206
North Bay 0 2 0 7 2 3 0 14 0 2 0 12 0 2 1 17 0 4 0 19 2 5 1 31
South Bay 0 7 0 64 19 22 0 112 0 10 0 88 0 17 6 121 0 18 0 151 19 39 6 234
Out of Region 0 4 0 21 6 6 0 38 0 4 0 23 0 6 1 34 0 9 0 45 6 12 1 72



Total 0 83 0 708 216 210 0 1,216 0 93 0 796 0 193 23 1,106 0 177 0 1,504 216 403 23 2,322



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 1 0 16 5 5 0 28 0 2 0 19 0 4 1 26 0 3 0 35 5 9 1 53
Superdistrict 2 0 3 0 35 11 10 0 58 0 4 0 39 0 9 1 54 0 7 0 74 11 20 1 112
Superdistrict 3 0 15 0 56 17 17 0 105 0 16 0 66 0 15 3 100 0 31 0 122 17 32 3 205
Superdistrict 4 0 2 0 13 4 4 0 24 0 2 0 17 0 4 1 24 0 4 0 30 4 8 1 47
East Bay 0 1 0 17 5 6 0 29 0 2 0 22 0 5 1 30 0 3 0 39 5 10 1 59
North Bay 0 1 0 3 1 1 0 7 0 1 0 6 0 1 1 9 0 2 0 10 1 2 1 16
South Bay 0 3 0 26 8 11 0 48 0 5 0 45 0 7 5 63 0 9 0 72 8 18 5 111
Out of Region 0 1 0 9 3 3 0 16 0 2 0 10 0 3 0 15 0 3 0 19 3 5 0 31



Total 0 28 0 176 54 57 0 315 0 34 0 225 0 48 13 320 0 62 0 401 54 105 13 635
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Land Use Intensity
Arena 18,064 attendees



825 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
Movie Theater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips PM Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 14,780 1,296 4,617 1,539 922 269 5,726 29,148 47% 663 91 489 163 158 62 542 2,168 63% 4.5% 7.0% 10.6% 10.6% 17.1% 23.0% 9.5% 7.4%
Transit 16,393 252 1,513 504 296 89 1,796 20,844 34% 264 18 159 53 47 21 158 720 21% 1.6% 7.2% 10.5% 10.5% 15.8% 23.0% 8.8% 3.5%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 1,014 1,014 2% 6 6 0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6%
Bike (Event) 578 578 1% 4 4 0% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6%
Walk 3,894 411 1,235 412 220 77 1,187 7,436 12% 74 28 127 42 20 18 61 369 11% 1.9% 6.8% 10.3% 10.3% 9.2% 23.0% 5.1% 5.0%
Other 1,119 39 628 209 112 39 603 2,749 4% 31 3 64 21 10 9 31 169 5% 2.7% 7.1% 10.3% 10.3% 9.1% 23.0% 5.1% 6.2%



Total 37,778 1,998 7,992 2,664 1,550 475 9,312 61,769 100% 1,042 140 839 280 235 109 792 3,436 100% 2.8% 7.0% 10.5% 10.5% 15.2% 23.0% 8.5% 5.6%
61% 3% 13% 4% 3% 1% 15% 100% 30% 4% 24% 8% 7% 3% 23% 100%



Vehicle Trips 6,604 723 2,259 753 492 124 3,341 14,296 490 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,407 7.4% 7.1% 10.9% 10.9% 22.7% 23.0% 11.9% 9.8%
46% 5% 16% 5% 3% 1% 23% 100% 35% 4% 17% 6% 8% 2% 28% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 2.39 1.79 2.04 2.04 1.87 2.17 1.71 2.11 1.37 1.76 1.99 1.99 1.41 2.17 1.36 1.55



Weekday Total Daily PM Peak Hour Person-Trips PM Peak Hour Transit-Trips PM Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 7,560 100 9 103 34 22 14 72 356 33 3 21 7 6 3 21 94 26 2 20 7 7 3 23 88 6% 1.56
Superdistrict 2 4,719 97 13 113 38 27 15 88 392 28 2 18 6 6 2 21 84 47 5 42 14 12 5 42 167 12% 1.53
Superdistrict 3 11,971 209 78 345 115 68 47 216 1,079 45 8 74 25 14 10 45 221 95 24 71 24 25 9 86 332 24% 1.66
Superdistrict 4 3,214 75 8 60 20 18 8 61 249 19 1 10 3 4 1 13 51 34 4 18 6 8 2 29 102 7% 1.73
East Bay 14,144 185 6 82 27 30 10 106 448 90 1 24 8 9 3 32 167 55 3 24 8 12 3 43 149 11% 1.84
North Bay 4,549 66 4 14 5 10 1 38 137 5 0 1 0 1 0 4 11 35 2 7 2 6 1 23 77 5% 1.61
South Bay 13,395 280 16 97 32 52 11 189 677 36 1 5 2 4 0 16 65 189 9 52 17 39 5 143 455 32% 1.31
Out of Region 2,216 29 6 25 8 6 3 20 98 8 1 6 2 2 1 7 26 8 2 11 4 3 1 8 37 3% 1.65



Total 61,769 1,042 140 839 280 235 109 792 3,436 264 18 159 53 47 21 158 720 490 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,407 100% 1.55



Assumptions for
PM Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater Movie Theater Office
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 95% 100% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 55% 0% 50%
Outbound 5% 0% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 45% 100% 50%



PM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Offlce Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 1,001 60 360 120 235 62 67 1,904 41 80 480 160 0 47 724 1,532 1,042 140 839 280 235 109 792 3,436



96% 43% 43% 43% 100% 57% 9% 55% 4% 57% 57% 57% 0% 43% 92% 45%
Transit Trips 256 7 67 22 47 12 13 424 8 11 92 31 0 9 145 296 264 18 159 53 47 21 158 720



97% 39% 42% 42% 100% 57% 8% 59% 3% 61% 58% 58% 0% 43% 92% 41%
Vehicle Trips 465 20 89 30 112 17 17 750 25 31 156 52 0 12 381 657 490 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,407



95% 39% 36% 36% 100% 59% 4% 53% 5% 61% 64% 64% 0% 41% 96% 47%



PM Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total Coach
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 32 2 17 6 10 3 3 72 2 2 21 7 0 2 29 64 34 4 38 13 10 5 32 136 1
Superdistrict 2 56 3 35 12 18 6 6 135 3 5 43 14 0 5 51 121 59 8 77 26 18 10 58 256 1
Superdistrict 3 113 22 69 23 37 12 13 288 6 25 86 29 0 9 107 262 119 47 155 52 37 21 120 550 0
Superdistrict 4 49 3 17 6 13 3 3 93 2 4 24 8 0 2 42 83 51 6 41 14 13 5 46 176 1
East Bay 89 1 22 7 21 4 4 149 4 3 34 11 0 3 69 124 93 5 56 19 21 7 73 273 1
North Bay 58 1 4 1 9 1 1 74 2 2 9 3 0 0 33 50 60 3 13 4 9 1 33 124 0
South Bay 225 5 31 10 47 6 6 329 10 9 59 20 0 4 162 264 235 14 90 30 47 10 168 593 1
Out of Region 12 2 8 3 4 1 1 32 1 2 10 3 0 1 12 28 13 4 18 6 4 2 13 60 1



Total 634 38 202 67 158 35 38 1,172 29 53 287 96 0 26 505 995 663 91 489 163 158 62 542 2,168 6
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 32 1 9 3 6 2 2 54 1 2 12 4 0 1 20 40 33 3 21 7 6 3 21 94
Superdistrict 2 27 1 7 2 6 1 1 46 1 1 11 4 0 1 20 37 28 2 18 6 6 2 21 84
Superdistrict 3 43 3 34 11 14 6 6 119 2 4 40 13 0 4 39 103 45 8 74 25 14 10 45 221
Superdistrict 4 18 0 4 1 4 1 1 29 1 1 6 2 0 1 12 22 19 1 10 3 4 1 13 51
East Bay 88 0 10 3 9 2 2 114 2 1 15 5 0 1 30 53 90 1 24 8 9 3 32 167
North Bay 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 6 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 5 5 0 1 0 1 0 4 11
South Bay 35 0 1 0 4 0 0 42 1 1 4 1 0 0 16 23 36 1 5 2 4 0 16 65
Out of Region 8 1 2 1 2 0 0 14 0 1 3 1 0 0 6 12 8 1 6 2 2 1 7 26



Total 256 7 67 22 47 12 13 424 8 11 92 31 0 9 145 296 264 18 159 53 47 21 158 720



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Superdistrict 2 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 32 1 21 7 6 3 4 75 1 1 23 8 0 3 15 50 33 2 44 15 6 6 19 125
Superdistrict 2 9 1 9 3 3 1 2 28 0 1 10 3 0 1 8 24 10 3 18 6 3 3 9 52
Superdistrict 3 43 11 55 18 17 9 10 164 2 12 61 20 0 7 41 143 45 23 116 39 17 16 52 307
Superdistrict 4 4 0 4 1 1 1 1 13 0 0 4 1 0 1 2 9 4 0 8 3 1 1 3 21
East Bay 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 3 2 0 1 0 0 0 2 7
North Bay 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 3
South Bay 7 0 1 0 1 0 0 10 0 0 1 0 0 0 5 8 7 1 2 1 1 0 5 17
Out of Region 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 10 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 2 8 1 1 0 0 0 1 12



Total 107 15 90 30 30 15 17 305 4 16 101 34 0 12 74 240 111 31 191 64 30 27 91 545



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 97 4 47 16 22 8 9 202 3 5 57 19 0 6 63 154 100 9 103 34 22 14 72 356
Superdistrict 2 93 5 50 17 27 9 9 210 4 8 63 21 0 7 79 182 97 13 113 38 27 15 88 392
Superdistrict 3 199 37 158 53 68 26 30 571 10 41 187 62 0 21 187 508 209 78 345 115 68 47 216 1,079
Superdistrict 4 71 3 25 8 18 4 5 135 3 5 35 12 0 3 57 114 75 8 60 20 18 8 61 249
East Bay 180 2 32 11 30 6 6 267 6 5 50 17 0 4 100 181 185 6 82 27 30 10 106 448
North Bay 63 1 4 1 10 1 1 81 2 2 10 3 0 0 37 56 66 4 14 5 10 1 38 137
South Bay 269 5 32 11 52 6 6 382 11 11 65 22 0 4 183 295 280 16 97 32 52 11 189 677
Out of Region 28 3 11 4 6 2 2 56 1 3 14 5 0 1 18 43 29 6 25 8 6 3 20 98



Total 1,001 60 360 120 235 62 67 1,904 41 80 480 160 0 47 724 1,532 1,042 140 839 280 235 109 792 3,436



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 25 1 8 3 7 1 2 46 2 2 12 4 0 1 21 41 26 2 20 7 7 3 23 88
Superdistrict 2 44 2 18 6 12 3 3 88 3 3 24 8 0 2 39 79 47 5 42 14 12 5 42 167
Superdistrict 3 90 11 28 9 25 5 5 174 5 13 42 14 0 4 80 158 95 24 71 24 25 9 86 332
Superdistrict 4 33 1 7 2 8 1 1 54 2 2 12 4 0 1 28 48 34 4 18 6 8 2 29 102
East Bay 52 1 9 3 12 2 2 80 3 2 16 5 0 1 42 69 55 3 24 8 12 3 43 149
North Bay 34 1 2 1 6 0 0 44 1 1 6 2 0 0 23 33 35 2 7 2 6 1 23 77
South Bay 180 2 13 4 39 3 3 245 9 7 39 13 0 2 141 210 189 9 52 17 39 5 143 455
Out of Region 8 1 5 2 3 1 1 19 0 1 6 2 0 1 7 18 8 2 11 4 3 1 8 37



Total 465 20 89 30 112 17 17 750 25 31 156 52 0 12 381 657 490 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,407
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 6 AND 8 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Land Use Intensity
Arena 18,064 attendees



825 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips Evening Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during Evening Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 14,780 1,296 4,617 1,539 922 269 5,726 29,148 47% 4,606 22 121 83 202 66 112 5,213 37% 31.2% 1.7% 2.6% 5.4% 21.9% 24.4% 2.0% 17.9%
Transit 16,393 252 1,513 504 296 89 1,796 20,844 34% 5,842 5 40 26 68 22 32 6,035 43% 35.6% 2.0% 2.7% 5.1% 22.8% 24.4% 1.8% 29.0%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 1,014 1,014 2% 390 390 3% 38.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 38.4%
Bike (Event) 578 578 1% 221 221 2% 38.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 38.2%
Walk 3,894 411 1,235 412 220 77 1,187 7,436 12% 1,561 5 36 15 60 19 9 1,706 12% 40.1% 1.2% 2.9% 3.8% 27.2% 24.4% 0.8% 22.9%
Other 1,119 39 628 209 112 39 603 2,749 4% 385 1 18 8 30 10 5 457 3% 34.4% 2.0% 2.9% 3.7% 27.3% 24.4% 0.8% 16.6%



Total 37,778 1,998 7,992 2,664 1,550 475 9,312 61,769 100% 13,006 33 216 132 360 116 158 14,021 100% 34.4% 1.7% 2.7% 5.0% 23.2% 24.4% 1.7% 22.7%
61% 3% 13% 4% 3% 1% 15% 100% 93% 0% 2% 1% 3% 1% 1% 100%



Vehicle Trips 6,604 723 2,259 753 492 124 3,341 14,296 1,958 14 54 51 90 30 88 2,285 29.7% 2.0% 2.4% 6.8% 18.2% 24.4% 2.6% 16.0%
46% 5% 16% 5% 3% 1% 23% 100% 86% 1% 2% 2% 4% 1% 4% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 2.39 1.79 2.04 2.04 1.87 2.17 1.71 2.11 2.55 1.54 2.26 1.62 2.26 2.17 1.28 2.45



Weekday Total Daily Evening Peak Hour Person-Trips Evening Peak Hour Transit-Trips Evening Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 7,560 1,920 2 28 14 47 15 13 2,039 617 1 5 3 9 3 4 643 104 1 5 3 8 3 5 129 6% 1.67
Superdistrict 2 4,719 595 3 30 16 50 16 17 729 302 1 4 3 7 2 4 324 102 1 11 7 18 6 9 153 7% 1.80
Superdistrict 3 11,971 719 15 95 46 158 50 38 1,121 286 2 20 10 34 11 8 370 42 5 17 13 28 9 18 132 6% 1.98
Superdistrict 4 3,214 573 2 15 10 25 8 13 646 283 0 2 2 4 1 3 296 69 1 4 4 7 2 6 93 4% 2.02
East Bay 14,144 4,048 3 19 15 32 11 23 4,151 3,282 1 6 4 10 3 7 3,313 286 1 5 5 9 3 10 319 14% 2.54
North Bay 4,549 1,162 1 2 4 4 1 9 1,184 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 431 1 1 2 2 1 5 442 19% 2.67
South Bay 13,395 3,468 6 19 23 32 11 43 3,602 1,009 1 1 2 1 0 4 1,018 915 4 8 15 13 5 33 994 44% 2.53
Out of Region 2,216 520 1 6 4 11 3 4 550 63 0 1 1 2 1 1 70 9 0 3 2 5 2 2 22 1% 4.14



Total 61,769 13,006 33 216 132 360 116 158 14,021 5,842 5 40 26 68 22 32 6,035 1,958 14 54 51 90 30 88 2,285 100% 2.42



Assumptions for
Evening Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 100% 100% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 50% 0% 50%
Outbound 0% 0% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 50% 100% 50%



Evening Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 13,006 9 108 36 360 60 0 13,579 0 24 108 96 0 56 158 442 13,006 33 216 132 360 116 158 14,021



100% 27% 50% 27% 100% 52% 0% 97% 0% 73% 50% 73% 0% 48% 100% 3%
Transit Trips 5,842 1 20 7 68 11 0 5,949 0 4 20 19 0 10 32 86 5,842 5 40 26 68 22 32 6,035



100% 20% 50% 26% 100% 52% 0% 99% 0% 80% 50% 74% 0% 48% 100% 1%
Vehicle Trips 1,918 3 27 9 90 16 0 2,063 101 11 27 42 0 14 88 283 2,019 14 54 51 90 30 88 2,346



95% 21% 50% 17% 100% 54% 0% 88% 5% 79% 50% 83% 0% 46% 100% 12%



Evening Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total Coach
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 109 0 5 2 17 5 0 138 0 1 5 4 0 0 6 16 109 1 10 6 17 5 6 154 61
Superdistrict 2 135 1 10 3 35 11 0 195 0 2 10 8 0 0 11 30 135 2 21 11 35 11 11 225 50
Superdistrict 3 55 3 21 7 69 22 0 177 0 5 21 15 0 0 23 64 55 9 41 22 69 22 23 241 21
Superdistrict 4 111 0 5 2 17 6 0 140 0 1 5 5 0 0 9 21 111 2 10 7 17 6 9 161 27
East Bay 704 0 7 2 22 7 0 742 0 2 7 8 0 0 16 32 704 2 13 10 22 7 16 774 34
North Bay 1,162 0 1 0 4 1 0 1,169 0 1 1 3 0 0 8 13 1,162 1 2 4 4 1 8 1,182 0
South Bay 2,310 1 9 3 31 11 0 2,364 0 4 9 17 0 0 38 68 2,310 5 18 20 31 11 38 2,433 80
Out of Region 21 0 2 1 8 3 0 35 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 7 21 1 5 3 8 3 2 42 49



Total 4,606 6 61 20 202 66 0 4,960 0 16 61 63 0 0 112 252 4,606 22 121 83 202 66 112 5,213 321
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 6 AND 8 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 617 0 3 1 9 3 0 633 0 1 3 3 0 0 4 10 617 1 5 3 9 3 4 643
Superdistrict 2 302 0 2 1 7 2 0 314 0 1 2 2 0 0 4 10 302 1 4 3 7 2 4 324
Superdistrict 3 286 1 10 3 34 11 0 344 0 1 10 6 0 0 8 26 286 2 20 10 34 11 8 370
Superdistrict 4 283 0 1 0 4 1 0 290 0 0 1 1 0 0 3 6 283 0 2 2 4 1 3 296
East Bay 3,282 0 3 1 10 3 0 3,299 0 1 3 4 0 0 7 14 3,282 1 6 4 10 3 7 3,313
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
South Bay 1,009 0 0 0 1 0 0 1,012 0 0 0 2 0 0 4 6 1,009 1 1 2 1 0 4 1,018
Out of Region 63 0 1 0 2 1 0 67 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 3 63 0 1 1 2 1 1 70



Total 5,842 1 20 7 68 22 0 5,959 0 4 20 19 0 0 32 75 5,842 5 40 26 68 22 32 6,035



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 48 48 0 0 48 0 0 0 0 0 0 48
Superdistrict 2 39 39 0 0 39 0 0 0 0 0 0 39
Superdistrict 3 16 16 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 16
Superdistrict 4 21 21 0 0 21 0 0 0 0 0 0 21
East Bay 28 28 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 28
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 68 68 0 0 68 0 0 0 0 0 0 68
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 221 0 0 0 0 0 0 221 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 221 0 0 0 0 0 0 221



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 1,145 0 6 2 21 7 0 1,181 0 0 6 3 0 0 3 12 1,145 1 13 5 21 7 3 1,193
Superdistrict 2 120 0 3 1 9 3 0 135 0 0 3 1 0 0 2 6 120 1 5 2 9 3 2 140
Superdistrict 3 363 2 17 6 55 17 0 459 0 2 17 8 0 0 7 35 363 4 33 14 55 17 7 493
Superdistrict 4 158 0 1 0 4 1 0 165 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 2 158 0 2 1 4 1 0 167
East Bay 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 35 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 36
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 81 0 0 0 1 0 0 82 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 81 0 0 1 1 0 1 84
Out of Region 437 0 0 0 1 0 0 438 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 437 0 0 0 1 0 0 438



Total 2,337 2 27 9 90 28 0 2,494 0 3 27 14 0 0 14 59 2,337 6 54 23 90 28 14 2,552



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 1,920 1 14 5 47 15 0 2,001 0 2 14 10 0 0 13 39 1,920 2 28 14 47 15 13 2,039
Superdistrict 2 595 1 15 5 50 16 0 683 0 2 15 11 0 0 17 46 595 3 30 16 50 16 17 729
Superdistrict 3 719 5 47 16 158 50 0 996 0 9 47 30 0 0 38 125 719 15 95 46 158 50 38 1,121
Superdistrict 4 573 0 8 3 25 8 0 617 0 2 8 7 0 0 13 29 573 2 15 10 25 8 13 646
East Bay 4,048 0 10 3 32 11 0 4,105 0 2 10 12 0 0 23 47 4,048 3 19 15 32 11 23 4,151
North Bay 1,162 0 1 0 4 1 0 1,169 0 1 1 4 0 0 9 15 1,162 1 2 4 4 1 9 1,184
South Bay 3,468 1 10 3 32 11 0 3,525 0 5 10 19 0 0 43 76 3,468 6 19 23 32 11 43 3,602
Out of Region 520 0 3 1 11 3 0 539 0 1 3 3 0 0 4 11 520 1 6 4 11 3 4 550



Total 13,006 9 108 36 360 116 0 13,635 0 24 108 96 0 0 158 386 13,006 33 216 132 360 116 158 14,021



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 6 PM & 8 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 72 0 2 1 8 3 5 92 32 1 2 3 0 0 0 38 104 1 5 3 8 3 5 129
Superdistrict 2 76 0 5 2 18 6 9 115 26 1 5 5 0 0 0 38 102 1 11 7 18 6 9 153
Superdistrict 3 31 2 9 3 28 9 18 100 11 3 9 10 0 0 0 32 42 5 17 13 28 9 18 132
Superdistrict 4 55 0 2 1 7 2 6 73 14 1 2 3 0 0 0 20 69 1 4 4 7 2 6 93
East Bay 273 0 3 1 9 3 10 298 13 1 3 5 0 0 0 21 286 1 5 5 9 3 10 319
North Bay 431 0 1 0 2 1 5 439 0 1 1 2 0 0 0 3 431 1 1 2 2 1 5 442
South Bay 885 0 4 1 13 5 33 943 30 4 4 14 0 0 0 51 915 4 8 15 13 5 33 994
Out of Region 9 0 1 0 5 2 2 19 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 3 9 0 3 2 5 2 2 22



Total 1,833 3 27 9 90 30 88 2,079 125 11 27 42 0 0 0 206 1,958 14 54 51 90 30 88 2,285



GS Warriors Trip Gen 2014 08 04 v2.xlsx Printed on 8/7/2014
A-40











 



 



BASKETBALL GAME SUMMARY 
WEEKDAY: 9 PM TO 11 PM PERIOD PEAK HOUR 



 
  



A-41











Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND LATE PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 9 AND 11 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Land Use Intensity
Arena 18,064 attendees



825 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips Late PM Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during Late PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 14,780 1,296 4,617 1,539 922 269 5,726 29,148 47% 5,020 10 121 83 461 97 28 5,821 42% 34.0% 0.8% 2.6% 5.4% 50.0% 36.2% 0.5% 20.0%
Transit 16,393 252 1,513 504 296 89 1,796 20,844 34% 5,436 2 40 26 148 32 8 5,693 41% 33.2% 0.9% 2.7% 5.1% 50.0% 36.2% 0.4% 27.3%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 1,014 1,014 2% 321 321 2% 31.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 31.7%
Bike (Event) 578 578 1% 184 184 1% 31.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 31.9%
Walk 3,894 411 1,235 412 220 77 1,187 7,436 12% 1,118 2 36 15 110 28 2 1,312 10% 28.7% 0.6% 2.9% 3.8% 50.0% 36.2% 0.2% 17.6%
Other 1,119 39 628 209 112 39 603 2,749 4% 369 0 18 8 56 14 1 467 3% 33.0% 0.9% 2.9% 3.7% 50.0% 36.2% 0.2% 17.0%



Total 37,778 1,998 7,992 2,664 1,550 475 9,312 61,769 100% 12,449 15 216 132 775 172 40 13,798 100% 33.0% 0.8% 2.7% 5.0% 50.0% 36.2% 0.4% 22.3%
61% 3% 13% 4% 3% 1% 15% 100% 90% 0% 2% 1% 6% 1% 0% 100%



Vehicle Trips 6,604 723 2,259 753 492 124 3,341 14,296 2,111 7 54 51 246 45 22 2,535 32.0% 0.9% 2.4% 6.8% 50.0% 36.2% 0.7% 17.7%
46% 5% 16% 5% 3% 1% 23% 100% 83% 0% 2% 2% 10% 2% 1% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 2.39 1.79 2.04 2.04 1.87 2.17 1.71 2.11 2.53 1.54 2.26 1.62 1.87 2.17 1.28 2.42



Weekday Total Daily Late PM Peak Hour Person-Trips Late PM Peak Hour Transit-Trips Late PM Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 7,560 1,376 1 28 14 93 22 3 1,538 443 0 5 3 20 4 1 477 79 0 5 3 19 4 1 112 4% 1.84
Superdistrict 2 4,719 440 1 30 16 103 24 4 619 219 0 4 3 17 4 1 248 81 1 11 7 39 8 2 149 6% 1.87
Superdistrict 3 11,971 550 7 95 46 306 74 9 1,087 211 1 20 10 65 16 2 325 49 2 17 13 67 14 5 166 7% 1.98
Superdistrict 4 3,214 420 1 15 10 56 12 3 517 204 0 2 2 10 2 1 221 56 0 4 4 18 3 2 87 3% 2.09
East Bay 14,144 4,077 1 19 15 79 16 6 4,213 3,293 0 6 4 24 5 2 3,334 296 1 5 5 25 4 2 339 13% 2.50
North Bay 4,549 1,606 1 2 4 16 2 2 1,633 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 597 0 1 2 9 1 1 612 24% 2.66
South Bay 13,395 3,484 3 19 23 101 17 11 3,657 1,005 0 1 2 6 1 1 1,015 943 2 8 15 59 8 8 1,043 41% 2.46
Out of Region 2,216 495 1 6 4 22 5 1 535 61 0 1 1 5 1 0 70 10 0 3 2 10 2 0 27 1% 3.64



Total 61,769 12,449 15 216 132 775 172 40 13,798 5,436 2 40 26 148 32 8 5,693 2,111 7 54 51 246 45 22 2,535 100% 2.42



Assumptions for
Late PM Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 45% 0% 0%
Outbound 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 55% 100% 100%



Late PM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 0 0 0 0 0 74 0 74 12,449 15 216 132 775 98 40 13,724 12,449 15 216 132 775 172 40 13,798



0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 43% 0% 1% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 57% 100% 99%
Transit Trips 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 14 5,436 2 40 26 148 18 8 5,679 5,436 2 40 26 148 32 8 5,693



0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 43% 0% 0% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 57% 100% 100%
Vehicle Trips 101 0 0 0 0 18 0 119 2,010 7 54 51 246 26 22 2,416 2,111 7 54 51 246 45 22 2,535



5% 0% 0% 0% 0% 41% 0% 5% 95% 100% 100% 100% 100% 59% 100% 95%



Late PM Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total Coach
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 3 84 0 10 6 35 5 2 141 84 0 10 6 35 8 2 145 61
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 107 1 21 11 70 9 3 221 107 1 21 11 70 16 3 228 50
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 14 62 4 41 22 140 18 6 295 62 4 41 22 140 33 6 309 21
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 88 1 10 7 39 5 2 152 88 1 10 7 39 8 2 156 27
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 721 1 13 10 54 6 4 810 721 1 13 10 54 11 4 814 34
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1,605 0 2 4 15 1 2 1,629 1,605 0 2 4 15 2 2 1,630 0
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 6 2,331 2 18 20 93 9 9 2,483 2,331 2 18 20 93 16 9 2,489 80
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 22 0 5 3 16 2 1 48 22 0 5 3 16 4 1 50 49



Total 0 0 0 0 0 42 0 42 5,020 10 121 83 461 56 28 5,779 5,020 10 121 83 461 97 28 5,821 321
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND LATE PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 9 AND 11 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 443 0 5 3 20 2 1 475 443 0 5 3 20 4 1 477
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 219 0 4 3 17 2 1 247 219 0 4 3 17 4 1 248
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 211 1 20 10 65 9 2 318 211 1 20 10 65 16 2 325
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 204 0 2 2 10 1 1 220 204 0 2 2 10 2 1 221
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 3,293 0 6 4 24 3 2 3,332 3,293 0 6 4 24 5 2 3,334
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 3
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,005 0 1 2 6 0 1 1,015 1,005 0 1 2 6 1 1 1,015
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 61 0 1 1 5 1 0 70 61 0 1 1 5 1 0 70



Total 0 0 0 0 0 14 0 14 5,436 2 40 26 148 18 8 5,679 5,436 2 40 26 148 32 8 5,693



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 34 34 34 0 0 0 0 0 0 34
Superdistrict 2 0 0 28 28 28 0 0 0 0 0 0 28
Superdistrict 3 0 0 12 12 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 12
Superdistrict 4 0 0 15 15 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 15
East Bay 0 0 29 29 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 29
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 67 67 67 0 0 0 0 0 0 67
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 184 0 0 0 0 0 0 184 184 0 0 0 0 0 0 184



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 4 0 4 815 0 13 5 38 5 1 877 815 0 13 5 38 10 1 882
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 87 0 5 2 16 2 0 113 87 0 5 2 16 4 0 114
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 11 0 11 265 2 33 14 100 14 2 430 265 2 33 14 100 26 2 441
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 113 0 2 1 7 1 0 124 113 0 2 1 7 2 0 125
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 37 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 37
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 81 0 0 1 2 0 0 85 81 0 0 1 2 0 0 85
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 413 0 0 0 1 0 0 415 413 0 0 0 1 0 0 415



Total 0 0 0 0 0 19 0 19 1,808 3 54 23 166 23 3 2,081 1,808 3 54 23 166 42 3 2,100



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 10 1,376 1 28 14 93 12 3 1,528 1,376 1 28 14 93 22 3 1,538
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 10 0 10 440 1 30 16 103 13 4 608 440 1 30 16 103 24 4 619
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 33 0 33 550 7 95 46 306 42 9 1,054 550 7 95 46 306 74 9 1,087
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 5 0 5 420 1 15 10 56 7 3 511 420 1 15 10 56 12 3 517
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 4,077 1 19 15 79 9 6 4,207 4,077 1 19 15 79 16 6 4,213
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1,606 1 2 4 16 1 2 1,632 1,606 1 2 4 16 2 2 1,633
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 7 0 7 3,484 3 19 23 101 10 11 3,650 3,484 3 19 23 101 17 11 3,657
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 495 1 6 4 22 3 1 532 495 1 6 4 22 5 1 535



Total 0 0 0 0 0 74 0 74 12,449 15 216 132 775 98 40 13,724 12,449 15 216 132 775 172 40 13,798



Late PM Peak Hour
bet. 9 PM & 11 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 23 0 0 0 0 2 0 24 56 0 5 3 19 2 1 88 79 0 5 3 19 4 1 112
Superdistrict 2 19 0 0 0 0 4 0 22 63 1 11 7 39 5 2 127 81 1 11 7 39 8 2 149
Superdistrict 3 8 0 0 0 0 6 0 14 41 2 17 13 67 8 5 153 49 2 17 13 67 14 5 166
Superdistrict 4 10 0 0 0 0 1 0 11 46 0 4 4 18 2 2 76 56 0 4 4 18 3 2 87
East Bay 13 0 0 0 0 2 0 14 284 1 5 5 25 3 2 325 296 1 5 5 25 4 2 339
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 597 0 1 2 9 1 1 611 597 0 1 2 9 1 1 612
South Bay 30 0 0 0 0 3 0 32 913 2 8 15 59 5 8 1,011 943 2 8 15 59 8 8 1,043
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 10 0 3 2 10 1 0 26 10 0 3 2 10 2 0 27



Total 101 0 0 0 0 18 0 119 2,010 7 54 51 246 26 22 2,416 2,111 7 54 51 246 45 22 2,535
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - SATURDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 7 AND 9 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Land Use Intensity
Arena 18,064 attendees



825 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips Evening Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during Late PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 16,352 1,516 5,750 1,917 1,595 461 1,476 29,067 49% 5,161 15 179 122 121 229 16 5,844 43% 31.6% 1.0% 3.1% 6.4% 7.6% 49.6% 1.1% 20.1%
Transit 17,689 295 1,884 628 521 153 420 21,591 37% 5,901 4 60 38 41 76 5 6,123 45% 33.4% 1.2% 3.2% 6.0% 7.8% 49.6% 1.1% 28.4%
Taxi/Coach (Event) 455 455 1% 155 155 1% 34.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 34.0%
Bike (Event) 455 455 1% 155 155 1% 34.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 34.0%
Walk 2,019 481 1,538 513 420 132 121 5,222 9% 654 3 53 23 36 65 1 836 6% 32.4% 0.7% 3.4% 4.5% 8.6% 49.6% 1.1% 16.0%
Other 807 46 782 261 214 67 61 2,237 4% 258 1 27 12 18 33 1 349 3% 32.0% 1.2% 3.5% 4.4% 8.6% 49.6% 1.1% 15.6%



Total 37,778 2,338 9,954 3,318 2,750 812 2,077 59,028 100% 12,284 23 319 195 216 403 23 13,461 100% 32.5% 1.0% 3.2% 5.9% 7.9% 49.6% 1.1% 22.8%
64% 4% 17% 6% 5% 1% 4% 100% 91% 0% 2% 1% 2% 3% 0% 100%



Vehicle Trips 6,838 846 2,814 938 791 212 1,151 13,591 2,014 10 79 75 54 105 13 2,350 29.5% 1.2% 2.8% 8.0% 6.8% 49.6% 1.1% 17.3%
50% 6% 21% 7% 6% 2% 8% 100% 86% 0% 3% 3% 2% 4% 1% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 2.46 1.79 2.04 2.04 2.02 2.17 1.28 2.17 2.64 1.54 2.26 1.62 2.26 2.17 1.28 2.55



Saturday Total Daily Evening Peak Hour Person-Trips Evening Peak Hour Transit-Trips Evening Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 6,564 1,363 2 41 21 28 52 2 1,508 691 0 8 5 5 10 1 721 77 1 7 5 5 9 1 105 4% 2.11
Superdistrict 2 4,146 423 2 45 24 30 56 2 582 245 0 6 5 4 8 1 270 60 1 16 10 11 20 1 118 5% 2.09
Superdistrict 3 10,756 510 10 140 68 95 174 5 1,003 293 1 30 14 20 37 1 398 31 3 25 18 17 32 3 130 6% 2.25
Superdistrict 4 2,810 407 1 22 14 15 28 2 490 241 0 4 3 2 5 0 256 47 1 6 6 4 8 1 72 3% 2.36
East Bay 14,168 4,054 2 29 22 19 37 3 4,166 3,281 0 9 7 6 11 1 3,315 284 1 8 8 5 10 1 317 13% 2.62
North Bay 5,215 1,597 1 3 6 2 5 1 1,615 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 591 1 2 3 1 2 1 601 26% 2.69
South Bay 13,223 3,439 4 29 33 19 39 6 3,570 988 0 1 2 1 2 1 995 902 3 12 23 8 18 5 970 41% 2.60
Out of Region 2,144 491 1 10 5 6 12 1 526 161 0 2 1 1 3 0 168 21 0 4 2 3 5 0 36 2% 2.71



Total 59,028 12,284 23 319 195 216 403 23 13,461 5,901 4 60 38 41 76 5 6,123 2,014 10 79 75 54 105 13 2,350 100% 2.55



Assumptions for
Evening Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 95% 100% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 50% 0% 50%
Outbound 5% 0% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 50% 100% 50%



Evening Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 12,284 6 159 53 216 210 0 12,928 0 17 159 142 0 193 23 534 12,284 23 319 195 216 403 23 13,461



100% 27% 50% 27% 100% 52% 0% 96% 0% 73% 50% 73% 0% 48% 100% 4%
Transit Trips 5,901 1 30 10 41 40 0 6,022 0 3 30 28 0 36 5 101 5,901 4 60 38 41 76 5 6,123



100% 20% 50% 26% 100% 52% 0% 98% 0% 80% 50% 74% 0% 48% 100% 2%
Vehicle Trips 1,963 2 40 13 54 57 0 2,129 51 8 40 62 0 48 13 221 2,014 10 79 75 54 105 13 2,350



97% 21% 50% 17% 100% 54% 0% 91% 3% 79% 50% 83% 0% 46% 100% 9%



Evening Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total Coach
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 128 0 7 2 10 10 0 158 0 1 7 6 0 9 1 24 128 1 15 8 10 19 1 182 40
Superdistrict 2 115 0 15 5 21 20 0 176 0 1 15 11 0 19 2 48 115 1 31 16 21 38 2 224 24
Superdistrict 3 59 2 31 10 42 39 0 183 0 4 31 23 0 37 3 98 59 6 61 33 42 77 3 281 13
Superdistrict 4 99 0 8 3 10 10 0 129 0 1 8 8 0 9 1 27 99 1 15 10 10 19 1 156 13
East Bay 738 0 10 3 13 13 0 778 0 1 10 12 0 12 2 37 738 1 20 15 13 25 2 815 14
North Bay 1,597 0 2 1 2 3 0 1,604 0 1 2 5 0 2 1 10 1,597 1 3 5 2 5 1 1,614 0
South Bay 2,371 0 14 5 18 20 0 2,428 0 3 14 26 0 16 5 64 2,371 3 27 30 18 37 5 2,492 33
Out of Region 55 0 4 1 5 5 0 70 0 0 4 3 0 4 0 11 55 1 7 4 5 9 0 81 17



Total 5,161 4 89 30 121 120 0 5,525 0 11 89 93 0 109 16 318 5,161 15 179 122 121 229 16 5,844 155
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - SATURDAY DAILY AND EVENING PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 7 AND 9 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH BASKETBALL GAME



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 691 0 4 1 5 5 0 707 0 0 4 4 0 5 1 14 691 0 8 5 5 10 1 721
Superdistrict 2 245 0 3 1 4 4 0 258 0 0 3 4 0 4 1 12 245 0 6 5 4 8 1 270
Superdistrict 3 293 0 15 5 20 19 0 353 0 1 15 9 0 18 1 45 293 1 30 14 20 37 1 398
Superdistrict 4 241 0 2 1 2 2 0 249 0 0 2 2 0 2 0 7 241 0 4 3 2 5 0 256
East Bay 3,281 0 4 1 6 6 0 3,299 0 0 4 5 0 5 1 16 3,281 0 9 7 6 11 1 3,315
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1
South Bay 988 0 1 0 1 1 0 991 0 0 1 2 0 1 1 4 988 0 1 2 1 2 1 995
Out of Region 161 0 1 0 1 1 0 165 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 4 161 0 2 1 1 3 0 168



Total 5,901 1 30 10 41 40 0 6,022 0 3 30 28 0 36 5 101 5,901 4 60 38 41 76 5 6,123



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 39 39 0 0 39 0 0 0 0 0 0 39
Superdistrict 2 23 23 0 0 23 0 0 0 0 0 0 23
Superdistrict 3 12 12 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 12
Superdistrict 4 13 13 0 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 0 13
East Bay 20 20 0 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 20
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 48 48 0 0 48 0 0 0 0 0 0 48
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 155 0 0 0 0 0 0 155 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 155 0 0 0 0 0 0 155



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 504 0 9 3 13 12 0 541 0 0 9 5 0 11 0 26 504 0 19 8 13 23 0 567
Superdistrict 2 40 0 4 1 5 5 0 55 0 0 4 2 0 5 0 11 40 0 8 3 5 9 0 66
Superdistrict 3 147 1 24 8 33 30 0 244 0 2 24 12 0 30 1 69 147 3 49 20 33 60 1 313
Superdistrict 4 54 0 2 1 2 2 0 61 0 0 2 1 0 2 0 5 54 0 4 1 2 4 0 66
East Bay 14 0 0 0 0 0 0 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 14 0 1 0 0 1 0 16
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 34 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 33 0 1 1 0 1 0 36
Out of Region 275 0 0 0 0 0 0 276 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 275 0 1 0 0 1 0 277



Total 1,067 2 40 13 54 50 0 1,226 0 2 40 21 0 49 2 114 1,067 4 80 34 54 99 2 1,340



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 1,363 0 21 7 28 26 0 1,445 0 1 21 14 0 25 2 63 1,363 2 41 21 28 52 2 1,508
Superdistrict 2 423 1 22 7 30 29 0 512 0 2 22 17 0 27 2 70 423 2 45 24 30 56 2 582
Superdistrict 3 510 4 70 23 95 89 0 792 0 6 70 45 0 85 5 211 510 10 140 68 95 174 5 1,003
Superdistrict 4 407 0 11 4 15 15 0 452 0 1 11 11 0 14 2 38 407 1 22 14 15 28 2 490
East Bay 4,054 0 14 5 19 20 0 4,112 0 2 14 17 0 17 3 54 4,054 2 29 22 19 37 3 4,166
North Bay 1,597 0 2 1 2 3 0 1,604 0 1 2 5 0 2 1 11 1,597 1 3 6 2 5 1 1,615
South Bay 3,439 1 14 5 19 22 0 3,500 0 3 14 29 0 17 6 70 3,439 4 29 33 19 39 6 3,570
Out of Region 491 0 5 2 6 6 0 511 0 1 5 4 0 6 1 16 491 1 10 5 6 12 1 526



Total 12,284 6 159 53 216 210 0 12,928 0 17 159 142 0 193 23 534 12,284 23 319 195 216 403 23 13,461



Evening Peak Hour
bet. 7 PM & 9 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 62 0 4 1 5 5 0 77 15 0 4 4 0 4 1 28 77 1 7 5 5 9 1 105
Superdistrict 2 51 0 8 3 11 10 0 83 9 1 8 7 0 9 1 36 60 1 16 10 11 20 1 118
Superdistrict 3 26 1 13 4 17 17 0 79 5 2 13 14 0 15 3 52 31 3 25 18 17 32 3 130
Superdistrict 4 42 0 3 1 4 4 0 54 5 1 3 5 0 4 1 18 47 1 6 6 4 8 1 72
East Bay 278 0 4 1 5 6 0 294 5 1 4 7 0 5 1 22 284 1 8 8 5 10 1 317
North Bay 591 0 1 0 1 1 0 595 0 0 1 3 0 1 1 6 591 1 2 3 1 2 1 601
South Bay 890 0 6 2 8 11 0 917 12 2 6 21 0 7 5 53 902 3 12 23 8 18 5 970
Out of Region 21 0 2 1 3 3 0 29 0 0 2 2 0 3 0 7 21 0 4 2 3 5 0 36



Total 1,963 2 40 13 54 57 0 2,129 51 8 40 62 0 48 13 221 2,014 10 79 75 54 105 13 2,350
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CONVENTION EVENT SUMMARY 
WEEKDAY: 4 PM TO 6 PM PERIOD PEAK HOUR 
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH CONVENTION EVENT



Land Use Intensity
Arena 9,000 attendees



675 employees
Retail 37,000 gsf
Quick Service Rest. 37,000 gsf
Sit-down Restaurant 37,000 gsf
Live Theater 600 seats
MovieTheater 420 seats
Office 514,500 gsf



Person-trips Daily Trips PM Peak Hour Trips Percent of Daily during PM Peak Hour
by Mode Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Auto 8,949 1,296 4,617 1,539 922 269 5,726 23,317 44% 954 91 489 163 158 62 542 2,459 45% 10.7% 7.0% 10.6% 10.6% 17.1% 23.0% 9.5% 10.5%
Transit 4,202 252 1,513 504 296 89 1,796 8,653 16% 454 18 159 53 47 21 158 909 17% 10.8% 7.2% 10.5% 10.5% 15.8% 23.0% 8.8% 10.5%
Taxi/Shuttle (Event) 13,498 13,498 26% 1,485 1,485 27% 11.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.0%
Walk 638 411 1,235 412 220 77 1,187 4,179 8% 68 28 127 42 20 18 61 363 7% 10.6% 6.8% 10.3% 10.3% 9.2% 23.0% 5.1% 8.7%
Other 1,400 39 628 209 112 39 603 3,030 6% 153 3 64 21 10 9 31 291 5% 10.9% 7.1% 10.3% 10.3% 9.1% 23.0% 5.1% 9.6%



Total 28,688 1,998 7,992 2,664 1,550 475 9,312 52,679 100% 3,113 140 839 280 235 109 792 5,508 100% 10.9% 7.0% 10.5% 10.5% 15.2% 23.0% 8.5% 10.5%
54% 4% 15% 5% 3% 1% 18% 100% 57% 3% 15% 5% 4% 2% 14% 100%



Vehicle Trips 5,606 723 2,259 753 492 124 3,341 13,298 593 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,510 10.6% 7.1% 10.9% 10.9% 22.7% 23.0% 11.9% 11.4%
42% 5% 17% 6% 4% 1% 25% 100% 39% 3% 16% 5% 7% 2% 26% 100%



Avg. veh. occupancy 4.00 1.79 2.04 2.04 1.87 2.17 1.71 2.77 4.11 1.76 1.99 1.99 1.41 2.17 1.36 2.61



Weekday Total Daily PM Peak Hour Person-Trips PM Peak Hour Transit-Trips PM Peak Hour Vehicle-Trips Avg.
Distribution Person-trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Veh. Occ.
Superdistrict 1 17,744 1,645 9 103 34 22 14 72 1,901 278 3 21 7 6 3 21 339 180 2 20 7 7 3 23 241 16% 6.08
Superdistrict 2 4,624 164 13 113 38 27 15 88 458 11 2 18 6 6 2 21 67 29 5 42 14 12 5 42 150 10% 2.32
Superdistrict 3 11,581 183 78 345 115 68 47 216 1,052 15 8 74 25 14 10 45 191 27 24 71 24 25 9 86 265 18% 2.01
Superdistrict 4 3,173 160 8 60 20 18 8 61 334 15 1 10 3 4 1 13 48 27 4 18 6 8 2 29 95 6% 2.85
East Bay 4,591 243 6 82 27 30 10 106 505 79 1 24 8 9 3 32 157 66 3 24 8 12 3 43 160 11% 2.15
North Bay 1,263 82 4 14 5 10 1 38 154 1 0 1 0 1 0 4 7 40 2 7 2 6 1 23 82 5% 1.78
South Bay 6,231 336 16 97 32 52 11 189 733 16 1 5 2 4 0 16 45 155 9 52 17 39 5 143 421 28% 1.61
Out of Region 3,472 301 6 25 8 6 3 20 370 38 1 6 2 2 1 7 56 68 2 11 4 3 1 8 96 6% 1.67



Total 52,679 3,113 140 839 280 235 109 792 5,508 454 18 159 53 47 21 158 909 593 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,510 100% 2.61



Assumptions for
PM Peak Hour Arena Retail Q.S. Rest. Sit-down Rest. Live Theater MovieTheater Office
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Empl. Attend. Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work Work Non-work
Inbound 50% 10% 0% 50% 0% 50% 0% 50% 100% 100% 100% 55% 0% 50%
Outbound 50% 90% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 0% 0% 0% 45% 100% 50%



PM Peak Hour Inbound Outbound Total
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Offlce Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Total Person Trips 369 60 360 120 235 62 67 1,272 2,745 80 480 160 0 47 724 4,235 3,113 140 839 280 235 109 792 5,508



12% 43% 43% 43% 100% 57% 9% 23% 88% 57% 57% 57% 0% 43% 92% 77%
Transit Trips 57 7 67 22 47 12 13 225 397 11 92 31 0 9 145 684 454 18 159 53 47 21 158 909



13% 39% 42% 42% 100% 57% 8% 25% 87% 61% 58% 58% 0% 43% 92% 75%
Vehicle Trips 139 20 89 30 112 17 17 424 455 31 156 52 0 12 381 1,086 593 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,510



23% 39% 36% 36% 100% 59% 4% 28% 77% 61% 64% 64% 0% 41% 96% 72%



PM Peak Hour Taxi +
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total Shuttle
Auto Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena
Superdistrict 1 19 2 17 6 10 3 3 59 149 2 21 7 0 2 29 211 168 4 38 13 10 5 32 270 1,197
Superdistrict 2 7 3 35 12 18 6 6 87 27 5 43 14 0 5 51 144 34 8 77 26 18 10 58 231 117
Superdistrict 3 12 22 69 23 37 12 13 187 23 25 86 29 0 9 107 278 34 47 155 52 37 21 120 465 68
Superdistrict 4 8 3 17 6 13 3 3 52 33 4 24 8 0 2 42 114 41 6 41 14 13 5 46 166 103
East Bay 22 1 22 7 21 4 4 82 141 3 34 11 0 3 69 262 163 5 56 19 21 7 73 344 0
North Bay 11 1 4 1 9 1 1 27 70 2 9 3 0 0 33 118 81 3 13 4 9 1 33 145 0
South Bay 46 5 31 10 47 6 6 149 273 9 59 20 0 4 162 528 319 14 90 30 47 10 168 677 0
Out of Region 12 2 8 3 4 1 1 31 101 2 10 3 0 1 12 129 114 4 18 6 4 2 13 161 0



Total 136 38 202 67 158 35 38 675 818 53 287 96 0 26 505 1,784 954 91 489 163 158 62 542 2,459 1,485
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION - WEEKDAY DAILY AND PM PEAK HOUR BETWEEN 4 AND 6 PM
SUMMARY OF TRIPS WITH CONVENTION EVENT



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Transit Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 29 1 9 3 6 2 2 52 249 2 12 4 0 1 20 287 278 3 21 7 6 3 21 339
Superdistrict 2 3 1 7 2 6 1 1 22 8 1 11 4 0 1 20 44 11 2 18 6 6 2 21 67
Superdistrict 3 4 3 34 11 14 6 6 79 11 4 40 13 0 4 39 111 15 8 74 25 14 10 45 191
Superdistrict 4 3 0 4 1 4 1 1 13 13 1 6 2 0 1 12 34 15 1 10 3 4 1 13 48
East Bay 10 0 10 3 9 2 2 36 69 1 15 5 0 1 30 121 79 1 24 8 9 3 32 157
North Bay 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 4 5 1 0 1 0 1 0 4 7
South Bay 3 0 1 0 4 0 0 10 13 1 4 1 0 0 16 35 16 1 5 2 4 0 16 45
Out of Region 4 1 2 1 2 0 0 11 34 1 3 1 0 0 6 46 38 1 6 2 2 1 7 56



Total 57 7 67 22 47 12 13 225 397 11 92 31 0 9 145 684 454 18 159 53 47 21 158 909



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Bike (Event) Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Taxi/Walk/Other Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 121 1 21 7 6 3 4 164 1,078 1 23 8 0 3 15 1,128 1,199 2 44 15 6 6 19 1,291
Superdistrict 2 12 1 9 3 3 1 2 31 106 1 10 3 0 1 8 130 119 3 18 6 3 3 9 161
Superdistrict 3 16 11 55 18 17 9 10 137 118 12 61 20 0 7 41 259 134 23 116 39 17 16 52 396
Superdistrict 4 10 0 4 1 1 1 1 19 93 0 4 1 0 1 2 102 103 0 8 3 1 1 3 120
East Bay 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 3 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 5
North Bay 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2
South Bay 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 3 1 0 1 0 0 0 5 8 1 1 2 1 1 0 5 11
Out of Region 15 1 1 0 0 0 0 17 134 1 1 0 0 0 1 136 149 1 1 0 0 0 1 153



Total 176 15 90 30 30 15 17 373 1,530 16 101 34 0 12 74 1,767 1,705 31 191 64 30 27 91 2,139



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Total Person Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 169 4 47 16 22 8 9 274 1,476 5 57 19 0 6 63 1,626 1,645 9 103 34 22 14 72 1,901
Superdistrict 2 22 5 50 17 27 9 9 140 141 8 63 21 0 7 79 319 164 13 113 38 27 15 88 458
Superdistrict 3 32 37 158 53 68 26 30 404 151 41 187 62 0 21 187 649 183 78 345 115 68 47 216 1,052
Superdistrict 4 21 3 25 8 18 4 5 84 139 5 35 12 0 3 57 250 160 8 60 20 18 8 61 334
East Bay 33 2 32 11 30 6 6 120 211 5 50 17 0 4 100 386 243 6 82 27 30 10 106 505
North Bay 11 1 4 1 10 1 1 29 71 2 10 3 0 0 37 125 82 4 14 5 10 1 38 154
South Bay 49 5 32 11 52 6 6 162 287 11 65 22 0 4 183 571 336 16 97 32 52 11 189 733
Out of Region 31 3 11 4 6 2 2 59 269 3 14 5 0 1 18 311 301 6 25 8 6 3 20 370



Total 369 60 360 120 235 62 67 1,272 2,745 80 480 160 0 47 724 4,235 3,113 140 839 280 235 109 792 5,508



PM Peak Hour
bet. 4 PM & 6 PM Inbound Outbound Total
Vehicle-Trips Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total Arena Retail QS Rest. Sd Rest. Live Th Mov.Th Office Total
Superdistrict 1 58 1 8 3 7 1 2 80 122 2 12 4 0 1 21 162 180 2 20 7 7 3 23 241
Superdistrict 2 10 2 18 6 12 3 3 54 20 3 24 8 0 2 39 96 29 5 42 14 12 5 42 150
Superdistrict 3 11 11 28 9 25 5 5 95 16 13 42 14 0 4 80 169 27 24 71 24 25 9 86 265
Superdistrict 4 8 1 7 2 8 1 1 29 19 2 12 4 0 1 28 65 27 4 18 6 8 2 29 95
East Bay 10 1 9 3 12 2 2 38 56 2 16 5 0 1 42 122 66 3 24 8 12 3 43 160
North Bay 6 1 2 1 6 0 0 16 34 1 6 2 0 0 23 66 40 2 7 2 6 1 23 82
South Bay 28 2 13 4 39 3 3 93 127 7 39 13 0 2 141 328 155 9 52 17 39 5 143 421
Out of Region 7 1 5 2 3 1 1 19 60 1 6 2 0 1 7 78 68 2 11 4 3 1 8 96



Total 139 20 89 30 112 17 17 424 455 31 156 52 0 12 381 1,086 593 52 245 82 112 28 398 1,510
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - NO EVENT (WORK TRIPS)



Proposed Size: 100               employees Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
DAILY: Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Work Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.50 trips/employee % Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 8.5% [c] 2.0% [d] 0% 0%
Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 250 person-trips Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 21 5 0 0



WEEKDAY/SATURDAY WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Avg. Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 7-9 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[e] [e] Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[e] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 10 7 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Transit 32.7% 7 1 0 0 0
Walk 17.7% 4 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 21 7 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 17 14 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 26.4% 7 1 0 0 0
Walk 6.9% 2 0 0 0 0
Other 2.1% 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 27 14 2 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 36 29 3 2 1 1 0 0 0 0



Transit 20.6% 12 1 0 0 0
Walk 15.1% 9 1 0 0 0
Other 4.6% 3 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 60 29 5 2 1 1 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 15 10 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 21.5% 4 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 20 10 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 25 15 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 29.7% 11 1 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 36 15 3 1 1 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 12 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 10.5% 1 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 14 8 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 60 53 5 4 1 1 0 0 0 0



Transit 8.8% 6 1 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 2 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 67 53 6 4 1 1 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 35.3% 2 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 6 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 178 139 15 12 4 3 0 0 0 0



Transit 20.2% 51 4 1 0 0
Walk 5.8% 15 1 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 7 1 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 250 139 21 12 5 3 0 0 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b] Assumes that 25% of the employees will make four trips to/from the project site (e.g., for lunch, errands, etc.).
[c]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Office)
[d]  Based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978) for general office
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - BASKETBALL GAME (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 18,064         attendees plus 825 employees Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
DAILY: Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Overall Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.09 trips/attendee Overall peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 2.8% [c] 34.4% [c] 33.0% [e] 32.5% [d]
Total Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 37,778 person-trips Overall peak hour person-trip rate (trips/attendee): 0.06 0.72 0.69 0.68
Percent of Work Trips [f]: 4.4% Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,042 13,006 12,449 12,284
Work Person-trip Generation Rate [g]: 2.00 trips/employee % Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 50% [h] 0% [h] 10% [h] 0% [h]
Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,650 person-trips Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 825 0 165 0



WEEKDAY/SATURDAY WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Avg. Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 64 49 32 25 0 0 6 5 0 0
Transit 32.7% 45 22 0 4 0
Walk 17.7% 24 12 0 2 0
Other 2.7% 4 2 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 137 49 68 25 0 0 14 5 0 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 113 90 56 45 0 0 11 9 0 0



Transit 26.4% 46 23 0 5 0
Walk 6.9% 12 6 0 1 0
Other 2.1% 4 2 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 175 90 87 45 0 0 17 9 0 0
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 235 188 118 94 0 0 24 19 0 0



Transit 20.6% 81 41 0 8 0
Walk 15.1% 60 30 0 6 0
Other 4.6% 18 9 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 394 188 197 94 0 0 39 19 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 99 67 49 33 0 0 10 7 0 0



Transit 21.5% 28 14 0 3 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 4 2 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 130 67 65 33 0 0 13 7 0 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 162 101 81 50 0 0 16 10 0 0



Transit 29.7% 70 35 0 7 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 4 2 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 236 101 118 50 0 0 24 10 0 0
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 80 56 40 28 0 0 8 6 0 0



Transit 10.5% 10 5 0 1 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 2 1 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 92 56 46 28 0 0 9 6 0 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 393 348 196 174 0 0 39 35 0 0



Transit 8.8% 39 20 0 4 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 12 6 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 444 348 222 174 0 0 44 35 0 0
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 25 16 13 8 0 0 3 2 0 0



Transit 35.3% 15 7 0 1 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 1 1 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 41 16 21 8 0 0 4 2 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 1,172 915 586 457 0 0 117 91 0 0



Transit 20.2% 334 167 0 33 0
Walk 5.8% 96 48 0 10 0
Other 2.9% 48 24 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,650 915 825 457 0 0 165 91 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b]  Calculated by the model by dividing the total number of person-trips by the expected event attendance.
[c]  Calculated by the model assuming project demand up to 7 PM; Madison Square Garden (2003) value is 14%, Arco Arena value is 23%, GSW value is 16%
[d]  Calculated by the model; Atlantic Yards Arena Transportation Planning (2006) value is 19%, Madison Square Garden (2003) value is 27%, Arco Arena value is 28%, GSW value is 30%
[e]  Calculated by the model; Atlantic Yards Arena Transportation Planning (2006) value is 22%, GSW value is 35%
 [f]  Calculated by the model.
[g]  Two daily person trips made by each employee.
[h]  Event employees arrive to work between 4:30 and 5 PM, and depart between 11 and 11:30 PM.
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)



GS Warriors Trip Gen 2014 08 04 v2.xlsx



Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - BASKETBALL GAME (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 18,064          attendees plus 825 employees Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
DAILY: Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Overall Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.09 trips per attendee Overall peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 2.8% [c] 34.4% [c] 33.0% [e] 32.5% [d]
Total Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 37,778 person-trips Overall peak hour person-trip rate (trips/attendee): 0.06 0.72 0.69 0.68
Percent of Non-Work Trips [f]: 95.6% Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,042 13,006 12,449 12,284
Non-Work Person-trip Generation Rate [g]: 2.00 trips per attendee % Non-Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 1% [h] 36% [h] 34% [h] 34% [h]
Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 36,128 person-trips Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 217 13,006 12,284 12,284



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Weekday Saturday Vehicle All Day 4-7 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



Weekday In All Other Mode Percent Percent Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] [i] [j] [j] [k] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 Auto 5.7% 9.4% 2.7 266 98 2 1 109 40 78 29 377 140 128 47
14.8% 11.1% Transit 32.2% 50.7% 1,502 10 617 438 2,033 691



Taxi 4.5% 3.0% 2.7 210 78 1 1 86 32 61 23 119 44 40 15
Bike 2.5% 2.9% 117 1 48 34 114 39
Walk 55.1% 34.0% 2,575 18 1,058 751 1,364 464



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 4,670 176 32 1 1,920 72 1,363 51 4,007 184 1,363 62
Superdistrict 2 Auto 22.6% 27.2% 2.7 328 121 2 1 135 50 96 35 338 125 115 43



4.6% 3.4% Transit 50.7% 58.0% 734 5 302 214 721 245
Taxi 11.8% 5.7% 2.7 171 63 1 0 70 26 50 19 70 26 24 9
Bike 6.6% 5.4% 96 1 39 28 68 23
Walk 8.3% 3.7% 120 1 49 35 46 16



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 1,449 185 10 1 595 76 423 54 1,243 151 423 51
Superdistrict 3 Auto 7.6% 11.5% 2.7 133 49 1 0 55 20 39 14 173 64 59 22



5.5% 4.2% Transit 39.7% 57.4% 695 5 286 203 862 293
Taxi 4.1% 2.5% 2.7 71 26 0 0 29 11 21 8 37 14 13 5
Bike 2.3% 2.4% 40 0 16 12 35 12
Walk 46.4% 26.2% 811 6 333 237 394 134



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 1,750 76 12 1 719 31 510 22 1,501 78 510 26
Superdistrict 4 Auto 19.3% 24.3% 2.7 269 100 2 1 111 41 78 29 290 108 99 37



4.4% 3.3% Transit 49.4% 59.4% 689 5 283 201 710 241
Taxi 6.6% 3.3% 2.7 92 34 1 0 38 14 27 10 40 15 13 5
Bike 3.7% 3.2% 51 0 21 15 38 13
Walk 21.0% 9.9% 293 2 120 85 118 40



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 1,394 134 10 1 573 55 407 39 1,196 122 407 42
East Bay Auto 17.4% 18.2% 2.7 2,014 746 12 4 704 261 705 261 2,169 803 738 273



31.1% 33.0% Transit 81.1% 80.9% 9,391 55 3,282 3,286 9,651 3,281
Taxi 0.8% 0.4% 2.7 97 36 1 0 34 13 34 13 42 15 14 5
Bike 0.7% 0.5% 82 0 28 29 60 20
Walk 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 11,584 782 67 5 4,048 273 4,054 274 11,922 819 4,054 278
North Bay Auto 100.0% 100.0% 2.7 3,963 1,468 19 7 1,162 431 1,597 591 4,697 1,739 1,597 591



8.9% 13.0% Transit 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Taxi 0.0% 0.0% 2.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 3,963 1,468 19 7 1,162 431 1,597 591 4,697 1,739 1,597 591
South Bay Auto 66.6% 68.9% 2.7 6,578 2,436 39 14 2,310 856 2,291 849 6,973 2,582 2,371 878



26.7% 28.0% Transit 29.1% 28.7% 2,874 17 1,009 1,001 2,906 988
Taxi 2.3% 1.0% 2.7 230 85 1 0 81 30 80 30 97 36 33 12
Bike 1.9% 1.4% 193 1 68 67 140 48
Walk 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



Coach 0.0% 0.0% 35.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 9,874 2,521 58 15 3,468 885 3,439 878 10,116 2,618 3,439 890
Out of region Auto 4.0% 11.3% 2.7 57 21 0 0 21 8 20 7 163 60 55 21



4.0% 4.0% Transit 12.1% 32.7% 174 1 63 59 473 161
Taxi 0.0% 0.0% 2.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bike 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



Coach 9.9% 3.5% 35.0 143 4 1 0 51 1 49 1 51 1 17 0
Other 74.1% 52.5% 1,071 6 385 364 759 258



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 1,445 25 9 0 520 9 491 9 1,445 62 491 21
TOTAL Auto 37.7% 42.0% 2.7 13,607 5,040 77 28 4,606 1,706 4,903 1,816 15,180 5,622 5,161 1,912



100.0% 100.0% Transit 44.5% 48.0% 16,059 97 5,842 5,403 17,356 5,901
Taxi 2.4% 1.1% 2.7 871 323 6 2 338 125 273 101 405 150 138 51
Bike 1.6% 1.3% 578 4 221 184 455 155
Walk 10.5% 5.3% 3,799 26 1,561 1,108 1,923 654



Coach 0.4% 0.1% 35.0 143 4 1 0 51 1 49 1 51 1 17 0
Other 3.0% 2.1% 1,071 6 385 364 759 258



TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 36,128 5,366 217 31 13,006 1,833 12,284 1,918 36,128 5,774 12,284 1,963



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b]  Calculated by the model by dividing the total number of person-trips by the expected event attendance.
[c]  Calculated by the model assuming project demand up to 7 PM; Madison Square Garden (2003) value is 14%, Arco Arena value is 23%, GSW value is 16%
[d]  Calculated by the model; Atlantic Yards Arena Transportation Planning (2006) value is 19%, Madison Square Garden (2003) value is 27%, Arco Arena value is 28%, GSW value is 30%
[e]  Calculated by the model; Atlantic Yards Arena Transportation Planning (2006) value is 22%, GSW value is 35%
 [f]  Calculated by the model.
[g]  Two daily person trips made by each attendee.
[h]  Based on Atlantic Yards (2006) and GSW survey data (2013)
 [i]  Based on GS Warriors estimate for 2017-18 season; includes adjustments for live/work locations for weekday inbound trips based on GSW surveys (2013).
 [j]  Based on SF Giants 2012 survey data for weekdays and weekends, combined with visitor trips to SD1 (All Other) from the SF Guidelines
[k]  Based on SF Giants 2007 survey data for evening games; assumes taxis would have the same average occupancy as private vehicles



Printed on 8/7/2014



A-52











GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - CONVENTION EVENT (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 9,000            attendees plus 675 employees Weekday
DAILY: Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period
Overall Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 3.19 trips/attendee Overall peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 10.9% [c]
Total Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 28,688 person-trips Overall peak hour person-trip rate (trips/attendee): 0.35
Percent of Work Trips [c]: 5.9% Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 3,113
Work Person-trip Generation Rate [d]: 2.50 trips/employee % Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 8.5% [e]
Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,688 person-trips Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 143



WEEKDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Avg. Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour



[f] [f] Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[f] Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 66 51 6 4
Transit 32.7% 46 4
Walk 17.7% 25 2
Other 2.7% 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 140 51 12 4
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 116 92 10 8



Transit 26.4% 47 4
Walk 6.9% 12 1
Other 2.1% 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 179 92 15 8
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 241 193 20 16



Transit 20.6% 83 7
Walk 15.1% 61 5
Other 4.6% 19 2



TOTAL 100.0% 403 193 34 16
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 101 68 9 6



Transit 21.5% 29 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 2.8% 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 133 68 11 6
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 166 103 14 9



Transit 29.7% 72 6
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 1.5% 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 241 103 21 9
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 82 57 7 5



Transit 10.5% 10 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 2.6% 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 95 57 8 5
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 402 356 34 30



Transit 8.8% 40 3
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 2.7% 12 1



TOTAL 100.0% 454 356 39 30
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 26 17 2 1



Transit 35.3% 15 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 2.9% 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 42 17 4 1
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 1,199 935 102 80



Transit 20.2% 341 29
Walk 5.8% 98 8
Other 2.9% 49 4



TOTAL 100.0% 1,688 935 143 80



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b]  Calculated by the model by dividing the total number of person-trips by the expected event attendance.
[c]  Calculated by the model
[d] Assumes that 25% of the employees will make four trips to/from the project site (e.g., for lunch, errands, etc.).
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Office)
[h]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: ARENA - CONVENTION EVENT (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 9,000            attendees plus 675 employees Weekday
DAILY: Peak Hour of
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% PEAK HOUR PERIOD: 4-6 PM Period
Overall Person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 3.19 trips/attendee Overall peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 10.9% [c]
Total Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 28,688 person-trips Overall peak hour person-trip rate (trips/attendee): 0.35
Percent of Non-Work Trips [c]: 94.1% Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 3,113
Non-Work Person-trip Generation Rate [d]: 3.00 trips/attendee % Non-Work trips arrive/depart during peak hour: 11% [e]
Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 27,000 person-trips Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 2,970



WEEKDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Avg. Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour



[f] [f] Occupancy Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[g] Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 55.0% Auto 10.0% 2.03 1,478 728 163 80
Transit 16.8% 2,495 274



Taxi/Shuttle 73.2% 25.00 10,878 435 1,197 48
Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 14,850 1,163 1,634 128
Superdistrict 2 5.0% Auto 16.2% 1.97 219 111 24 12



Transit 4.6% 63 7
Taxi/Shuttle 79.1% 25.00 1,068 43 117 5



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,350 154 149 17
Superdistrict 3 5.0% Auto 9.2% 2.43 124 51 14 6



Transit 5.2% 71 8
Taxi/Shuttle 45.6% 25.00 615 25 68 3



Walk 40.0% 540 59
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,350 76 149 8
Superdistrict 4 5.0% Auto 21.8% 2.51 295 117 32 13



Transit 8.7% 118 13
Taxi/Shuttle 69.4% 25.00 937 37 103 4



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,350 155 149 17
East Bay 7.5% Auto 67.1% 2.59 1,358 524 149 58



Transit 32.9% 667 73
Taxi/Shuttle 0.0% 25.00 0 0 0 0



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2,025 524 223 58
North Bay 2.5% Auto 100.0% 2.11 675 320 74 35



Transit 0.0% 0 0
Taxi/Shuttle 0.0% 25.00 0 0 0 0



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 675 320 74 35
South Bay 10.0% Auto 95.9% 2.28 2,588 1,135 285 125



Transit 4.1% 112 12
Taxi/Shuttle 0.0% 25.00 0 0 0 0



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2,700 1,135 297 125
Out of Region 10.0% Auto 37.5% 1.68 1,013 603 111 66



Transit 12.5% 336 37
Taxi/Shuttle 0.0% 25.00 0 0 0 0



Walk 0.0% 0 0
Other 50.0% 1,351 149



TOTAL 100.0% 2,700 603 297 66
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 28.7% 2.16 7,750 3,590 853 395



Transit 14.3% 3,861 425
Taxi/Shuttle 50.0% 25.00 13,498 540 1,485 59



Walk 2.0% 540 59
Other 5.0% 1,351 149



TOTAL 100.0% 27,000 4,130 2,970 454



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for arena
[b]  Calculated by the model by dividing the total number of person-trips by the expected event attendance
[c]  Calculated by the model
[d]  Assumes that half of the convention attendees will leave the project site for lunch, shopping, other meetings, etc
[e]  Based on Moscone Center survey data
 [f]  Based on Moscone Center data, adjusted for SD3; all walk trips excepts those from SD3 proportionally added to auto and transi
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other) for auto trips; shuttle buses/taxis assumed to carry 25 people per vehicle on average
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: OFFICE (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 514,500 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 18.1 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,312 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 8.5% [b] 1.7% [d] 0.4% [d] 1.1% [e]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 36% 3,352 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 1.5 0.3 0.1 0.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 4.0 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 792 158 40 23
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 2,077 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 83% [g] 100% [f] 100% [f] 100% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 100% 2,077 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 657 158 40 23



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 131 100 26 20 6 5 2 1 81 62 1 1
Transit 32.7% 91 18 4 1 56 1
Walk 17.7% 49 10 2 1 31 0
Other 2.7% 8 1 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 278 100 55 20 13 5 3 1 172 62 2 1
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 230 182 45 36 11 9 3 2 142 113 2 1



Transit 26.4% 94 18 4 1 58 1
Walk 6.9% 25 5 1 0 15 0
Other 2.1% 7 1 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 355 182 70 36 17 9 4 2 220 113 2 1
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 478 383 94 75 23 18 6 5 296 237 3 3



Transit 20.6% 165 32 8 2 102 1
Walk 15.1% 121 24 6 1 75 1
Other 4.6% 37 7 2 0 23 0



TOTAL 100.0% 801 383 157 75 38 18 9 5 496 237 5 3
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 200 135 39 27 9 6 2 2 124 84 1 1



Transit 21.5% 57 11 3 1 35 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 7 1 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 265 135 52 27 13 6 3 2 164 84 2 1
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 330 205 65 40 16 10 4 2 204 127 2 1



Transit 29.7% 142 28 7 2 88 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 7 1 0 0 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 479 205 94 40 23 10 6 2 297 127 3 1
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 163 113 32 22 8 5 2 1 101 70 1 1



Transit 10.5% 20 4 1 0 12 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 5 1 0 0 3 0



TOTAL 100.0% 188 113 37 22 9 5 2 1 116 70 1 1
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 798 706 156 138 38 33 9 8 494 438 5 5



Transit 8.8% 79 16 4 1 49 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 24 5 1 0 15 0



TOTAL 100.0% 902 706 177 138 43 33 11 8 559 438 6 5
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 52 33 10 7 2 2 1 0 32 21 0 0



Transit 35.3% 30 6 1 0 18 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 84 33 16 7 4 2 1 0 52 21 1 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 2,382 1,858 467 364 112 88 28 22 1,476 1,151 16 13



Transit 20.2% 678 133 32 8 420 5
Walk 5.8% 195 38 9 2 121 1
Other 2.9% 98 19 5 1 61 1



TOTAL 100.0% 3,352 1,858 657 364 158 88 40 22 2,077 1,151 23 13



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Office Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for General Office Building [LU 710] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  All weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour trips are assumed to be for work purposes
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (General Office)
[h]  All Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trips are assumed to be for work purposes
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: OFFICE (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 514,500 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 18.1 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,312 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 8.5% [b] 1.7% [d] 0.4% [d] 1.1% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 64% 5,960 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 1.5 0.3 0.1 0.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 4.0 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 792 158 40 23
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 2,077 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 17% [g] 0% [f] 0% [f] 0% [h]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 0% 0 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 135 0 0 0



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 279 137 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Transit 19.2% 149 3 0 0 0 0
Walk 33.3% 258 6 0 0 0 0
Other 11.5% 89 2 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 775 137 17 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 572 291 13 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 14.5% 121 3 0 0 0 0
Walk 2.4% 20 0 0 0 0 0
Other 14.5% 121 3 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 834 291 19 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 1,146 472 26 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 21.5% 564 13 0 0 0 0
Walk 25.4% 666 15 0 0 0 0
Other 9.4% 247 6 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2,622 472 59 11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 281 112 6 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 16.3% 68 2 0 0 0 0
Walk 7.0% 29 1 0 0 0 0
Other 9.3% 39 1 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 417 112 9 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 367 142 8 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 29.8% 160 4 0 0 0 0
Walk 1.8% 10 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 536 142 12 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 60 28 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 60 28 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 507 223 11 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 3.6% 19 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 1.8% 10 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 536 223 12 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 132 78 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 21.1% 38 1 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 9 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 179 78 4 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 3,344 1,482 76 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



Transit 18.8% 1,118 25 0 0 0 0
Walk 16.7% 993 22 0 0 0 0
Other 8.5% 505 11 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 5,960 1,482 135 33 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for non-work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Office Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for General Office Building [LU 710] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  All weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour trips are assumed to be for work purposes
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (General Office)
[h]  All Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trips are assumed to be for work purposes
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)



Printed on 8/7/2014



A-54











GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: RETAIL (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 150.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 5,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 9.0% [b] 6.8% [d] 3.2% [d] 4.0% [e]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 4% 222 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 13.5 10.1 4.7 7.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 175.5 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 140 33 15 23
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 6,495 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 4% [g] 4% [f] 4% [f] 4% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 4% 260 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 20 15 7 10



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 9 7 1 1 1 0 0 0 10 8 0 0
Transit 32.7% 6 1 0 0 7 0
Walk 17.7% 3 0 0 0 4 0
Other 2.7% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 18 7 2 1 1 0 1 0 22 8 1 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 15 12 1 1 1 1 0 0 18 14 1 1



Transit 26.4% 6 1 0 0 7 0
Walk 6.9% 2 0 0 0 2 0
Other 2.1% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 24 12 2 1 2 1 1 0 28 14 1 1
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 32 25 3 2 2 2 1 1 37 30 1 1



Transit 20.6% 11 1 1 0 13 1
Walk 15.1% 8 1 1 0 9 0
Other 4.6% 2 0 0 0 3 0



TOTAL 100.0% 53 25 5 2 4 2 2 1 62 30 2 1
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 13 9 1 1 1 1 0 0 16 10 1 0



Transit 21.5% 4 0 0 0 4 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 18 9 2 1 1 1 1 0 21 10 1 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 22 14 2 1 1 1 1 0 26 16 1 1



Transit 29.7% 9 1 1 0 11 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 32 14 3 1 2 1 1 0 37 16 1 1
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 11 8 1 1 1 1 0 0 13 9 1 0



Transit 10.5% 1 0 0 0 2 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 12 8 1 1 1 1 0 0 15 9 1 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 53 47 5 4 4 3 2 1 62 55 2 2



Transit 8.8% 5 0 0 0 6 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 60 47 5 4 4 3 2 1 70 55 3 2
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 3 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 0 0



Transit 35.3% 2 0 0 0 2 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 6 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 3 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 158 123 14 11 11 8 5 4 185 144 7 6



Transit 20.2% 45 4 3 1 53 2
Walk 5.8% 13 1 1 0 15 1
Other 2.9% 6 1 0 0 8 0



TOTAL 100.0% 222 123 20 11 15 8 7 4 260 144 10 6



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Retail)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Shopping Center [LU 820] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: RETAIL (NON-WORK TRIPS WITH EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 67% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 75% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 150.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 95% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 5,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 9.0% [b] 6.8% [d] 3.2% [d] 4.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 1,776 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 13.5 10.1 4.7 7.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 175.5 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 140 33 15 23
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 6,495 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 2,078 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 120 18 8 12



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 6.0% Auto 45.0% 1.76 48 27 3 2 0 0 0 0 56 32 0 0
Transit 29.0% 31 2 0 0 36 0
Walk 22.0% 23 2 0 0 27 0
Other 4.0% 4 0 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 107 27 7 2 1 0 1 0 125 32 1 0
Superdistrict 2 9.0% Auto 61.8% 1.52 99 65 7 4 1 1 0 0 116 76 1 0



Transit 15.3% 24 2 0 0 29 0
Walk 19.8% 32 2 0 0 37 0
Other 3.1% 5 0 0 0 6 0



TOTAL 100.0% 160 65 11 4 2 1 1 0 187 76 1 0
Superdistrict 3 61.0% Auto 60.4% 2.04 654 321 44 22 7 3 3 2 766 375 5 2



Transit 9.5% 103 7 1 0 120 1
Walk 28.7% 311 21 3 1 364 2
Other 1.4% 15 1 0 0 18 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,083 321 73 22 11 3 5 2 1,268 375 8 2
Superdistrict 4 5.0% Auto 84.7% 1.78 75 42 5 3 1 0 0 0 88 49 1 0



Transit 9.7% 9 1 0 0 10 0
Walk 2.8% 2 0 0 0 3 0
Other 2.8% 2 0 0 0 3 0



TOTAL 100.0% 89 42 6 3 1 0 0 0 104 49 1 0
East Bay 3.0% Auto 75.0% 1.77 40 23 3 2 0 0 0 0 47 26 0 0



Transit 12.5% 7 0 0 0 8 0
Walk 12.5% 7 0 0 0 8 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 53 23 4 2 1 0 0 0 62 26 0 0
North Bay 2.0% Auto 87.5% 1.44 31 22 2 1 0 0 0 0 36 25 0 0



Transit 12.5% 4 0 0 0 5 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 36 22 2 1 0 0 0 0 42 25 0 0
South Bay 9.0% Auto 86.4% 1.98 138 70 9 5 1 1 1 0 162 82 1 0



Transit 9.1% 15 1 0 0 17 0
Walk 3.2% 5 0 0 0 6 0
Other 1.3% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 160 70 11 5 2 1 1 0 187 82 1 0
Out of Region 5.0% Auto 59.2% 1.69 53 31 4 2 1 0 0 0 62 36 0 0



Transit 16.9% 15 1 0 0 18 0
Walk 19.7% 17 1 0 0 20 0
Other 4.2% 4 0 0 0 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 89 31 6 2 1 0 0 0 104 36 1 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 64.1% 1.90 1,138 600 77 41 12 6 5 3 1,332 702 8 4



Transit 11.7% 208 14 2 1 243 1
Walk 22.4% 398 27 4 2 465 3
Other 1.8% 33 2 0 0 38 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1,776 600 120 41 18 6 8 3 2,078 702 12 4



[a]  Assumes that 90 percent of the retail customers are already in the area, based on field surveys
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Retail)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Shopping Center [LU 820] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-14 Visitor Trips to SD3 (Retail)
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: RETAIL (NON-WORK TRIPS WITHOUT EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 33% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 33% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 150.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 33% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 5,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 9.0% [b] 6.8% [d] 3.2% [d] 4.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 3,552 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 13.5 10.1 4.7 7.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 175.5 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 340 255 119 177
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 6,495 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 4,157 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 320 240 112 166



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 6.0% Auto 45.0% 1.76 96 54 9 5 6 4 3 2 112 64 4 3
Transit 29.0% 62 6 4 2 72 3
Walk 22.0% 47 4 3 1 55 2
Other 4.0% 9 1 1 0 10 0



TOTAL 100.0% 213 54 19 5 14 4 7 2 249 64 10 3
Superdistrict 2 9.0% Auto 61.8% 1.52 198 130 18 12 13 9 6 4 231 152 9 6



Transit 15.3% 49 4 3 2 57 2
Walk 19.8% 63 6 4 2 74 3
Other 3.1% 10 1 1 0 12 0



TOTAL 100.0% 320 130 29 12 22 9 10 4 374 152 15 6
Superdistrict 3 61.0% Auto 60.4% 2.04 1,309 642 118 58 88 43 41 20 1,532 751 61 30



Transit 9.5% 206 19 14 6 241 10
Walk 28.7% 622 56 42 20 728 29
Other 1.4% 30 3 2 1 35 1



TOTAL 100.0% 2,167 642 195 58 146 43 68 20 2,536 751 101 30
Superdistrict 4 5.0% Auto 84.7% 1.78 150 85 14 8 10 6 5 3 176 99 7 4



Transit 9.7% 17 2 1 1 20 1
Walk 2.8% 5 0 0 0 6 0
Other 2.8% 5 0 0 0 6 0



TOTAL 100.0% 178 85 16 8 12 6 6 3 208 99 8 4
East Bay 3.0% Auto 75.0% 1.77 80 45 7 4 5 3 3 1 94 53 4 2



Transit 12.5% 13 1 1 0 16 1
Walk 12.5% 13 1 1 0 16 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 107 45 10 4 7 3 3 1 125 53 5 2
North Bay 2.0% Auto 87.5% 1.44 62 43 6 4 4 3 2 1 73 51 3 2



Transit 12.5% 9 1 1 0 10 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 71 43 6 4 5 3 2 1 83 51 3 2
South Bay 9.0% Auto 86.4% 1.98 276 139 25 13 19 9 9 4 323 163 13 7



Transit 9.1% 29 3 2 1 34 1
Walk 3.2% 10 1 1 0 12 0
Other 1.3% 4 0 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 320 139 29 13 22 9 10 4 374 163 15 7
Out of Region 5.0% Auto 59.2% 1.69 105 62 9 6 7 4 3 2 123 73 5 3



Transit 16.9% 30 3 2 1 35 1
Walk 19.7% 35 3 2 1 41 2
Other 4.2% 7 1 1 0 9 0



TOTAL 100.0% 178 62 16 6 12 4 6 2 208 73 8 3
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 64.1% 1.90 2,276 1,201 205 108 154 81 72 38 2,664 1,405 106 56



Transit 11.7% 415 37 28 13 486 19
Walk 22.4% 796 72 54 25 931 37
Other 1.8% 65 6 4 2 76 3



TOTAL 100.0% 3,552 1,201 320 108 240 81 112 38 4,157 1,405 166 56



[a]  Assumes that one third of the retail customers are already in the area when there is no event, based on 1998 Mission Bay SEIR
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (General Retail)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Shopping Center [LU 820] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-14 Visitor Trips to SD3 (Retail)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 200.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 7,400 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 20.3% [d] 20.3% [d] 24.0% [e]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 4% 296 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 27.0 40.5 40.5 59.8
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 249.1 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 280 132 132 195
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,217 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 4% [g] 4% [f] 4% [f] 4% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 4% 369 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 40 60 60 88



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 12 9 2 1 2 2 2 2 14 11 3 3
Transit 32.7% 8 1 2 2 10 2
Walk 17.7% 4 1 1 1 5 1
Other 2.7% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 25 9 3 1 5 2 5 2 31 11 7 3
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 20 16 3 2 4 3 4 3 25 20 6 5



Transit 26.4% 8 1 2 2 10 2
Walk 6.9% 2 0 0 0 3 1
Other 2.1% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 31 16 4 2 6 3 6 3 39 20 9 5
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 42 34 6 5 9 7 9 7 53 42 13 10



Transit 20.6% 15 2 3 3 18 4
Walk 15.1% 11 1 2 2 13 3
Other 4.6% 3 0 1 1 4 1



TOTAL 100.0% 71 34 10 5 14 7 14 7 88 42 21 10
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 18 12 2 2 4 2 4 2 22 15 5 4



Transit 21.5% 5 1 1 1 6 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 23 12 3 2 5 2 5 2 29 15 7 4
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 29 18 4 2 6 4 6 4 36 23 9 5



Transit 29.7% 13 2 3 3 16 4
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 42 18 6 2 9 4 9 4 53 23 13 5
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 14 10 2 1 3 2 3 2 18 12 4 3



Transit 10.5% 2 0 0 0 2 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 0 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 17 10 2 1 3 2 3 2 21 12 5 3
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 70 62 10 8 14 13 14 13 88 78 21 19



Transit 8.8% 7 1 1 1 9 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 2 0 0 0 3 1



TOTAL 100.0% 80 62 11 8 16 13 16 13 99 78 24 19
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 5 3 1 0 1 1 1 1 6 4 1 1



Transit 35.3% 3 0 1 1 3 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 7 3 1 0 1 1 1 1 9 4 2 1
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 210 164 28 22 43 33 43 33 262 204 63 49



Transit 20.2% 60 8 12 12 75 18
Walk 5.8% 17 2 3 3 21 5
Other 2.9% 9 1 2 2 11 3



TOTAL 100.0% 296 164 40 22 60 33 60 33 369 204 88 49



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Quality Sit-Down Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (NON-WORK TRIPS WITH EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 67% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 75% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 200.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 95% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 7,400 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 20.3% [d] 20.3% [d] 24.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 2,368 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 27.0 40.5 40.5 59.8
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 249.1 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 280 132 132 195
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,217 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 2,949 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 240 72 72 106



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 111 55 11 6 3 2 3 2 138 68 5 2
Transit 19.2% 59 6 2 2 74 3
Walk 33.3% 103 10 3 3 128 5
Other 11.5% 35 4 1 1 44 2



TOTAL 100.0% 308 55 31 6 9 2 9 2 383 68 14 2
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 227 115 23 12 7 4 7 4 283 144 10 5



Transit 14.5% 48 5 1 1 60 2
Walk 2.4% 8 1 0 0 10 0
Other 14.5% 48 5 1 1 60 2



TOTAL 100.0% 332 115 34 12 10 4 10 4 413 144 15 5
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 455 187 46 19 14 6 14 6 567 233 20 8



Transit 21.5% 224 23 7 7 279 10
Walk 25.4% 265 27 8 8 330 12
Other 9.4% 98 10 3 3 122 4



TOTAL 100.0% 1,042 187 105 19 32 6 32 6 1,298 233 47 8
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 112 45 11 5 3 1 3 1 139 55 5 2



Transit 16.3% 27 3 1 1 34 1
Walk 7.0% 12 1 0 0 14 1
Other 9.3% 15 2 0 0 19 1



TOTAL 100.0% 166 45 17 5 5 1 5 1 206 55 7 2
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 146 56 15 6 4 2 4 2 182 70 7 3



Transit 29.8% 64 6 2 2 79 3
Walk 1.8% 4 0 0 0 5 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 213 56 22 6 6 2 6 2 265 70 10 3
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 24 11 2 1 1 0 1 0 29 14 1 1



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 24 11 2 1 1 0 1 0 29 14 1 1
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 202 88 20 9 6 3 6 3 251 110 9 4



Transit 3.6% 8 1 0 0 10 0
Walk 1.8% 4 0 0 0 5 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 213 88 22 9 6 3 6 3 265 110 10 4
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 52 31 5 3 2 1 2 1 65 39 2 1



Transit 21.1% 15 2 0 0 19 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 4 0 0 0 5 0



TOTAL 100.0% 71 31 7 3 2 1 2 1 88 39 3 1
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 1,329 589 135 60 40 18 40 18 1,655 734 60 26



Transit 18.8% 444 45 13 13 553 20
Walk 16.7% 394 40 12 12 491 18
Other 8.5% 201 20 6 6 250 9



TOTAL 100.0% 2,368 589 240 60 72 18 72 18 2,949 734 106 26



[a]  Assumes that 90 percent of the sit-down restaurant customers are already in the area, based on field surveys
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Quality Sit-Down Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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Adavant Consulting



GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (NON-WORK TRIPS WITHOUT EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 33% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 33% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 200.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 33% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 7,400 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 20.3% [d] 20.3% [d] 24.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 4,736 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 27.0 40.5 40.5 59.8
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 249.1 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 679 1,019 1,019 1,504
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 9,217 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 5,899 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 639 959 959 1,416



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 222 109 30 15 45 22 45 22 276 136 66 33
Transit 19.2% 118 16 24 24 147 35
Walk 33.3% 205 28 42 42 255 61
Other 11.5% 71 10 14 14 88 21



TOTAL 100.0% 616 109 83 15 125 22 125 22 767 136 184 33
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 455 231 61 31 92 47 92 47 567 288 136 69



Transit 14.5% 96 13 19 19 120 29
Walk 2.4% 16 2 3 3 20 5
Other 14.5% 96 13 19 19 120 29



TOTAL 100.0% 663 231 90 31 134 47 134 47 826 288 198 69
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 911 375 123 51 184 76 184 76 1,134 467 272 112



Transit 21.5% 448 60 91 91 558 134
Walk 25.4% 529 71 107 107 659 158
Other 9.4% 196 26 40 40 244 59



TOTAL 100.0% 2,084 375 281 51 422 76 422 76 2,595 467 623 112
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 223 89 30 12 45 18 45 18 278 111 67 27



Transit 16.3% 54 7 11 11 67 16
Walk 7.0% 23 3 5 5 29 7
Other 9.3% 31 4 6 6 38 9



TOTAL 100.0% 332 89 45 12 67 18 67 18 413 111 99 27
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 292 113 39 15 59 23 59 23 363 140 87 34



Transit 29.8% 127 17 26 26 158 38
Walk 1.8% 8 1 2 2 10 2
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 426 113 58 15 86 23 86 23 531 140 127 34
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 47 22 6 3 10 5 10 5 59 28 14 7



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 47 22 6 3 10 5 10 5 59 28 14 7
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 403 177 54 24 82 36 82 36 502 220 121 53



Transit 3.6% 15 2 3 3 19 5
Walk 1.8% 8 1 2 2 10 2
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 426 177 58 24 86 36 86 36 531 220 127 53
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 105 62 14 8 21 13 21 13 130 78 31 19



Transit 21.1% 30 4 6 6 37 9
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 8 1 2 2 9 2



TOTAL 100.0% 142 62 19 8 29 13 29 13 177 78 42 19
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 2,657 1,178 359 159 538 239 538 239 3,310 1,467 794 352



Transit 18.8% 889 120 180 180 1,107 266
Walk 16.7% 789 106 160 160 982 236
Other 8.5% 401 54 81 81 500 120



TOTAL 100.0% 4,736 1,178 639 159 959 239 959 239 5,899 1,467 1,416 352



[a]  Assumes that one third of the sit-down restaurant customers are already in the Mission Bay area when there is no event
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Quality Sit-Down Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 600.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 22,200 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 0.0% [d] 0.0% [d] 0.0% [e]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 4% 888 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 81.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 747.3 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 839 216 216 319
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 27,651 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 4% [g] 4% [f] 4% [f] 4% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 4% 1,106 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 120 0 0 0



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 35 27 5 4 0 0 0 0 43 33 0 0
Transit 32.7% 24 3 0 0 30 0
Walk 17.7% 13 2 0 0 16 0
Other 2.7% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 74 27 10 4 0 0 0 0 92 33 0 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 61 48 8 7 0 0 0 0 76 60 0 0



Transit 26.4% 25 3 0 0 31 0
Walk 6.9% 6 1 0 0 8 0
Other 2.1% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 94 48 13 7 0 0 0 0 117 60 0 0
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 127 101 17 14 0 0 0 0 158 126 0 0



Transit 20.6% 44 6 0 0 54 0
Walk 15.1% 32 4 0 0 40 0
Other 4.6% 10 1 0 0 12 0



TOTAL 100.0% 212 101 29 14 0 0 0 0 264 126 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 53 36 7 5 0 0 0 0 66 45 0 0



Transit 21.5% 15 2 0 0 19 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 70 36 9 5 0 0 0 0 87 45 0 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 87 54 12 7 0 0 0 0 109 68 0 0



Transit 29.7% 38 5 0 0 47 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 2 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 127 54 17 7 0 0 0 0 158 68 0 0
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 43 30 6 4 0 0 0 0 54 37 0 0



Transit 10.5% 5 1 0 0 7 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 1 0 0 0 2 0



TOTAL 100.0% 50 30 7 4 0 0 0 0 62 37 0 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 211 187 29 25 0 0 0 0 263 233 0 0



Transit 8.8% 21 3 0 0 26 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 6 1 0 0 8 0



TOTAL 100.0% 239 187 32 25 0 0 0 0 298 233 0 0
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 14 9 2 1 0 0 0 0 17 11 0 0



Transit 35.3% 8 1 0 0 10 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 22 9 3 1 0 0 0 0 28 11 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 631 492 85 66 0 0 0 0 786 613 0 0



Transit 20.2% 180 24 0 0 224 0
Walk 5.8% 52 7 0 0 64 0
Other 2.9% 26 4 0 0 32 0



TOTAL 100.0% 888 492 120 66 0 0 0 0 1,106 613 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Composite Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (NON-WORK TRIPS WITH EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 67% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 75% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 600.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 95% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 22,200 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 20.3% [d] 20.3% [d] 24.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 7,104 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 81.0 121.5 121.5 179.3
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 747.3 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 839 216 216 319
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 27,651 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 8,848 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 719 216 216 319



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 332 164 34 17 10 5 10 5 414 204 15 7
Transit 19.2% 177 18 5 5 221 8
Walk 33.3% 308 31 9 9 383 14
Other 11.5% 106 11 3 3 132 5



TOTAL 100.0% 924 164 94 17 28 5 28 5 1,150 204 41 7
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 682 346 69 35 21 11 21 11 850 431 31 16



Transit 14.5% 144 15 4 4 180 6
Walk 2.4% 24 2 1 1 30 1
Other 14.5% 144 15 4 4 180 6



TOTAL 100.0% 995 346 101 35 30 11 30 11 1,239 431 45 16
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 1,366 562 138 57 41 17 41 17 1,701 700 61 25



Transit 21.5% 672 68 20 20 837 30
Walk 25.4% 794 80 24 24 989 36
Other 9.4% 294 30 9 9 366 13



TOTAL 100.0% 3,126 562 316 57 95 17 95 17 3,893 700 140 25
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 335 134 34 14 10 4 10 4 417 166 15 6



Transit 16.3% 81 8 2 2 101 4
Walk 7.0% 35 4 1 1 43 2
Other 9.3% 46 5 1 1 58 2



TOTAL 100.0% 497 134 50 14 15 4 15 4 619 166 22 6
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 437 169 44 17 13 5 13 5 545 210 20 8



Transit 29.8% 191 19 6 6 237 9
Walk 1.8% 12 1 0 0 14 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 639 169 65 17 19 5 19 5 796 210 29 8
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 71 34 7 3 2 1 2 1 88 42 3 2



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 71 34 7 3 2 1 2 1 88 42 3 2
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 605 265 61 27 18 8 18 8 753 330 27 12



Transit 3.6% 23 2 1 1 29 1
Walk 1.8% 12 1 0 0 14 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 639 265 65 27 19 8 19 8 796 330 29 12
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 157 93 16 9 5 3 5 3 195 116 7 4



Transit 21.1% 45 5 1 1 56 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 11 1 0 0 14 1



TOTAL 100.0% 213 93 22 9 6 3 6 3 265 116 10 4
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 3,986 1,767 404 179 121 54 121 54 4,965 2,201 179 79



Transit 18.8% 1,333 135 40 40 1,660 60
Walk 16.7% 1,183 120 36 36 1,474 53
Other 8.5% 602 61 18 18 750 27



TOTAL 100.0% 7,104 1,767 719 179 216 54 216 54 8,848 2,201 319 79



[a]  Assumes that 90 percent of the quick service restaurant customers are already in the area, based on field surveys
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Composite Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (NON-WORK TRIPS WITHOUT EVENT)
Proposed Size: 37,000 gsf



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 67% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 67% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 600.0 trips/1000 gsf Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 67% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 22,200 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 13.5% [b] 0.0% [d] 0.0% [d] 0.0% [e]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [g]: 96% 7,104 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/1,000 gsf): 81.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 747.3 trips/1000 gsf Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 1,079 0 0 0
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 27,651 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [g] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [h]: 96% 8,848 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 959 0 0 0



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[i] [i] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[i] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 332 164 45 22 0 0 0 0 414 204 0 0
Transit 19.2% 177 24 0 0 221 0
Walk 33.3% 308 42 0 0 383 0
Other 11.5% 106 14 0 0 132 0



TOTAL 100.0% 924 164 125 22 0 0 0 0 1,150 204 0 0
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 682 346 92 47 0 0 0 0 850 431 0 0



Transit 14.5% 144 19 0 0 180 0
Walk 2.4% 24 3 0 0 30 0
Other 14.5% 144 19 0 0 180 0



TOTAL 100.0% 995 346 134 47 0 0 0 0 1,239 431 0 0
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 1,366 562 184 76 0 0 0 0 1,701 700 0 0



Transit 21.5% 672 91 0 0 837 0
Walk 25.4% 794 107 0 0 989 0
Other 9.4% 294 40 0 0 366 0



TOTAL 100.0% 3,126 562 422 76 0 0 0 0 3,893 700 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 335 134 45 18 0 0 0 0 417 166 0 0



Transit 16.3% 81 11 0 0 101 0
Walk 7.0% 35 5 0 0 43 0
Other 9.3% 46 6 0 0 58 0



TOTAL 100.0% 497 134 67 18 0 0 0 0 619 166 0 0
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 437 169 59 23 0 0 0 0 545 210 0 0



Transit 29.8% 191 26 0 0 237 0
Walk 1.8% 12 2 0 0 14 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 639 169 86 23 0 0 0 0 796 210 0 0
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 71 34 10 5 0 0 0 0 88 42 0 0



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 71 34 10 5 0 0 0 0 88 42 0 0
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 605 265 82 36 0 0 0 0 753 330 0 0



Transit 3.6% 23 3 0 0 29 0
Walk 1.8% 12 2 0 0 14 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 639 265 86 36 0 0 0 0 796 330 0 0
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 157 93 21 13 0 0 0 0 195 116 0 0



Transit 21.1% 45 6 0 0 56 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 11 2 0 0 14 0



TOTAL 100.0% 213 93 29 13 0 0 0 0 265 116 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 3,986 1,767 538 239 0 0 0 0 4,965 2,201 0 0



Transit 18.8% 1,333 180 0 0 1,660 0
Walk 16.7% 1,183 160 0 0 1,474 0
Other 8.5% 602 81 0 0 750 0



TOTAL 100.0% 7,104 1,767 959 239 0 0 0 0 8,848 2,201 0 0



[a]  Assumes that two thirds of the quick-service restaurant customers are already in the Mission Bay area when there is no event
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Composite Restaurant Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for Restaurant High Turn-Over [LU 932] from ITE Trip Generation, 9th Edition (2012)
[d]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on Pushkarev and Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians (1978)
[e]  The weekday late p.m. percentage is based on a combination of the weekday p.m. peak hour-to-late p.m. and weekday-to-Saturday ratios
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Eating establishments)
[h]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
 [i]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: MOVIE THEATER (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 420 seats



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 1.13 trips/seat Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 475 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 23.0% [b] 24.4% [d] 36.2% [d] 49.6% [d]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [e]: 4% 19 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/seat): 0.3 0.3 0.4 1.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 1.93 trips/seat Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 109 116 172 403
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 812 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 4% [e] 4% [f] 4% [f] 4% [f]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [f]: 4% 32 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 4 5 7 16



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[g] [g] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[g] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0
Transit 32.7% 1 0 0 0 1 0
Walk 17.7% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 1 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1



Transit 26.4% 1 0 0 0 1 0
Walk 6.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.1% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 2 2 1
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 3 2 1 0 1 1 1 1 5 4 2 2



Transit 20.6% 1 0 0 0 2 1
Walk 15.1% 1 0 0 0 1 1
Other 4.6% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 5 2 1 0 1 1 2 1 8 4 4 2
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1



Transit 21.5% 0 0 0 0 1 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 1 1 1
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 3 2 2 1



Transit 29.7% 1 0 0 0 1 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 3 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 5 2 2 1
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1



Transit 10.5% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 1 1
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 5 4 1 1 1 1 2 1 8 7 4 3



Transit 8.8% 0 0 0 0 1 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 5 4 1 1 1 1 2 1 9 7 4 3
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0



Transit 35.3% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 13 11 3 2 3 3 5 4 23 18 11 9



Transit 20.2% 4 1 1 1 7 3
Walk 5.8% 1 0 0 0 2 1
Other 2.9% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 19 11 4 2 5 3 7 4 32 18 16 9
Source: Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985
[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Cineplex Theatres Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for movie theaters from ITE Journal, June 1985
[d]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. percentages are based on Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: MOVIE THEATER (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 420 seats



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday person-trip Generation Rate [b]: 1.13 trips/seat Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 475 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 23.0% [b] 24.4% [d] 36.2% [d] 49.6% [d]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [e]: 96% 456 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/seat): 0.3 0.3 0.4 1.0
Saturday person-trip Generation Rate [c]: 1.93 trips/seat Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 109 116 172 403
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 812 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 96% [e] 96% [f] 96% [f] 96% [f]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [f]: 96% 780 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 105 111 165 387



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[g] [g] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[g] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 21 11 5 2 5 3 8 4 36 18 18 9
Transit 19.2% 11 3 3 4 19 10
Walk 33.3% 20 5 5 7 34 17
Other 11.5% 7 2 2 2 12 6



TOTAL 100.0% 59 11 14 2 14 3 21 4 101 18 50 9
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 44 22 10 5 11 5 16 8 75 38 37 19



Transit 14.5% 9 2 2 3 16 8
Walk 2.4% 2 0 0 1 3 1
Other 14.5% 9 2 2 3 16 8



TOTAL 100.0% 64 22 15 5 16 5 23 8 109 38 54 19
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 88 36 20 8 21 9 32 13 150 62 74 31



Transit 21.5% 43 10 11 16 74 37
Walk 25.4% 51 12 12 18 87 43
Other 9.4% 19 4 5 7 32 16



TOTAL 100.0% 200 36 46 8 49 9 73 13 343 62 170 31
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 21 9 5 2 5 2 8 3 37 15 18 7



Transit 16.3% 5 1 1 2 9 4
Walk 7.0% 2 1 1 1 4 2
Other 9.3% 3 1 1 1 5 3



TOTAL 100.0% 32 9 7 2 8 2 12 3 55 15 27 7
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 28 11 6 2 7 3 10 4 48 19 24 9



Transit 29.8% 12 3 3 4 21 10
Walk 1.8% 1 0 0 0 1 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 41 11 9 2 10 3 15 4 70 19 35 9
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 5 2 1 0 1 1 2 1 8 4 4 2



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 5 2 1 0 1 1 2 1 8 4 4 2
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 39 17 9 4 9 4 14 6 66 29 33 14



Transit 3.6% 1 0 0 1 3 1
Walk 1.8% 1 0 0 0 1 1
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 41 17 9 4 10 4 15 6 70 29 35 14
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 10 6 2 1 2 1 4 2 17 10 9 5



Transit 21.1% 3 1 1 1 5 2
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 1 0 0 0 1 1



TOTAL 100.0% 14 6 3 1 3 1 5 2 23 10 12 5
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 256 113 59 26 62 28 93 41 437 194 217 96



Transit 18.8% 86 20 21 31 146 73
Walk 16.7% 76 17 19 27 130 64
Other 8.5% 39 9 9 14 66 33



TOTAL 100.0% 456 113 105 26 111 28 165 41 780 194 387 96



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for non-work trips
[b]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-1 (Cineplex Theatres Rate)
[c]  The Saturday daily and p.m. peak hour trip generation rates are based on the weekday to Saturday ratio for movie theaters from ITE Journal, June 1985
[d]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. percentages are based on Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1985
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix C - Table C-2 (Retail)
[f]  The weekday and Saturday late p.m. peak hour percentages of work/non-work trips are assumed to be the same as the weekday p.m. peak hour percentages shown in Table C-2 of the SF Guidelines
[g]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: LIVE THEATER (WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 600 seats plus 175 employees



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday Work Trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.0 trips/employee Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 1,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 50.0% [d] 0.0% [d] 50.0% [d] 0.0% [d]
Weekday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [c]: 23% 350 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/employee): 1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0
Saturday Work Trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.0 trips/employee Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 235 360 775 216
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 2,750 Percent of Work Trips during peak hour: 74% [c] 0% [c] 23% [c] 0% [c]
Saturday Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [c]: 13% 350 Peak hour Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 175 0 175 0



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[e] [e] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[e] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 8.3% Auto 46.9% 1.30 14 10 7 5 0 0 7 5 14 10 0 0
Transit 32.7% 9 5 0 5 9 0
Walk 17.7% 5 3 0 3 5 0
Other 2.7% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 29 10 15 5 0 0 15 5 29 10 0 0
Superdistrict 2 10.6% Auto 64.6% 1.26 24 19 12 10 0 0 12 10 24 19 0 0



Transit 26.4% 10 5 0 5 10 0
Walk 6.9% 3 1 0 1 3 0
Other 2.1% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 37 19 19 10 0 0 19 10 37 19 0 0
Superdistrict 3 23.9% Auto 59.7% 1.25 50 40 25 20 0 0 25 20 50 40 0 0



Transit 20.6% 17 9 0 9 17 0
Walk 15.1% 13 6 0 6 13 0
Other 4.6% 4 2 0 2 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 84 40 42 20 0 0 42 20 84 40 0 0
Superdistrict 4 7.9% Auto 75.7% 1.48 21 14 10 7 0 0 10 7 21 14 0 0



Transit 21.5% 6 3 0 3 6 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.8% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 28 14 14 7 0 0 14 7 28 14 0 0
East Bay 14.3% Auto 68.8% 1.61 34 21 17 11 0 0 17 11 34 21 0 0



Transit 29.7% 15 7 0 7 15 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 1.5% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 50 21 25 11 0 0 25 11 50 21 0 0
North Bay 5.6% Auto 86.9% 1.44 17 12 9 6 0 0 9 6 17 12 0 0



Transit 10.5% 2 1 0 1 2 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.6% 1 0 0 0 1 0



TOTAL 100.0% 20 12 10 6 0 0 10 6 20 12 0 0
South Bay 26.9% Auto 88.5% 1.13 83 74 42 37 0 0 42 37 83 74 0 0



Transit 8.8% 8 4 0 4 8 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.7% 3 1 0 1 3 0



TOTAL 100.0% 94 74 47 37 0 0 47 37 94 74 0 0
Out of Region 2.5% Auto 61.8% 1.56 5 3 3 2 0 0 3 2 5 3 0 0



Transit 35.3% 3 2 0 2 3 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 2.9% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 9 3 4 2 0 0 4 2 9 3 0 0
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 71.0% 1.28 249 194 124 97 0 0 124 97 249 194 0 0



Transit 20.2% 71 35 0 35 71 0
Walk 5.8% 20 10 0 10 20 0
Other 2.9% 10 5 0 5 10 0



TOTAL 100.0% 350 194 175 97 0 0 175 97 350 194 0 0



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for work trips
[b]  Two daily person trips per employee, one inbound and one outbound
[c]  Calculated based on other inputs
[d]  Employees arrive between 4 and 6 PM, an depart between 9 and 11 PM
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PROJECT TRIP GENERATION
LAND USE: LIVE THEATER (NON-WORK TRIPS)
Proposed Size: 600 seats plus 175 employees



DAILY: PEAK HOUR PERIOD: Weekday Weekday Weekday Saturday
Linked Trip Factor [a]: 0% Linked Trip Factor before 6 PM [a]: 0% Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of Peak Hour of
Weekday Non-work Trip Generation Rate [b]: 2.0 trips/seat Linked Trip Factor after 6 PM [a]: 0% 4-6 PM Period 6-8 PM Period 9-11 PM Period 7-9 PM Period
Total Weekday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 1,550 Peak hour trips as a % of daily trips: 5.0% [d] 30.0% [d] 50.0% [d] 9.0% [d]
Wday Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [c]: 77% 1,200 Total peak hour person-trip rate (trips/seat): 0.10 0.60 1.00 0.36
Saturday Non-work Trip Generation Rate [b]: 4.0 trips/seat Total peak hour person-trips (w/ linked trip factor): 235 360 775 216
Total Saturday Person-trips (w/out linked trip factor): 2,750 Percent of Non-Work Trips during peak hour: 26% [c] 100% [c] 77% [c] 100% [c]
Sat. Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor) [c]: 87% 2,400 Peak hour Non-Work Trips (w/ linked trip factor): 60 360 600 216



Average WEEKDAY SATURDAY
Origins Distribution Mode Percent Vehicle All Day 4-6 PM Peak Hour 6-8 PM Peak Hour 9-11 PM Peak Hour All Day 7-9 PM Peak Hour



[e] [e] Occup. Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle- Person Vehicle-
[e] Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips Trips



Superdistrict 1 13.0% Auto 36.0% 2.03 56 28 3 1 17 8 28 14 112 55 10 5
Transit 19.2% 30 1 9 15 60 5
Walk 33.3% 52 3 16 26 104 9
Other 11.5% 18 1 5 9 36 3



TOTAL 100.0% 156 28 8 1 47 8 78 14 312 55 28 5
Superdistrict 2 14.0% Auto 68.6% 1.97 115 59 6 3 35 18 58 29 230 117 21 11



Transit 14.5% 24 1 7 12 49 4
Walk 2.4% 4 0 1 2 8 1
Other 14.5% 24 1 7 12 49 4



TOTAL 100.0% 168 59 8 3 50 18 84 29 336 117 30 11
Superdistrict 3 44.0% Auto 43.7% 2.43 231 95 12 5 69 28 115 47 461 190 42 17



Transit 21.5% 114 6 34 57 227 20
Walk 25.4% 134 7 40 67 268 24
Other 9.4% 50 2 15 25 99 9



TOTAL 100.0% 528 95 26 5 158 28 264 47 1,056 190 95 17
Superdistrict 4 7.0% Auto 67.4% 2.51 57 23 3 1 17 7 28 11 113 45 10 4



Transit 16.3% 14 1 4 7 27 2
Walk 7.0% 6 0 2 3 12 1
Other 9.3% 8 0 2 4 16 1



TOTAL 100.0% 84 23 4 1 25 7 42 11 168 45 15 4
East Bay 9.0% Auto 68.4% 2.59 74 29 4 1 22 9 37 14 148 57 13 5



Transit 29.8% 32 2 10 16 64 6
Walk 1.8% 2 0 1 1 4 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 108 29 5 1 32 9 54 14 216 57 19 5
North Bay 1.0% Auto 100.0% 2.11 12 6 1 0 4 2 6 3 24 11 2 1



Transit 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 12 6 1 0 4 2 6 3 24 11 2 1
South Bay 9.0% Auto 94.6% 2.28 102 45 5 2 31 13 51 22 204 90 18 8



Transit 3.6% 4 0 1 2 8 1
Walk 1.8% 2 0 1 1 4 0
Other 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0



TOTAL 100.0% 108 45 5 2 32 13 54 22 216 90 19 8
Out of Region 3.0% Auto 73.6% 1.68 26 16 1 1 8 5 13 8 53 32 5 3



Transit 21.1% 8 0 2 4 15 1
Walk 0.0% 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 5.3% 2 0 1 1 4 0



TOTAL 100.0% 36 16 2 1 11 5 18 8 72 32 6 3
TOTAL 100.0% Auto 56.1% 2.26 673 298 34 15 202 90 337 149 1,347 597 121 54



Transit 18.8% 225 11 68 113 450 41
Walk 16.7% 200 10 60 100 400 36
Other 8.5% 102 5 30 51 203 18



TOTAL 100.0% 1,200 298 60 15 360 90 600 149 2,400 597 216 54



[a]  No linked-trip factor assumed for non-work trips
[b]  Two daily person trips per seat per session, one inbound and one outbound; one session on a weekday and two sessions (matinee) on a weekend.
[c]  Calculated based on other inputs
[d]  Based on arrival data at the Masonic Evenet Center collected in 2011
[e]  SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other)
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS



PROPOSED PROJECT
Office: 514,500 gsf Live Theater: 600 seats No Event: ---- attendees and 100      employees
Retail: 37,000 gsf 175 employees Basketball: 18,064 attendees and 825      employees



Quick Service Restaurant: 37,000 gsf Convention: 9,000   attendees and 675      employees
Sit-down Restaurant: 37,000 gsf Movie Theater: 420 seats



WEEKDAY DEMAND SATURDAY DEMAND
Midday Evening Midday Evening



(1 PM to 3 PM) (7 PM to 9 PM) (1 PM to 3 PM) (7 PM to 9 PM)
OFFICE (w/ and w/out arena event)



Short-Term 1,482 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,482 daily visitor vehicle-trips 0 daily visitor vehicle-trips 0 daily visitor vehicle-trips
5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 5% of the peak demand [a] 80% of the peak demand [b] 0% of the peak demand [b]



135 short-term spaces 7 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces
Long-Term 276 gsf per employee 276 gsf per employee 276 gsf per employee 276 gsf per employee



1,864 daily employees 1,864 daily employees 416 daily employees [h] 416 daily employees [h]



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 10% of the peak demand [a] 80% of the peak demand [b] 0% of the peak demand [b]



1,033 long-term spaces 103 long-term spaces 184 long-term spaces 0 long-term spaces



Subtotal 1,168 spaces 110 spaces 184 spaces 0 spaces



RETAIL (w/ arena event)
Short-Term 600 daily visitor vehicle-trips 600 daily visitor vehicle-trips 702 daily visitor vehicle-trips 702 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 95% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 75% of the peak demand [b]



55 short-term spaces 52 short-term spaces 64 short-term spaces 48 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 95% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 80% of the peak demand [b]



59 long-term spaces 56 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 47 long-term spaces



Subtotal 114 spaces 108 spaces 123 spaces 95 spaces



RETAIL (w/out arena event)
Short-Term 1,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,405 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,405 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 95% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 75% of the peak demand [b]



109 short-term spaces 104 short-term spaces 128 short-term spaces 96 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 95% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 80% of the peak demand [b]



59 long-term spaces 56 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 47 long-term spaces



Subtotal 168 spaces 160 spaces 187 spaces 143 spaces
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS



QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (w/ arena event)
Short-Term 1,767 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,767 daily visitor vehicle-trips 2,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips 2,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 80% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 80% of the peak demand [b]



161 short-term spaces 129 short-term spaces 200 short-term spaces 160 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 90% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 90% of the peak demand [b]



59 long-term spaces 53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 53 long-term spaces



Subtotal 220 spaces 182 spaces 259 spaces 213 spaces



QUICK SERVICE RESTAURANT (w/out arena event)
Short-Term 1,767 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,767 daily visitor vehicle-trips 2,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips 2,201 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 0% of the peak demand [j] 100% of the peak demand [b] 0% of the peak demand [j]



161 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces 200 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 0% of the peak demand [j] 100% of the peak demand [b] 0% of the peak demand [j]



59 long-term spaces 0 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 0 long-term spaces



Subtotal 220 spaces 0 spaces 259 spaces 0 spaces



SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (w/ arena event)
Short-Term 589 daily visitor vehicle-trips 589 daily visitor vehicle-trips 734 daily visitor vehicle-trips 734 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



75% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 75% of the peak demand [c] 100% of the peak demand [c]



40 short-term spaces 54 short-term spaces 50 short-term spaces 67 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



90% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 90% of the peak demand [c] 100% of the peak demand [c]



53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces



Subtotal 93 spaces 113 spaces 103 spaces 126 spaces



SIT-DOWN RESTAURANT (w/out arena event)
Short-Term 1,178 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,178 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,467 daily visitor vehicle-trips 1,467 daily visitor vehicle-trips



5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate 5.5 turn-over rate



75% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 75% of the peak demand [c] 100% of the peak demand [c]



80 short-term spaces 107 short-term spaces 100 short-term spaces 133 short-term spaces
Long-Term 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee 350 gsf per employee



106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees 106 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



90% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 90% of the peak demand [c] 100% of the peak demand [c]



53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces 53 long-term spaces 59 long-term spaces



Subtotal 133 spaces 166 spaces 153 spaces 192 spaces
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS



LIVE THEATER (w/ and w/out arena event)
Short-Term 298 daily visitor vehicle-trips 298 daily visitor vehicle-trips 597 daily visitor vehicle-trips 597 daily visitor vehicle-trips



1.0 turn-over rate 1.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate



1% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 70% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b]



1 short-term spaces 149 short-term spaces 104 short-term spaces 149 short-term spaces
Long-Term 175 daily employees 175 daily employees 175.0 daily employees 175 daily employees



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



30% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [b] 100% of the peak demand [b]



29 long-term spaces 97 long-term spaces 97 long-term spaces 97 long-term spaces



Subtotal 30 spaces 246 spaces 201 spaces 246 spaces



MOVIE THEATER (w/ and w/out arena event)
Short-Term 113 daily visitor vehicle-trips 113 daily visitor vehicle-trips 194 daily visitor vehicle-trips 194 daily visitor vehicle-trips



2.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate 2.0 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [d] 100% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [d] 100% of the peak demand [b]



28 short-term spaces 28 short-term spaces 48 short-term spaces 48 short-term spaces
Long-Term 0.023 employees/seat 0.023 employees/seat 0.023 employees/seat 0.023 employees/seat



10 daily employees 10 daily employees 10 daily employees 10 daily employees
71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



60% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 60% of the peak demand [b] 100% of the peak demand [b]



3 long-term spaces 5 long-term spaces 3 long-term spaces 5 long-term spaces



Subtotal 31 spaces 33 spaces 51 spaces 53 spaces
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GSW Mission Bay Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development
PARKING DEMAND CALCULATIONS



ARENA (No Event)
Short-Term 0 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces 0 short-term spaces
Long-Term 100 daily employees 100 daily employees 100 daily employees 100 daily employees



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [e] 10% of the peak demand [e] 100% of the peak demand [e] 10% of the peak demand [e]



55 long-term spaces 6 long-term spaces 55 long-term spaces 6 long-term spaces



Subtotal 55 spaces 6 spaces 55 spaces 6 spaces



ARENA (Basketball Game)
Short-Term 5,040 daily visitor vehicle-trips 5,040 daily visitor vehicle-trips 5,622 daily visitor vehicle-trips 5,622 daily visitor vehicle-trips



1 turn-over rate 1 turn-over rate 1 turn-over rate 1 turn-over rate



2% of the peak demand [f] 100% of the peak demand [a] 2% of the peak demand [f] 100% of the peak demand [g]



50 short-term spaces 2,520 short-term spaces 56 short-term spaces 2,811 short-term spaces
Long-Term 825 daily employees 825 daily employees 825 daily employees 825 daily employees



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



30% of the peak demand [a] 100% of the peak demand [a] 30% of the peak demand [g] 100% of the peak demand [g]



137 long-term spaces 457 long-term spaces 137 long-term spaces 457 long-term spaces



Subtotal 187 spaces 2,977 spaces 193 spaces 3,268 spaces



ARENA (Convention Event)
Short-Term 3,590 daily visitor vehicle-trips 3,590 daily visitor vehicle-trips



1.5 turn-over rate 1.5 turn-over rate



100% of the peak demand [a] 30% of the peak demand [a]



1,197 short-term spaces 359 short-term spaces
Long-Term 675 daily employees 675 daily employees



71% employees who drive 71% employees who drive
1.28 vehicle occupancy 1.28 vehicle occupancy



100% of the peak demand [a] 25% of the peak demand [a]



374 long-term spaces 94 long-term spaces



Subtotal 1,571 spaces 453 spaces
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TOTAL PARKING DEMAND SUMMARY



WEEKDAY DEMAND SATURDAY DEMAND
Midday Evening Midday Evening



(1 PM to 3 PM) (7 PM to 9 PM) (1 PM to 3 PM) (7 PM to 9 PM)
No Arena Event



Short-Term 514 spaces 395 spaces 580 spaces 426 spaces
Long-Term 1,291 spaces 326 spaces 510 spaces 214 spaces



TOTAL 1,805 spaces 721 spaces 1,090 spaces 640 spaces



Basketball Game
Short-Term 470 spaces 2,939 spaces 522 spaces 3,283 spaces
Long-Term 1,373 spaces 830 spaces 592 spaces 718 spaces



TOTAL 1,843 spaces 3,769 spaces 1,114 spaces 4,001 spaces



Convention Event
Short-Term 1,617 spaces 778 spaces
Long-Term 1,610 spaces 467 spaces



TOTAL 3,227 spaces 1,245 spaces



Notes
[a] Table 2-5 Recommended Time-of-Day Factores for Weekdays (pp. 16 and 17), Shared Parking, Second Edition, Urban Land Institute, 2005.
[b] Table 2-6 Recommended Time-of-Day Factores for Weekends (pp. 18 and 19), Shared Parking, Second Edition, Urban Land Institute, 2005.
[c] Based on more conservatively weekday time-of-day factors; Table 2-6 from ULI indicates 55% of the short-term peak parking demand and 75% of the long-term peak parking demand.
[d] Parking Generation, 4th Edition (p. 109), ITE, 2010.
[e] Based on weekday time-of-day factors for office land uses.
 [f] Derived from more conservative assumptions; Table 2-6 from ULI indicates 1 percent of the peak demand for short-term parking.
[g] Weekday time-of-day factors from ULI Shared Parking Table 2-5 have been used since ULI weekend data presented in Table 2-6 includes a matinee event.
[h] A Saturday-to-Weekday ratio based on ITE office trip generation rates has been applied to derive the number of office employees on a Saturday.
 [i] Appendix G; Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, SF Planning Department, 2002.
 [j] Closed on no event days.



Sources: SF Guidelines, ULI Shared Parking, ITE Parking Generation, Golden State Warriors
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DMJM Harris 
155 Grand Avenue, Suite 700, Oakland, CA 94612 
T 510.763.2929   F 510.834.5220  www.dmjmharris.com 



Memorandum 



Date: October 18, 2007 



To: Pat Siefers, Department of Major Environmental Assessment 



From:
Tim Erney 
Geoffrey Rubendall 



Subject: CityPlace Cross Shopping Survey Results 



Introduction
DMJM Harris is pleased to submit this memorandum summarizing the results from the cross-shopping 
survey conducted as part of the transportation study for the project proposed for 935 Market Street 
(referred to as “CityPlace”).  As specified in the approved scope of work dated September 6, 2007, DMJM 
Harris was commissioned to conduct surveys at two existing retail stores in the Union Square area to 
identify the level of cross-shopping (visitors visiting multiple stores in one shopping trip) in the project 
area.  This survey was conducted to verify the results of another study commissioned by the project 
sponsor that found that visitors to large value-oriented shopping centers (like those proposed as part of 
this project) typically visit 1.8 stores per trip. 



Survey Methodology 



Approach: 



During each survey, DMJM Harris staff were stationed at the doorway of each store and asked shoppers 
how many stores they planned to visit during their shopping trip.  The responses from all shoppers were 
documented and tabulated.   



Stores:



DMJM Harris conducted surveys at two stores in the Union Square area that are similar to those likely to 
be included in the proposed project.  Through discussions with the project sponsor, the two stores chosen 
for the survey were the Ross store located at 799 Market Street and the H&M store located at 149 Powell 
Street.



Time Periods: 



The surveys were conducted over a two-hour period at each store during the following three time periods: 



 Weekend Midday Peak Period: 11am to 1pm – Saturday, September 22, 2007 
 Weekday Midday Peak Period: 11am to 1pm – Wednesday, September 26, 2007 
 Weekday PM Peak Period: 4pm to 6pm – Wednesday, September 26, 2007 



Ms. Pat Siefers 
October 18, 2007 
CityPlace Cross Shopping Survey Results 
Page 2 



Survey Results 
The results of the surveys are presented in Table 1.  As shown, the average shopper to these two stores 
planned to visit an average of about 2 ½ to 3 stores regardless of the time period of the shopping trip.  
The detailed results of the surveys are graphically illustrated in Figure 1.  It should be noted that at both 
stores, weekend visitors typically visited more stores during their trips than weekday visitors. 



Table 1: Survey Results 



Weekend Midday Peak 
Saturday, 9/22/07 



11am to 1pm 



Weekday Midday Peak 
Wednesday, 9/26/07 



 11am to 1pm 



Weekday PM Peak 
Wednesday, 9/26/07 



 4pm to 6pm 
Store



# of 
Responses



Avg # 
Stores
Visited



# of 
Responses



Avg # 
Stores
Visited



# of 
Responses



Avg # 
Stores
Visited



H&M 107 3.4 119 3.1 117 2.9



Ross 250 3.1 267 2.4 248 2.5



Total 357 3.2 386 2.6 365 2.6



Overall 1,108 2.8



Source: DMJM Harris – October 2007 



It should be noted that responses that were greater than five stores were put into a “5+” category.  The 
above averages were calculated using the “5+” as five.  Therefore, the averages presented in the above 
table are slightly underestimated.  



Conclusions and Recommendations 
As shown in the previous table and following charts, it was found that the stores surveyed exceeded the 
1.8 stores per visit figure that was found in the previous survey commissioned by the project sponsor.  
Therefore, it is DMJM Harris’ recommendation that the 1.8 cross-shopping factor is appropriate for the 
analysis to account for linked trips to other retail stores in the Union Square area.  The 1.8 factor is a 
more conservative value than the factors calculated in this doorway survey, and was determined by a 
more detailed survey and supplemental research.   
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Figure 1: Survey Results 
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Average: 3.05 
Total # of responses: 250 



Average: 3.36 
Total # of responses: 107 



Average: 2.45 
Total # of responses: 267



Average: 2.52 
Total # of responses: 248



Average: 3.07 
Total # of responses: 119



Average: 2.88 
Total # of responses: 117



Saturday 
11am to 1pm 



Wednesday 
11am to 1pm 



Wednesday 
4pm to 6pm 
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Philip Habib & Associates



Engineers and Planners • 226 W est 26th S treet • New York, NY  10001 • 212 929 5656 • 212 929 5605 (fax)



May 4, 2006



TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM



TO: Files



FROM: Stuart Gewirtzman



DATE: May 4, 2006



PROJECT: Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment (PHA No. 0343E)



RE: Transportation Planning Assumptions



This memorandum summarizes the transportation planning assumptions to be used for the
analysis of traffic, parking, transit and pedestrian conditions for the proposed Atlantic Yards
Arena and Redevelopment project.  Estimates of the proposed project’s peak hour travel
demand and trip assignment patterns are provided, along with discussions of the traffic,
parking, transit and pedestrian study areas for the impact analyses.



PROJECT PROGRAM



The proposed Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment project would be located on an
approximately 22-acre site in the Atlantic Terminal area of Brooklyn, roughly bounded by
Flatbush and Fourth Avenues on the west, Vanderbilt Avenue on the east, Atlantic Avenue
on the north, and Dean Street on the south (see Figure 1). In addition to an approximately
850,000 gross-square-foot (gsf) arena for use by the Nets professional basketball team and
other sporting and cultural events, it is anticipated that the proposed project would include
residential, office, hotel, and local retail uses, approximately seven acres of publicly accessible
open space, approximately 3,800 parking spaces, and an improved Long Island Rail Road
(LIRR) yard.  In addition to the arena, a total of 16 buildings would be constructed on the
eight blocks comprising the project site.  These buildings are referred to as Site 5 and
Buildings 1 through 15.



The proposed development considers two program variations: residential mixed-use and
commercial mixed-use (shown in Figures 2a and 2b, respectively).  The variations reflect
the fact that the programs for three of the project’s 17 buildings are not fixed and could be
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Figure 2a
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Figure 2b
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used for a mixture of residential and commercial uses.  Under the commercial mixed-use
variation additional commercial space would substitute for the hotel use and a majority of
the residential space in Buildings 1 and 2 on the arena site (blocks 1118, 1119, and 1127)
and on Site 5 (Block 927).  The other buildings and uses on the project site (the arena and
Buildings 3 through 15) would remain the same under both the residential mixed-use and
commercial mixed-use variations.  Table 1 compares the development programs for the
proposed project’s two variations.  As shown in Table 1, along with the 18,000-seat arena
(for basketball), the residential mixed-use variation would consist of a total of approximately
6,860 dwelling units, 606,000 gsf of commercial office space, a 180-room hotel, and 247,000
gsf of ground floor local retail space that would be distributed among Site 5 and Buildings
1 through 15.  A total of approximately 3,800 parking spaces would also be provided in on-site
parking garages.  By contrast, the commercial mixed-use variation would include
approximately 5,790 dwelling units, 1,829,000 gsf of commercial office space, and no hotel
use, as well as a total of approximately 3,800 parking spaces.  The arena and local retail
uses would remain the same under both scenarios.



Table 1



Project Development Program



Component



Residential



Mixed-Use



Variation



Commercial



Mixed-Use



Variation



Arena 850,000 gsf



(18,000 seats)



850,000 sf



(18,000 seats)



Residential 6,860 D.U. 5,790 D.U.



Office 606,000 gsf 1,829,000 gsf



Local Retail 247,000 gsf 247,000 gsf



Hotel 165,000 gsf



(180 rooms)



0 gsf



Parking 3,800 spaces 3,800 spaces



Both the residential mixed-use and the commercial mixed-use variations are expected to
include community facility uses, including a health care center and an intergenerational
community center offering child care and youth and senior activities.  Community facilities
built as part of the proposed project would occupy some portion of the 247,000 gsf of space
included as local retail in Table 1.  For the purposes of the travel demand forecast, all of
this space is assumed to be local retail (i.e., retail establishments serving the needs of workers
and residents in the neighborhood).



It is anticipated that the proposed project would be developed in two phases.  Phase I, to
be completed in 2010, would include the arena, Site 5, Buildings 1 through 4, and a new
on-site entrance to the Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street subway station complex on Block 1118
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at the intersection of Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues.  Two parking garages located on Site
5 and the Arena Block would be constructed, along with interim parking elsewhere on the
project site.  Also included in this phase would be the closure of the existing LIRR yard at
the west end of the site and the development of an improved LIRR yard at the east end of
the site along with a new portal for direct train access between the new yard and the LIRR’s
Atlantic Terminal.  The remainder of the project, which includes construction of Buildings
5 through 15 and additional permanent parking, would be completed by 2016.



In addition to the development program outlined above, the proposed project would entail
a number of permanent roadway closures and changes in street direction, including:



� the closure of Pacific Street between Flatbush Avenue and Sixth Avenue, and
between Carlton and Vanderbilt Avenues;



� the closure of Fifth Avenue between Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues;



� the conversion of Sixth Avenue between Atlantic and Flatbush Avenues from one-
way southbound to two-way operation (partly in response to the closure of Fifth
Avenue); and



� the conversion of Carlton Avenue from one-way northbound to two-way operation
between Atlantic Avenue and Pacific Street.



SELECTION OF PEAK HOURS FOR ANALYSIS



On weekdays, the proposed project’s residential, office and local retail components are
expected to generate their highest demand during the traditional 8-9 AM and 5-6 PM
commuter periods as well as the 12-1 PM midday (lunch time) period.  By contrast, a Nets
basketball game at the arena would generate much of its travel demand during the weekday
evening and nighttime periods and on weekends.  On weekdays, for example, it is anticipated
that a Nets basketball game or other event at the arena would typically start at 7:30 PM or
8 PM.  A 7-8 PM peak hour was therefore selected for the analysis of weekday pre-game
conditions as it is during this period that residual commuter demand and peak demand en
route to a basketball game or other event at the arena would most likely overlap. The 10-11
PM peak hour was selected for the weekday nighttime period to coincide with the peak
demand generated at the end of a basketball game or other event at the arena. For the
weekend period, the 1-2 PM and 4-5 PM peak hours on a Saturday were selected for analysis
to coincide with the start and end times of a weekend afternoon basketball game, respectively,
as well as peak retail-based travel demand from on-site and other nearby retail uses in
Downtown Brooklyn (Atlantic Center, for example).



The EIS traffic analyses will examine conditions in all seven peak hours identified above.
Transit (subway and bus) analyses generally examine conditions during the weekday AM
and PM peak commuter periods as it is during these times that overall transit demand (and
the potential for significant adverse impacts) is typically greatest.  As there would be some
overlap between trips en route to the arena and commuter demand during the 7-8 PM pre-
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game period, this peak hour will also be analyzed to identify potential impacts at subway
station processors (e.g., entrance stairways, fare arrays, etc.).  In addition to the weekday
AM and PM peak commuter hours, the pedestrian analysis will also focus on the 7-8 PM
pre-game and Saturday 1-2 PM midday peak hours as it is during these periods that trips
en route to the arena would coincide with elevated demand on study area pedestrian facilities
(from commuters and shoppers, respectively).



TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS



The transportation planning assumptions used to forecast travel demand from the project’s
residential, office, hotel, local retail and arena components are summarized in Table 2 and
discussed below.  The trip generation rates, temporal distributions and mode choice
assumptions shown in Table 2 were based on accepted CEQR criteria, standard professional
references, and studies that have been done for similar uses in Downtown Brooklyn and
Manhattan. These sources were supplemented by data from the 2000 Census, and Employee
Commute Options survey data from firms and governmental/educational institutions in
Downtown Brooklyn.



Residential



The forecasts of travel demand from the project’s residential components were based on
trip rates from Urban Space for Pedestrians (Pushkarev & Zupan, 1975) and Trip Generation,
7th Edition (ITE), and vehicle occupancy and temporal and directional distribution data from
the Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS (April 2004).  The weekday modal split assumed
for the residential components reflects journey-to-work data from the 2000 Census.  Although
residential-based trips in the midday would likely be more local in nature than in the peak
commuter hours (and therefore have a higher walk share, for example), the modal split based
on census journey-to-work data is conservatively assumed for all analyzed weekday peak
periods.  The modal split for the Saturday peak periods was adjusted to reflect anticipated
higher walk and auto shares compared to the weekday periods.



Office



The travel demand forecasts for the project’s office components were based on trip rates
and temporal distributions from Urban Space for Pedestrians and the Coliseum
Redevelopment FSEIS (July 1997).  The estimated modal split and vehicle occupancies
were derived from NYCDOT Employee Commute Options survey data from office firms and
governmental/educational institutions in Downtown Brooklyn, as well as data from the
Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS.



Hotel



The travel demand forecast for the hotel that would be developed under the residential mixed-
use variation (but not the commercial mixed-use variation) was based on data from the
Renaissance Plaza Expansion EAS (March 2003) and from the Marriott Hotel Transportation



Table 2
Transportation Planning Assumptions for Project Components



Land Use:



Trip Generation: Weekday



(Person-trips) Saturday



Temporal Distribution: AM (8-9)



MD (12-1)



PM (5-6)



Pre-game (7-8 PM)



Post-game (10-11 PM)



Saturday (1-2 PM)



Saturday (4-5 PM)



Sat



Modal Split: In Out All Periods Weekday Sat AM/PM/EVE MD/Sat MD



Auto 34.8% 35.9% 40.0% 14.0% 20.0% 12.0% 2.0%
Taxi 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0%



Subway 49.7% 46.7% 44.0% 72.0% 45.0% 65.0% 7.0%
LIRR 7.7% 9.6% 8.0% 1.0% 1.0% 12.0% 0.0%
Bus 2.1% 2.1% 2.0% 3.0% 3.0% 6.0% 7.0%



Walk 2.7% 2.7% 3.0% 9.0% 30.0% 4.0% 83.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



(16)



Sat



Vehicle Occupancy: Auto 2.75
Taxi 2.75



Directional In Out In Out In Out In Out In Out



Distribution: AM (8-9) 96% 4% 20% 80% 96% 4% 41% 59% 50% 50%
MD (12-1) 39% 61% 51% 49% 39% 61% 68% 32% 50% 50%



PM (5-6) 85% 15% 65% 35% 5% 95% 59% 41% 50% 50%
Pre-game (7-8 PM) 99% 1% 70% 30% 20% 80% 60% 40% 50% 50%



Post-game (10-11 PM) 1% 99% 95% 5% 20% 80% 95% 5% 50% 50%
Saturday (1-2 PM) 99% 1% 50% 50% 60% 40% 56% 44% 55% 45%
Saturday (4-5 PM) 1% 99% 50% 50% 15% 85% 56% 44% 45% 55%



Daily Truck Trip Weekday



Generation: Saturday



Truck Trip AM (8-9)



Temporal Distribution: MD (12-1)



PM (5-6)



Pre-game (7-8 PM)



Post-game (10-11 PM)



Saturday (1-2 PM)



Saturday (4-5 PM)



Notes:
(1) Although a sell-out basketball game typically has 90% attendance, a trip rate of 2 trips/seat for all 18,000 seats is assumed in order to account for trips by spectators



      as well as employees, players, coaches, team staff and other visitors.



(2) Source: Pushkarev & Zupan, Urban Space for Pedestrians .



(3) Saturday residential trip rate based on ratio of weekday/Saturday trip rates from ITE Trip Generation , 7th Edition , Land Use: 220 (Apartment).



(4) Source: Renaissance Plaza Expansion EAS , March 2003 and data from Marriott Hotel Transportation Survey , AKRF, August 1999.



(5) Based on Saturday data from Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS , July 1997.



(6) Source: City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manua l, Appendix 3, 2001.



(7) Weekday trip generation rate assumed for Saturday as per Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS , July 1997.



(8) Based on data from Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis , August 26, 2003.



(9) Post-game arena temporal distribution based on MTA data on subway ridership patterns at stations serving Madison Square Garden.



(10) Source: Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS , July 1997.



(11) Saturday trip generation assumed to be 5% of weekday generation, consistent with assumptions in the Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS , July 1997.



(12) Reflects the anticipated origin/destination distribution of arena spectators and the accessibility by transit of the proposed arena site in Downtown Brooklyn.



(13) Source: Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS , April 2004.



(14) Source:  NYCDOT ECO Survey data for Downtown Brooklyn.



(15) Source for midday modal split data: Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS , April 2004.  Weekday midday modal split assumed for Saturday midday.



(16) Based on data from Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis and data from a PHA parking survey prior to a Knicks game at MSG on March 9, 2003.



(17) PM and pre-game directional distribution for arena trips assumed to be predominantly inbound; post-game predominantly outbound.



(18) Weekday 10-11 PM directional distribution assumed based on pattern for residential uses.



(19) Source: Curbside Pickup & Delivery Operations & Arterial Traffic Impacts , FHWA, February 1981.



(20) Weekday office truck trip rate and temporal distribution based on PHA June 10, 2004 survey at existing office buildings in Midtown and Lower Manhattan.



(21) Based on FCRC projections for Arena loading dock usage.



(22) Based on 2000 Census journey-to-work data.  Saturday modal split adjusted to reflect anticipated higher walk and auto shares compared to a weekday.



(23) Saturday 4-5 PM based on Sunday 4-5 PM data from the No. 7 Subway Extension - Hudson Yards Rezoning and Development Program FGEIS , Nov. 2004.



(12)



(13,17)



(16)



Weekday



2.35
2.35



37.5%
42.5%
37.5%
42.5%



(8,9)



1.0%
1.0%
5.0%



Arena



(1)



2.00
2.00



0%
0%
9%



0%
0%
20%



2%
11%



0%
0%



11%



0%
0%
9%



2%
2%3%



12%
9%
0%



7%
7%



8%
11%



0.010.01
0.07
0.02



0.16
0.02



(trips/1,000 gsf)



0.06



(21) (5,19)



(trips/1,000 gsf)



(19) (5,20) (5,19)



0.35



(22)



(13,22)



(5,13)



1.18
1.40



All Periods



3.0%



All Periods



2.0%
All Periods



30.1%
12.3%



(4)



(4,5)



18.00



(trips/1,000 gsf)



0.90



(2,10)



205
205



(trips/1,000 gsf)



12%
14%
3%



(14)



(21)



All Periods



(5,13) (5,20)



(2,5,13)



2%



12%
9%



0.07
0.01



(5,19)(5,19)



1.42
1.42



2.00
2.00



5.0%
70.0%



(4,18) (10)



(4)



100.0%100.0%



(13)



All Periods All Periods



0.5%



(14,15) (13)



9.5%



1.0%
9.5%



(4)



20.0%
0.0%



11.8%
14.5%
13.7%



15.0%



3.1%
19.0%
9.6%
3.0%



33.3%



8.3%
7.7%
6.6%
2.0%
7.5%



0.0%
5.5%



18.8%



9.1%
4.7%



10.7%
8.3%
3.3%
7.0%



(trips/room)



5.82
8.61



(2,23) (2)



4.0%



6.6%



(trips/dwelling unit)(trips/seat)



Local Retail



8.075
7.679



Residential Office Hotel



(3,6) (6,11) (6,7)



7.2% 15.0% 7.5%



0%



Weekday



1.60
1.40



(trips/1,000 gsf) (trips/1,000 gsf)(trips/dwelling unit)



2%0% 3% 0%
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Survey (AKRF, August 1999).  Saturday temporal distribution and truck trip generation
assumptions were based on data from the Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS.



Local Retail



The retail uses developed under both the residential mixed-use variation and the commercial
mixed-use variation would be local (or “neighborhood”) retail, attracting trips primarily from
the residential and worker populations on-site and in surrounding neighborhoods.  It is
therefore anticipated that the majority of these trips would be via the walk mode, and that
many would be “linked” trips (e.g., a trip with multiple purposes, such as stopping at a retail
store while commuting to or from work) and would therefore not represent the addition of
new discrete trips to the study area transportation systems.  For the purposes of the travel
demand forecast, it is conservatively assumed that 40 percent of retail trips would be such
“linked” trips, consistent with the rates assumed for other retail developments in New York
City.  The travel demand forecasts for local retail uses were based on data from a variety
of sources, including the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual (2001),
Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS, and Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS.



Arena



The proposed 850,000 gsf Atlantic Yards Arena would accommodate 18,000 to 20,500 seats,
depending on the event. The capacity for a basketball game, for example, would be 18,000
seats, whereas for a concert, ethnic event or religious/motivational show, additional space
for seating could be available on the arena floor. As a reasonable worst case for the EIS
transportation analyses, the weekday and Saturday travel demand forecasts examine the
demand that would be generated by a Nets basketball game at the arena.  A Nets basketball
game was selected as a reasonable worst case scenario based on both the frequency of
home games and the relatively high level of travel demand that such games are expected
to generate compared to most other uses.  Using the 2005-2006 season as a guide,
approximately 41 games would occur at the arena during a typical basketball season from
early November to late April (not including playoff games which could continue through June).
Approximately 26 of these games would occur on a weekday, four on a weekend afternoon
(Saturday or Sunday) and 11 on a weekend evening.  Non-basketball events, such as
concerts, ethnic shows, general fixed fee rentals (graduations, receptions, job fairs, etc.),
religious/motivational shows, other sporting events, family shows and community events,
are each expected to occur with less frequency, would often attract fewer spectators, and
would typically generate a lower level of travel demand than a Nets basketball game.



The travel demand forecast for the arena assumes a sold-out game with 100 percent
attendance for all 18,000 seats, and a daily trip generation rate of two trips per seat.  It should
be noted, however, that the actual number of spectators at a game is typically fewer than
the number of tickets distributed, and that even a sold-out game typically has about 90 percent
attendance. The daily trip generation rate of two trips per seat for all 18,000 seats therefore
also accounts for trips by employees, players, coaches, team staff and other such non-
spectator demand.
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Data on the arrival patterns for spectators at a Knicks basketball game at Madison Square
Garden reported in the August 26, 2003 Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis study
was utilized to estimate the temporal distribution for trips to the Atlantic Yards Arena.  Based
on these data, it is estimated that approximately 75 percent of spectators en route to a
basketball game would arrive in the peak one-hour period.  The temporal distribution of post-
game peak hour trips was estimated based on MTA subway ridership data for stations serving
Madison Square Garden.  Using a comparison of the subway ridership on both game days
and non-game days, and the hourly variation in the demand attributable to Madison Square
Garden, it is estimated that approximately 85 percent of spectators would typically depart
the Atlantic Yards Arena in the peak one hour at the end of a basketball game.



In addition to trips by spectators before and after a Nets basketball game, it is anticipated
that arena employees, players, coaches, team staff and other non-spectator visitors to the
arena would generate trips outside of the immediate pre-game and post-game periods.
As shown in the temporal distribution in Table 2, it is assumed that one percent of daily trips
generated by the arena would occur in each of the weekday AM and midday peak hours,
and five percent during the weekday 5-6 PM peak hour.



Trip origin and modal split assumptions for the Atlantic Yards Arena reflect the anticipated
origin/destination distribution of arena spectators and the accessibility by transit of the
proposed arena site in Downtown Brooklyn.  The assumptions were developed from trip
origin and modal split data reported in the Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis
study, along with data specific to Downtown Brooklyn developed for other studies such as
the Downtown Brooklyn Development FEIS.  The derivations of the trip origin/destination
and modal split assumptions for both a weekday and weekend sporting event at the proposed
arena are presented in Appendix A.  For example, it is anticipated that there would be a
higher percentage of trips en route to the Atlantic Yards Arena from Brooklyn than for Madison
Square Garden (30 percent versus 7 percent, respectively), and a lower percentage of trips
with Manhattan origins (25 percent versus 36 percent, respectively).  With its proximity to
Penn Station, the Port Authority Bus Terminal, the PATH terminal at West 33rd Street and
the Lincoln Tunnel, a sporting event at Madison Square Garden likely attracts a higher
percentage of spectators from New Jersey than would be the case for an arena located in
Downtown Brooklyn.  The analysis therefore assumes that 13 percent of trips would be en
route from New Jersey compared to 21 percent for Madison Square Garden.



As with trip origins, modal splits were correspondingly adjusted to reflect both the anticipated
trip origins and the differences in transit access.  For example, the combined weekday auto
share from all origins was increased to 34.8 percent from the 29.7 percent experienced at
Madison Square Garden, while the taxi share (which includes livery or “black” cars) was
reduced (from 7.5 percent to 3.0 percent) in part to reflect the generally higher availability
and usage of taxis in Manhattan.  Trips from the northern and western suburbs served by
PATH, NJ Transit and Metro-North were assumed to complete their journeys via the subway
mode, accounting in part for a higher subway mode share than for Madison Square Garden
(49.7 percent versus 23.6 percent on weekdays).  A smaller percentage of trips were assumed
to travel to the Atlantic Yards Arena via Long Island Rail Road compared to Madison Square
Garden as there is no direct access to the LIRR’s Brooklyn terminus from the Port Washington
Branch.  Walk-only trips were also assumed to be lower compared to Madison Square Garden
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given the higher concentration of office space and overall employment in the Garden’s
midtown Manhattan location compared to Downtown Brooklyn.



Based on discussions with MTA New York City Transit concerning the anticipated travel
characteristics of arena patrons, separate trip origin/destination and modal split assumptions
have been assumed for persons arriving and departing the arena.  On weekdays it is likely
that some spectators would travel to the arena from workplaces in one borough or county,
and then depart en route to residences in a different borough or county at the conclusion
of a game, sometimes by a different mode of travel.  For example, it is likely that some
spectators would travel to the arena from Manhattan by subway, and then to homes on Long
Island via the Long Island Rail Road’s Atlantic Terminal.  Others may walk from workplaces
in Downtown Brooklyn and then drive home to New Jersey.  These work-based trips en route
to the arena are more likely to be made by transit (primarily subway) than would be the case
for post-game trips en route home which are more likely to have higher auto and commuter
rail shares.  The trip destination and modal split assumptions shown in Appendix A for persons
departing the arena on a weekday therefore reflect a lower Manhattan share than for trips
en route to the arena (20 percent versus 25 percent), and a lower subway share (46.7 percent
versus 49.7 percent).  The auto mode share is slightly higher for trips departing the arena
(35.9 percent versus 34.8 percent) as is the LIRR share (9.8 percent versus 7.8 percent),
reflecting the expected higher percentage of trips with end points outside of Manhattan in
the post-game period.  As work-based trips would be minimal on weekends, the travel demand
forecast assumes a general balance of trip origins and destinations for the Saturday peak
hours.



Truck Trips



Truck trip generation rates and temporal distributions for the project’s residential, hotel and
local retail components were based on data from the Coliseum Redevelopment FSEIS and
from Curbside Pick-Up & Delivery Operations and Arterial Traffic Impacts (FHWA, February
1981).  Truck travel demand for the project’s office component was based on data from
surveys at existing office buildings in Midtown and Lower Manhattan.  The truck trip generation
forecast for the arena was derived from projections for arena loading dock usage provided
by the project sponsors.  These truck trips include deliveries of food and supplies, general
deliveries (e.g., UPS, Fed Ex, etc.), and trucks associated with television broadcasts.



TRIP GENERATION



Tables 3 and 4 show the trip generation in peak hour person trips that would result in 2016
from the full build-out of the residential mixed-use and commercial mixed-use variations,
respectively.  A comparison of the total peak hour person trips generated by each scenario
is presented in Table 5 along with the total numbers of peak hour vehicle trips (auto, taxi
and truck) and person trips by transit (subway, bus and LIRR).



It should be noted that the residential mixed-use variation and the commercial mixed-use
variation would both displace existing land uses on the project site, such as the 46,913 square
feet of retail (a Modell’s Sporting Goods store and a P.C. Richards consumer electronics



Table 3
Travel Demand Forecast for the Residential Mixed-Use Variation - 2016



(Person Trips)



Person Trips by Mode: In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total



AM (8-9) Auto 74 29 103 120 5 125 135 186 321 99 378 477 428 598 1,026
Taxi 9 5 14 10 0 10 16 20 36 16 35 51 51 60 111



Subway 407 156 563 172 7 179 684 913 1,597 537 1,969 2,506 1,800 3,045 4,845
LIRR 66 5 71 27 1 28 85 15 100 7 26 33 185 47 232
Bus 38 10 48 7 0 7 56 44 100 35 95 130 136 149 285



Walk 89 79 168 9 0 9 122 183 305 269 448 717 489 710 1,199
Total 683 284 967 345 13 358 1,098 1,361 2,459 963 2,951 3,914 3,089 4,609 7,698



MD (12-1) Auto 24 28 52 49 79 128 91 82 173 160 153 313 324 342 666
Taxi 20 21 41 4 7 11 29 27 56 64 64 128 117 119 236



Subway 170 179 349 70 103 173 424 420 844 994 969 1,963 1,658 1,671 3,329
LIRR 1 1 2 11 21 32 4 4 8 9 9 18 25 35 60
Bus 48 59 107 3 5 8 65 76 141 118 118 236 234 258 492



Walk 617 746 1,363 4 6 10 701 848 1,549 1,354 1,352 2,706 2,676 2,952 5,628
Total 880 1,034 1,914 141 221 362 1,314 1,457 2,771 2,699 2,665 5,364 5,034 5,377 10,411



PM (5-6) Auto 33 94 127 532 97 629 185 196 381 374 210 584 1,124 597 1,721
Taxi 10 15 25 46 8 54 26 26 52 54 41 95 136 90 226



Subway 195 529 724 760 126 886 919 1,016 1,935 2,010 1,168 3,178 3,884 2,839 6,723
LIRR 6 77 83 118 26 144 17 100 117 26 13 39 167 216 383
Bus 21 55 76 32 6 38 53 81 134 122 88 210 228 230 458



Walk 210 227 437 41 7 48 304 280 584 873 768 1,641 1,428 1,282 2,710
Total 475 997 1,472 1,529 270 1,799 1,504 1,699 3,203 3,459 2,288 5,747 6,967 5,254 12,221



Pre-game (7-8 PM) Auto 26 29 55 4,651 48 4,699 155 91 246 301 132 433 5,133 300 5,433
Taxi 4 6 10 401 4 405 17 11 28 30 18 48 452 39 491



Subway 140 160 300 6,642 63 6,705 749 444 1,193 1,583 712 2,295 9,114 1,379 10,493
LIRR 6 20 26 1,029 13 1,042 16 27 43 21 9 30 1,072 69 1,141
Bus 10 15 25 281 3 284 38 30 68 78 42 120 407 90 497



Walk 75 72 147 361 4 365 160 111 271 391 282 673 987 469 1,456
Total 261 302 563 13,365 135 13,500 1,135 714 1,849 2,404 1,195 3,599 17,165 2,346 19,511



Post-game (10-11 PM) Auto 12 4 16 53 5,438 5,491 81 8 89 162 11 173 308 5,461 5,769
Taxi 2 1 3 5 454 459 8 1 9 15 3 18 30 459 489



Subway 62 22 84 76 7,074 7,150 387 41 428 842 64 906 1,367 7,201 8,568
LIRR 2 2 4 12 1,454 1,466 6 3 9 12 0 12 32 1,459 1,491
Bus 3 2 5 3 318 321 18 3 21 39 7 46 63 330 393



Walk 27 21 48 4 409 413 73 22 95 171 72 243 275 524 799
Total 108 52 160 153 15,147 15,300 573 78 651 1,241 157 1,398 2,075 15,434 17,509



Saturday (1-2 PM) Auto 22 21 43 5,346 54 5,400 137 130 267 263 258 521 5,768 463 6,231
Taxi 10 8 18 401 4 405 22 19 41 43 38 81 476 69 545



Subway 97 85 182 5,881 59 5,940 319 305 624 747 710 1,457 7,044 1,159 8,203
LIRR 1 1 2 1,069 11 1,080 6 6 12 13 13 26 1,089 31 1,120
Bus 19 15 34 267 3 270 37 33 70 86 77 163 409 128 537



Walk 252 208 460 401 4 405 409 360 769 1,065 938 2,003 2,127 1,510 3,637
Total 401 338 739 13,365 135 13,500 930 853 1,783 2,217 2,034 4,251 16,913 3,360 20,273



Saturday (4-5 PM) Auto 22 26 48 61 6,059 6,120 140 140 280 265 270 535 488 6,495 6,983
Taxi 8 10 18 5 454 459 21 20 41 38 43 81 72 527 599



Subway 85 98 183 67 6,665 6,732 318 348 666 725 762 1,487 1,195 7,873 9,068
LIRR 1 1 2 12 1,212 1,224 7 11 18 13 13 26 33 1,237 1,270
Bus 14 19 33 3 303 306 33 36 69 77 86 163 127 444 571



Walk 202 261 463 5 454 459 354 387 741 950 1,077 2,027 1,511 2,179 3,690
Total 332 415 747 153 15,147 15,300 873 942 1,815 2,068 2,251 4,319 3,426 18,755 22,181



Notes:
(1) Includes blocks 1120, 1121, 1128, 1129.



Total Trips



Site 5



Office/Local Retail Office/Hotel/Local Retail



Residential Blocks (1)



Residential/Local RetailResidential/ Arena Residential/



Arena Block
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Table 4
Travel Demand Forecast for the Commercial Mixed-Use Variation - 2016



(Person Trips)



Person Trips by Mode: In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total In Out Total



AM (8-9) Auto 139 8 147 120 5 125 339 120 459 99 378 477 697 511 1,208
Taxi 14 3 17 10 0 10 31 11 42 16 35 51 71 49 120



Subway 758 49 807 172 7 179 1,836 626 2,462 537 1,969 2,506 3,303 2,651 5,954
LIRR 137 6 143 27 1 28 313 20 333 7 26 33 484 53 537
Bus 72 7 79 7 0 7 165 32 197 35 95 130 279 134 413



Walk 109 65 174 9 0 9 180 130 310 269 448 717 567 643 1,210
Total 1,229 138 1,367 345 13 358 2,864 939 3,803 963 2,951 3,914 5,401 4,041 9,442



MD (12-1) Auto 22 29 51 49 79 128 70 83 153 160 153 313 301 344 645
Taxi 22 25 47 4 7 11 30 37 67 64 64 128 120 133 253



Subway 150 172 322 70 103 173 371 415 786 994 969 1,963 1,585 1,659 3,244
LIRR 0 0 0 11 21 32 2 2 4 9 9 18 22 32 54
Bus 67 89 156 3 5 8 124 175 299 118 118 236 312 387 699



Walk 855 1,121 1,976 4 6 10 1,457 2,061 3,518 1,354 1,352 2,706 3,670 4,540 8,210
Total 1,116 1,436 2,552 141 221 362 2,054 2,773 4,827 2,699 2,665 5,364 6,010 7,095 13,105



PM (5-6) Auto 14 163 177 532 97 629 124 416 540 374 210 584 1,044 886 1,930
Taxi 9 21 30 46 8 54 17 42 59 54 41 95 126 112 238



Subway 100 905 1,005 760 126 886 669 2,264 2,933 2,010 1,168 3,178 3,539 4,463 8,002
LIRR 8 157 165 118 26 144 26 361 387 26 13 39 178 557 735
Bus 18 92 110 32 6 38 43 204 247 122 88 210 215 390 605



Walk 197 246 443 41 7 48 252 336 588 873 768 1,641 1,363 1,357 2,720
Total 346 1,584 1,930 1,529 270 1,799 1,131 3,623 4,754 3,459 2,288 5,747 6,465 7,765 14,230



Pre-game (7-8 PM) Auto 12 41 53 4,651 48 4,699 108 126 234 301 132 433 5,072 347 5,419
Taxi 4 6 10 401 4 405 10 12 22 30 18 48 445 40 485



Subway 69 226 295 6,642 63 6,705 565 676 1,241 1,583 712 2,295 8,859 1,677 10,536
LIRR 10 39 49 1,029 13 1,042 28 91 119 21 9 30 1,088 152 1,240
Bus 9 23 32 281 3 284 33 56 89 78 42 120 401 124 525



Walk 64 74 138 361 4 365 118 109 227 391 282 673 934 469 1,403
Total 168 409 577 13,365 135 13,500 862 1,070 1,932 2,404 1,195 3,599 16,799 2,809 19,608



Post-game (10-11 PM) Auto 2 6 8 53 5,438 5,491 49 14 63 162 11 173 266 5,469 5,735
Taxi 1 1 2 5 454 459 4 2 6 15 3 18 25 460 485



Subway 13 32 45 76 7,074 7,150 252 76 328 842 64 906 1,183 7,246 8,429
LIRR 1 5 6 12 1,454 1,466 6 11 17 12 0 12 31 1,470 1,501
Bus 2 3 5 3 318 321 12 7 19 39 7 46 56 335 391



Walk 20 22 42 4 409 413 49 25 74 171 72 243 244 528 772
Total 39 69 108 153 15,147 15,300 372 135 507 1,241 157 1,398 1,805 15,508 17,313



Saturday (1-2 PM) Auto 7 6 13 5,346 54 5,400 76 74 150 263 258 521 5,692 392 6,084
Taxi 9 7 16 401 4 405 12 11 23 43 38 81 465 60 525



Subway 63 51 114 5,881 59 5,940 218 205 423 747 710 1,457 6,909 1,025 7,934
LIRR 0 0 0 1,069 11 1,080 3 3 6 13 13 26 1,085 27 1,112
Bus 18 14 32 267 3 270 31 27 58 86 77 163 402 121 523



Walk 249 198 447 401 4 405 386 322 708 1,065 938 2,003 2,101 1,462 3,563
Total 346 276 622 13,365 135 13,500 726 642 1,368 2,217 2,034 4,251 16,654 3,087 19,741



Saturday (4-5 PM) Auto 6 14 20 61 6,059 6,120 78 93 171 265 270 535 410 6,436 6,846
Taxi 7 10 17 5 454 459 11 13 24 38 43 81 61 520 581



Subway 56 102 158 67 6,665 6,732 221 310 531 725 762 1,487 1,069 7,839 8,908
LIRR 1 8 9 12 1,212 1,224 7 21 28 13 13 26 33 1,254 1,287
Bus 13 19 32 3 303 306 25 34 59 77 86 163 118 442 560



Walk 173 214 387 5 454 459 269 310 579 950 1,077 2,027 1,397 2,055 3,452
Total 256 367 623 153 15,147 15,300 611 781 1,392 2,068 2,251 4,319 3,088 18,546 21,634



Notes:
(1) Includes blocks 1120, 1121, 1128, 1129.



Site 5 Residential Blocks (1)Arena Block



Total Trips
Local Retail



Office/Local Retail Arena Residential/Office/ Residential/Local Retail
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Table 5



Comparison of 2016 Peak Hour Travel



Residential Variation vs. Commercial Variation



Person Trips



Peak Hour



Residential



Variation



Commercial



Variation



Net



Difference



%



Difference



8-9 AM 7,698 9,442 (1,744) (23%)



12-1 PM (midday) 10,411 13,105 (2,694) (26%)



5-6 PM 12,221 14,230 (2,009) (16%)



7-8 PM (pre-game) 19,511 19,608 (97) (1%)



10-11 PM (post-game) 17,509 17,313 196 1%



Saturday 1-2 PM 20,273 19,741 532 3%



Saturday 4-5 PM 22,181 21,634 547 3%



Vehicle Trips (Auto/Taxi/Truck)



Peak Hour



Residential



Variation



Commercial



Variation



Net



Difference



%



Difference



8-9 AM 972 1,099 (127) (13%)



12-1 PM (midday) 718 728 (10) (1%)



5-6 PM 1,331 1,489 (158) (12%)



7-8 PM (pre-game) 3,020 2,989 31 1%



10-11 PM (post-game) 2,981 2,952 29 1%



Saturday 1-2 PM 3,050 2,919 131 4%



Saturday 4-5 PM 3,380 3,251 129 4%



Transit Trips (Subway/Bus/LIRR)



Peak Hour



Residential



Variation



Commercial



Variation



Net



Difference



%



Difference



8-9 AM 5,362 6,904 (1,542) (29%)



12-1 PM (midday) 3,881 3,997 (116) (3%)



5-6 PM 7,564 9,342 (1,778) (24%)



7-8 PM (pre-game) 12,131 12,301 (170) (1%)



10-11 PM (post-game) 10,452 10,321 131 1%



Saturday 1-2 PM 9,860 9,569 291 3%



Saturday 4-5 PM 10,909 10,755 154 1%



A-83
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store) currently located on Block 927 (Site 5).  However, the travel demand forecast
conservatively assumes no credit for the travel demand from these existing uses that would
be displaced in the Build condition.



As shown in Table 5, the number of person trips generated by the residential mixed-use
variation (inbound and outbound combined) would range from 7,698 in the AM peak hour
to 22,181 in the Saturday 4-5 PM post-game peak hour.  The commercial mixed-use variation,
would generate from 9,442 peak hour person trips (in the AM) to 21,634 (in the Saturday
4-5 PM post-game).  The commercial mixed-use variation would generate 1,744 more trips
than the proposed project in the weekday AM peak hour, 2,694 more trips in the midday,
2,009 more trips in the PM peak hour.  By contrast, the residential mixed-use variation would
generate 532 more person trips than the commercial mixed-use variation during the Saturday
1-2 PM pre-game peak hour, and 547 more trips in the Saturday 4-5 PM post-game peak
hour.  During the weekday 7-8 PM pre-game and 10-11 PM post-game periods, the travel
demand from the two variations would differ by roughly one percent (fewer than 200 trips).



The numbers of peak hour vehicle trips that would be generated by the residential mixed-use
variation and the commercial mixed-use variation are also summarized in Table 5, and are
shown in detail in Tables 6 and 7, respectively.  As was the case for person trips, the
commercial mixed-use variation would generate more vehicle trips (from 10 to 158 more)
in the AM, midday and PM peak hours, while the residential mixed-use variation would
generate a higher number of trips in the Saturday pre-game and post-game peak hours (131
and 129 more, respectively).  During the weekday 7-8 PM pre-game and 10-11 PM post-game
periods, the number of vehicle trips generated by the two variations are virtually the same,
differing by roughly one percent (31 and 29 trips, respectively).



As demonstrated by the data in Table 5, the commercial mixed-use variation would generate
a substantially higher level of total travel demand (from 16 to 26 percent higher) compared
to the residential mixed-use variation in the key weekday AM, midday and PM peak hours.
During the weekday 7-8 PM and 10-11 PM periods, the demand from the two variations
would be roughly equivalent, differing by approximately one percent.  By contrast, on
Saturdays the residential mixed-use variation would generate approximately three percent
more trips than the commercial mixed-use variation during the 1-2 PM and 4-5 PM peak
hours.  The commercial mixed-use variation was therefore selected as the reasonable worst
case scenario (RWCS) for the weekday transportation analyses, while the residential mixed-
use variation is analyzed as the RWCS for the two Saturday peak hours.



As shown in Table 4, under the commercial mixed-use variation, new trips by subway are
expected to total 5,954, 8,002 and 10,536 during the analyzed weekday 8-9 AM, 5-6 PM
and 7-8 PM peak hours, respectively.  New bus trips would total 413 and 605 during the
weekday 8-9 AM and 5-6 PM peak hours analyzed for potential bus impacts.  New weekday
peak hour trips on the Long Island Rail Road would range from 54 (in the midday) to 1,501
(in the 10-11 PM post-game peak hour).  As shown in Table 7, the commercial mixed-use
variation is expected to add between 438 and 2,581 autos to the study area street system
in each weekday peak hour, and from 120 to 412 new taxi trips.  Peak hour truck trips would
increase by from 6 to 84 in each weekday peak hour.  In general, the highest numbers of
new weekday vehicle trips would occur during the 7-8 PM (pre-game) and 10-11 PM (post-
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game) peak hours, primarily as a result of demand en route to and from the arena.  As shown
in Table 6, on Saturdays, the residential mixed-use variation (the RWCS for the Saturday
analyses) would add an estimated 2,638 auto, 402 taxi and 10 truck trips to the street system
in the 1-2 PM peak hour, and 2,922 auto, 458 taxi and no truck trips in the 4-5 PM peak
hour.



PARKING DEMAND



Based on the travel demand assumptions discussed above, the proposed arena is expected
to generate a daily parking demand of approximately 2,800 spaces on a typical Nets weekday
game day, and approximately 2,600 spaces on weekends.  Although some of this parking
demand would be generated by arena employees and non-spectator visitors over the course
of a day, the majority of the demand would occur during game times on weekday evenings,
as well as on weekends.



Parking demand generated by new residential development will be forecast assuming a
rate of 0.4 spaces per dwelling unit based on auto ownership data from the 2000 Census
for neighborhoods in the vicinity of the site.  (This rate is also consistent with the rate assumed
for the residential component of the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.)  The rate
assumed for parking demand from new hotel space – 0.20 spaces per room overnight –
is based on data from the Renaissance Plaza Expansion EAS.  Parking demand from new
office and retail space will be derived from the forecasts of daily auto trips for these uses.



To accommodate projected parking demand, it is anticipated that both the residential mixed-
use variation and the commercial mixed-used variation would include approximately 3,800
spaces in parking garages located on Site 5, the Arena Block and blocks 1120, 1128 and
1129.  These shared parking facilities would service demand from all project components
– arena, residential and commercial.  Office and retail demand would peak in the midday
period and decline during the afternoon and evening, allowing for additional capacity to be
used for residential and hotel demand (which typically peak in the overnight) and for demand
from the arena.  With the exception of the arena, parking demand generated under either
variation would be fully accommodated in the off-street parking facilities that would be
developed on-site.  Accounting for commercial and residential demand, it is anticipated that
approximately 1,100 spaces would be available on-site on weekdays to accommodate the
parking needs of the arena, while the remaining arena demand (totaling approximately 1,700
spaces) would be accommodated at public off-street parking facilities located in the vicinity.
The analysis of off-street parking will therefore examine conditions at public off-street parking
facilities within a 1/2-mile radius of the arena.  On-street parking conditions within 1/4-mile
of the site will also be examined to determined the effects of street closures and other
changes in on-street parking supply in the vicinity of the project site.
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TRIP ASSIGNMENT



Auto/Taxi



The distribution of auto and taxi trips for each project component (office, residential, hotel,
local retail and arena) by borough/county or region is shown in Table 8.  The distributions
for office, residential and hotel uses were based on data from the 2000 Census, while the
assignment for the arena component was based on data from both the Downtown Brooklyn
Development project and the expected geographical distribution of demand to the arena
(see “Transportation Planning Assumptions,” above).  Given the differences in their travel
demand characteristics, each project component is expected to have a unique trip assignment
pattern.  For example, a majority of the auto trips generated by the residential and hotel
components are expected to have endpoints in Manhattan (60%) and Brooklyn (33%), while
office trips are expected to be more widely dispersed, with five percent en route to/from
Manhattan, 53 percent to/from Brooklyn, 17 percent to/from Queens, eight percent to/from
Long Island and five percent to/from New Jersey.  The arena is expected to draw not only
from Brooklyn, Queens and Manhattan, but also from New Jersey and Long Island. As
previously discussed, separate assignments for trips arriving and departing the arena on
weekdays are assumed in order to reflect the fact that on weekdays some spectators would
likely travel to the arena from their workplaces, and then depart to residences in a different
borough or county at the conclusion of a game.  As the project’s retail component is expected
to consist primarily of local retail uses serving the surrounding worker and residential
populations, all of its trips are expected to be local Brooklyn-based.



Auto and taxi trips will be assigned to the primary corridors providing access to and from
the project site based on their origin or destination as well as the most direct routes to major
access points such as the Brooklyn-Queens Expressway and Brooklyn and Manhattan
bridges.  The auto and taxi trip assignment patterns along the corridors providing access
to Site 5 and the Arena Block are illustrated in Appendix B, while the assignments for auto
and taxi trips en route to and from Blocks 1120, 1121, 1128 and 1129 are provided in
Appendix C.  The assignments of auto and taxi (as well as truck) trips will take into account
changes to the study area traffic network that are expected to occur by the 2010 and 2016
Build years as a result of No Build developments and initiatives by NYCDOT and other
agencies.  These include street closures and changes in street directions proposed as
mitigation for the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.



As discussed above, it is anticipated that approximately 1,100 spaces would be available
on-site to accommodate the parking needs of the arena, while the remaining arena demand
(totaling approximately 1,700 spaces on weekdays) would be accommodated at public off-
street facilities located in the vicinity.  The assignment of arena auto trips will therefore reflect
this distribution of trips to both on-site parking facilities and directly to off-site parking facilities.



Truck



Truck trips en route to and from the site will be assigned to designated local and through
truck routes in Downtown Brooklyn.  These include Atlantic, Flatbush, Third, and Fourth
Avenues, and portions of Fifth Avenue and Bergen Street.
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Diverted Traffic



In addition to the project’s generating new travel demand by autos, taxis and trucks,
permanent roadway closures and changes in street direction associated with the proposed
project would alter traffic flows in the vicinity of the project site in the 2010 and 2016 analysis
years.  These would include the permanent closure of Pacific Street between Flatbush and
Sixth Avenues, and between Carlton and Vanderbilt Avenues; and the permanent closure
of Fifth Avenue between Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues.  Sixth Avenue would be converted
from one-way southbound to two-way operation between Atlantic and Flatbush Avenues
both to facilitate access to and from the project site and to provide an alternative route for
some of the traffic diverted off of Fifth Avenue.  Carlton Avenue would be converted from
one-way northbound to two-way operation between Atlantic Avenue and Pacific Street, also
to provide for local circulation.  The analysis of 2010 and 2016 Build traffic conditions will
assume that No Build traffic diverted off of Fifth Avenue would be distributed among parallel
north-south corridors, including Fourth Avenue, Flatbush Avenue and Sixth Avenue.  As
the segments of Pacific Street to be closed primarily provide access to adjacent land uses,
diversions as a result of these closures are expected to be localized.



Transit/Pedestrian



The distribution of project-generated subway trips for each project component by
borough/county or region is shown in Table 9.  As was the case for auto and taxi trips, these
assignment patterns were based on Census data and data from the Downtown Brooklyn
Development project and the arena demand distribution.  They differ from the assignment
of auto trips primarily with respect to the project’s arena component.  As shown in Table
9, from 36 to 43 percent of subway trips generated by the arena are expected to be en route
to or from Manhattan, 24 to 26 percent en route to or from Brooklyn and 10 to 12 percent
en route to or from Queens.  Arena spectators en route to or from New Jersey via PATH
or NJ Transit trains and buses would account for approximately 14 to 18 percent of subway
trips.



Project-generated bus and walk trips are assumed to be local within Brooklyn.  Trips by
commuter rail (i.e., Long Island Rail Road) are assumed to have origins or destinations
primarily in Nassau or Suffolk counties.



TRAFFIC STUDY AREA



As shown in Figure 3, the traffic study area, which extends upwards of 1.2 miles from the
project site, is bounded on the north by Tillary Street/Park Avenue, on the south by Eastern
Parkway/Union Street, on the east by Grand Avenue, and on the west by Hicks Street.  The
study area encompasses a total of 93 intersections along local streets proximate to the project
site or that would likely be affected by project-related changes to the street network, as well
as along arterials that would provide access to or from the site.  Given the numerous corridors
providing access to the project site, including Atlantic, Flatbush, Carlton, Vanderbilt,
Washington, Third, Fourth, Fifth and Sixth avenues, project-generated traffic is expected
to be widely dispersed to the north, south, east and west, and is expected to become rapidly
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less concentrated with increasing distance from the project site. The traffic study area
therefore focuses on locations where new traffic is expected to be most concentrated, and
does not include more distant locations along regional access corridors such as the BQE,
Brooklyn-Battery Tunnel or across the East River Bridges to Manhattan. The study area
does, however, include key intersections along corridors connecting these regional access
routes and the project site (including all intersections along Flatbush Avenue Extension as
far north as Tillary Street).



SUBWAY STATIONS SELECTED FOR ANALYSIS



As part of the proposed project, improvements to the Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street subway
station complex would provide direct access between the project site and the subway routes
serving this facility (the B, D, M, N, Q, R and Nos. 2, 3, 4 and 5 trains).  The large majority
of project-generated subway trips are therefore expected to utilize this station
complex.  However, some trips are also expected to occur at other stations that are either
served by trains not accessible at Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street or that would also provide
reasonably convenient access to the project site.  For example, some trips by Nos. (2) and
(3) trains would likely use the Bergen Street station given its proximity to the proposed
buildings along Sixth Avenue and on blocks to the east.  The Fulton Street (G) station, the
Lafayette Avenue (C) station, and the Washington-Clinton Avenues (C) station would also
be used by project-generated trips as neither (C) train nor (G) train service is available at
Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street.



Table 10 shows the numbers of new entering and exiting subway trips that would be generated
by the commercial mixed-use variation at each of these stations in the three peak hours
analyzed for subway station impacts (weekday AM, PM and 7-8 PM pre-game).  The CEQR
Technical Manual typically requires a detailed analysis of a subway station when the
incremental increase in peak hour trips totals 200 persons per hour or more.   As shown
in Table 10, new subway trips generated by the commercial mixed-use variation would exceed
this threshold in one or more analyzed peak hours at the Atlantic Avenue/Pacific Street station
complex (upwards of 9,549 new trips in each peak hour), Bergen Street station (upwards
of 346 new trips in each analyzed peak hour), the Lafayette Avenue station (upwards of
467 new trips in each peak hour), and the Fulton Street station (246 and 254 new trips in
the 5-6 PM and 7-8 PM peak hours, respectively).  These stations were therefore selected
for quantitative analysis in the EIS.



The analysis of subway station conditions will examine key station elements, including
stairways, escalators, walkways and fare arrays, under peak 15-minute flow conditions.
As subway demand generated by the arena is expected to be heavily surged, especially
at the conclusion of an event such as a Nets basketball game, the analysis will incorporate
peaking factors of 1.36 for arena subway trips during the 7-8 PM pre-game period and 1.84
for trips during the 10-11 PM post-game period.  These factors were derived from data in
the Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis study and MTA ridership data from stations
serving Madison Square Garden.
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Table 10



2016 Peak Hour Trips Generated by the



Commercial Mixed-Use Variation at Area Subway Stations



Subway Station



8-9 AM



Peak Hour



5-6 PM



Peak Hour



7-8 PM (Pre-Game)



Peak Hour



Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total Enter Exit Total



Atlantic Ave



(2,3,4,5)



1,241 1,334 2,575 1,794 1,671 3,465 716 4,737 5,453



Atlantic Ave (B,Q) 515 567 1,082 783 694 1,477 306 1,782 2,088



Pacific St



(D,M,N,R)



501 915 1,416 1,202 698 1,900 402 1,606 2,008



Bergen St (2,3) 157 107 264 178 168 346 79 129 208



Lafayette Ave (C) 122 236 358 305 162 467 101 354 455



Clinton-W ash.



Aves (C)



60 17 77 38 64 102 22 48 70



Fulton St (G) 56 126 182 163 83 246 52 202 254



Total 2,652 3,302 5,954 4,463 3,540 8,003 1,678 8,858 10,536



ASSIGNMENT OF PROJECT-GENERATED BUS TRIPS



Downtown Brooklyn is well served by numerous bus routes operated by MTA New York
City Transit (NYC Transit), and many of these routes operate in close proximity to the project
site along Atlantic, Flatbush, Third, Fifth and Vanderbilt Avenues, and Dean, Bergen and
Fulton Streets.  Bus patrons en route to and from the project site would therefore likely find
it unnecessary to walk substantial distances to access a needed bus service.  Consequently,
the analysis of project-generated bus trips focuses on the 12 routes located within 1/4-mile
of the site, as it is on these routes that project trips would be most heavily concentrated.
These routes include the B25, B26, B37, B38, B41, B45, B52, B63, B65, B67, B69 and B103.
Assignment of project increment bus trips to individual routes will be based on existing
demand patterns and the relative proximity of each route to the proposed development blocks.



ASSIGNMENT OF PROJECT-GENERATED PEDESTRIAN TRIPS



Figure 4 shows the sidewalk, corner area and crosswalk locations selected for analysis of
potential pedestrian impacts.  These locations were selected as they serve as key links
between the project site and the surrounding street system, and/or would be used by
concentrations of project-generated pedestrian demand linked to other modes (i.e., en route
to subway stations, bus stops or off-site parking garages).  The majority of subway-linked
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pedestrian trips would be assigned to the proposed new on-site entrance to the Atlantic
Avenue/Pacific Street station complex.  Additional subway-linked pedestrian trips would
be assigned to corridors connecting the site to other nearby stations.  Pedestrians linked
to the bus mode are expected to be most concentrated along Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues
where stops for many of the routes are located.  Some pedestrian trips are also expected
to cross Atlantic Avenue to access bus routes operating along Fulton Street.  Pedestrians
walking between off-site parking facilities and the arena are expected to be most concentrated
at the crosswalks at the intersection of Flatbush and Atlantic Avenues as the majority of
off-site parking facilities are located to the north and west of the project site.  Parking demand
from the project’s commercial and residential components would be fully accommodated
at on-site facilities, and are not expected to generate substantial walk trips outside of the
project site.  Walk-only trips (i.e., walk trips not associated with other modes) would be widely
dispersed among links between the project site and the surrounding street system.



APPENDIX A



TRIP ORIGIN AND MODAL SPLIT ASSUMPTIONS FOR WEEKDAY AND WEEKEND



SPORTING EVENTS AT THE PROPOSED ATLANTIC YARDS ARENA



A-90











Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment Project



Atlantic Yards Arena Trip Origin/Destination and Modal Split Assumptions
Weekday Sporting Event (Arriving)



Atlantic Yards 
Arena Estimated 



Range
Manhattan 36% 15%-25%
Bronx 4% 2%-4%
Brooklyn 7% 25%-35%
Queens 6% 8%-10%
Staten Island 3% 4%-6%
Nassau/Suffolk 12% 12%-18%
Westchester 5% 2%-4%
New Jersey 21% 10%-20%
Other 6% 0%
Total 100%



MSG:  Modal Split by Origin (1) MSG:  Trip Distribution by Origin and Mode



Origin Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 9% 18% 41% 3% 29% 0% 0% 100% 3.2% 6.5% 14.8% 1.1% 10.4% 0.0% 0.0% 36%
Bronx 58% 0% 37% 4% 0% 0% 1% 100% 2.3% 0.0% 1.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4%
Brooklyn 51% 3% 42% 1% 3% 0% 0% 100% 3.6% 0.2% 2.9% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 7%
Queens 37% 0% 45% 5% 0% 13% 0% 100% 2.2% 0.0% 2.7% 0.3% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 6%
Staten Island 72% 2% 16% 10% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.2% 0.1% 0.5% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3%
Nassau/Suffolk 21% 0% 2% 0% 0% 77% 0% 100% 2.5% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 9.2% 0.0% 12%
Westchester 56% 2% 4% 0% 0% 0% 38% 100% 2.8% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 5%
New Jersey 38% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 59% 100% 8.0% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.4% 21%
Other 48% 3% 9% 3% 3% 15% 19% 100% 2.9% 0.2% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.9% 1.1% 6%



29.7% 7.5% 23.6% 2.1% 10.8% 10.9% 15.5% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards Arena:  Modal Split by Origin/Destination (2) Atlantic Yards Arena:  Distribution by Origin/Destination and Mode



Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 12% 4% 84% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.0% 1.0% 21.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 25.0%
Bronx 64% 1% 35% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.9% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
Brooklyn 40% 4% 40% 7% 9% 0% 0% 100% 12.0% 1.2% 12.0% 2.1% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 30.0%
Queens 39% 1% 60% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.5% 0.1% 5.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0%
Staten Island 73% 2% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.7% 0.1% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0%
Nassau/Suffolk 28% 2% 5% 0% 0% 65% 0% 100% 3.4% 0.2% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 7.8% 0.0% 12.0%
Westchester 58% 2% 40% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.7% 0.1% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
New Jersey 43% 2% 55% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 5.6% 0.3% 7.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 13.0%



34.8% 3.0% 49.7% 2.1% 2.7% 7.8% 0.0% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards
MSG:  Total Modal Split Arena:  Total Modal Split Atlantic Yards Arena: Trip Assignment by Mode



Auto 29.7% Auto 34.8% Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR
Taxi 7.5% Taxi 3.0% Manhattan 8.6% 33.6% 42.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Subway 23.6% Subway 49.7% Bronx 5.5% 1.0% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bus 2.1% Bus 2.1% Brooklyn 34.5% 40.3% 24.2% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%



Walk 10.8% Walk 2.7% Queens 10.1% 3.0% 10.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
LIRR 10.9% LIRR 7.8% Staten Island 10.5% 3.4% 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Other (3) 15.5% Other (3) 0.0% Nassau/Suffolk 9.7% 8.1% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 100.0% Total 100.0% Westchester 5.0% 2.0% 2.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



New Jersey 16.1% 8.7% 14.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Notes:
(1) Source: Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, August 26, 2003.
(2) Based on data developed for the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.
(3) "Other" category for MSG includes: PATH, Metro-North, NJ Transit.
    Patrons attending Atlantic Yards Arena events who use these "Other" transit modes are assumed to arrive/depart Downtown Brooklyn via subway.
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Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment Project



Atlantic Yards Arena Trip Origin/Destination and Modal Split Assumptions
Weekday Sporting Event (Departing)



Atlantic Yards 
Arena Estimated 



Range
Manhattan 36% 15%-25%
Bronx 4% 2%-4%
Brooklyn 7% 25%-35%
Queens 6% 8%-10%
Staten Island 3% 4%-6%
Nassau/Suffolk 12% 12%-18%
Westchester 5% 2%-4%
New Jersey 21% 10%-20%
Other 6% 0%
Total 100%



MSG:  Modal Split by Origin (1) MSG:  Trip Distribution by Origin and Mode



Origin Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 9% 18% 41% 3% 29% 0% 0% 100% 3.2% 6.5% 14.8% 1.1% 10.4% 0.0% 0.0% 36%
Bronx 58% 0% 37% 4% 0% 0% 1% 100% 2.3% 0.0% 1.5% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4%
Brooklyn 51% 3% 42% 1% 3% 0% 0% 100% 3.6% 0.2% 2.9% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 7%
Queens 37% 0% 45% 5% 0% 13% 0% 100% 2.2% 0.0% 2.7% 0.3% 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 6%
Staten Island 72% 2% 16% 10% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.2% 0.1% 0.5% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3%
Nassau/Suffolk 21% 0% 2% 0% 0% 77% 0% 100% 2.5% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 9.2% 0.0% 12%
Westchester 56% 2% 4% 0% 0% 0% 38% 100% 2.8% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.9% 5%
New Jersey 38% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 59% 100% 8.0% 0.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.4% 21%
Other 48% 3% 9% 3% 3% 15% 19% 100% 2.9% 0.2% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.9% 1.1% 6%



29.7% 7.5% 23.6% 2.1% 10.8% 10.9% 15.5% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards Arena:  Modal Split by Origin/Destination (2) Atlantic Yards Arena:  Distribution by Origin/Destination and Mode



Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 12% 4% 84% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.4% 0.8% 16.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0%
Bronx 64% 1% 35% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.9% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
Brooklyn 40% 4% 40% 7% 9% 0% 0% 100% 12.0% 1.2% 12.0% 2.1% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 30.0%
Queens 39% 1% 60% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.5% 0.1% 5.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0%
Staten Island 73% 2% 25% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.7% 0.1% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0%
Nassau/Suffolk 28% 2% 5% 0% 0% 65% 0% 100% 4.2% 0.3% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 9.8% 0.0% 15.0%
Westchester 58% 2% 40% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.7% 0.1% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
New Jersey 43% 2% 55% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 6.5% 0.3% 8.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.0%



35.9% 2.9% 46.7% 2.1% 2.7% 9.8% 0.0% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards
MSG:  Total Modal Split Arena:  Total Modal Split Atlantic Yards Arena: Trip Assignment by Mode



Auto 29.7% Auto 35.9% Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR
Taxi 7.5% Taxi 2.9% Manhattan 6.7% 27.8% 36.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Subway 23.6% Subway 46.7% Bronx 5.4% 1.0% 2.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bus 2.1% Bus 2.1% Brooklyn 33.5% 41.7% 25.7% 100.0% 100.0% 0.0%



Walk 10.8% Walk 2.7% Queens 9.8% 3.1% 11.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
LIRR 10.9% LIRR 9.8% Staten Island 10.2% 3.5% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Other (3) 15.5% Other (3) 0.0% Nassau/Suffolk 11.7% 10.4% 1.6% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 100.0% Total 100.0% Westchester 4.9% 2.1% 2.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



New Jersey 18.0% 10.4% 17.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Notes:
(1) Source: Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, August 26, 2003.
(2) Based on data developed for the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.
(3) "Other" category for MSG includes: PATH, Metro-North, NJ Transit.
    Patrons attending Atlantic Yards Arena events who use these "Other" transit modes are assumed to arrive/depart Downtown Brooklyn via subway.
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Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment Project



Atlantic Yards Arena Trip Origin/Destination and Modal Split Assumptions
Weekend Sporting Event (Arriving and Departing)



Atlantic Yards 
Arena Estimated 



Range
Manhattan 30% 15%-25%
Bronx 3% 2%-4%
Brooklyn 9% 25%-35%
Queens 7% 8%-10%
Staten Island 1% 4%-6%
Nassau/Suffolk 14% 12%-18%
Westchester 7% 2%-4%
New Jersey 23% 10%-20%
Other 6% 0%
Total 100%



MSG:  Modal Split by Origin (1) MSG:  Trip Distribution by Origin and Mode



Origin Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 14% 23% 28% 2% 33% 0% 0% 100% 4.2% 6.9% 8.4% 0.6% 9.9% 0.0% 0.0% 30%
Bronx 50% 0% 41% 8% 0% 0% 1% 100% 1.5% 0.0% 1.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3%
Brooklyn 51% 3% 46% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 4.6% 0.3% 4.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9%
Queens 54% 4% 28% 0% 0% 14% 0% 100% 3.8% 0.3% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 7%
Staten Island 83% 0% 17% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 0.8% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1%
Nassau/Suffolk 33% 2% 0% 0% 0% 65% 0% 100% 4.6% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.1% 0.0% 14%
Westchester 92% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 100% 6.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 7%
New Jersey 54% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 46% 100% 12.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.6% 23%
Other 61% 6% 8% 0% 0% 6% 19% 100% 3.7% 0.4% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 1.1% 6%



42.0% 8.1% 16.4% 0.8% 9.9% 10.4% 12.3% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards Arena:  Modal Split by Origin (2) Atlantic Yards Arena:  Distribution by Origin/Destination and Mode



Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR Other (3) Total
Manhattan 12% 4% 84% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.4% 0.8% 16.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 20.0%
Bronx 55% 1% 44% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 1.7% 0.0% 1.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
Brooklyn 40% 4% 40% 6% 10% 0% 0% 100% 12.0% 1.2% 12.0% 1.8% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 30.0%
Queens 38% 2% 58% 2% 0% 0% 0% 100% 3.4% 0.2% 5.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.0%
Staten Island 80% 2% 18% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 4.0% 0.1% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.0%
Nassau/Suffolk 40% 2% 4% 0% 0% 54% 0% 100% 6.0% 0.3% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 8.1% 0.0% 15.0%
Westchester 80% 2% 18% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 2.4% 0.1% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 3.0%
New Jersey 55% 2% 43% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100% 8.2% 0.3% 6.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.0%



40.1% 3.0% 43.8% 2.0% 3.0% 8.1% 0.0% 100.0%



Atlantic Yards
MSG:  Total Modal Split Arena:  Total Modal Split Atlantic Yards Arena: Trip Assignment by Mode



Auto 42.0% Auto 40.1% Origin/Destination Auto Taxi Subway Bus Walk LIRR
Taxi 8.1% Taxi 3.0% Manhattan 6.0% 26.9% 38.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Subway 16.4% Subway 43.8% Bronx 4.1% 1.0% 3.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Bus 0.8% Bus 2.0% Brooklyn 29.9% 40.4% 27.4% 90.9% 100.0% 0.0%



Walk 9.9% Walk 3.0% Queens 8.5% 6.1% 11.9% 9.1% 0.0% 0.0%
LIRR 10.4% LIRR 8.1% Staten Island 10.0% 3.4% 2.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



Other (3) 12.3% Other (3) 0.0% Nassau/Suffolk 15.0% 10.1% 1.4% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
Total 100.0% Total 100.0% Westchester 6.0% 2.0% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%



New Jersey 20.5% 10.1% 14.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Notes:
(1) Source: Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, August 26, 2003.
(2) Based on data developed for the Downtown Brooklyn Development project.
(3) "Other" category for MSG includes: PATH, Metro-North, NJ Transit.
    Patrons attending Atlantic Yards Arena events who use these "Other" transit modes are assumed to arrive/depart Downtown Brooklyn via subway.
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PB Team NYCT – Number 7 Extension Project
 2 Broadway-5th Floor, Mailbox 519 
 New York, NY  10004 
 Fax:  646-252-2063 



 
                                FINAL        MEMORANDUM 



 
TO:  G. Price, NYC Department of City Planning 
  M. Amjadi, NYC Department of City Planning 



FROM: E. Metzger 
 
DATE:  November 11, 2003 
   
RE:  CM-1189R/C-26501– Preparation of a Draft and Final Environmental Impact 



Statement and Provision of Transit Engineering Services for the Proposed No. 7 
Subway Extension-Far West Midtown Manhattan Rezoning 



 
SUBJECT: Madison Square Garden Relocation and Expansion Transportation Planning 



Assumptions 
 
CIN:  MTA-NYC Transit/CM 1189R-C26501-00-C-1.00-DCP-03F-1689 
 
 
This technical memorandum provides a summary of the transportation planning assumptions 
proposed to be utilized for a potential relocation and expansion of Madison Square Garden 
(MSG) in the traffic, parking, transit, and pedestrian analyses of the DGEIS. Under the proposed 
action, MSG – currently located on the western portion of the block bounded by West 31st 
Street, West 33rd Street, Seventh Avenue, and Eighth Avenue – would move approximately one 
and a half blocks to the west (to the eastern portion of the block bounded by West 31st Street, 
West 33rd Street, Ninth Avenue, and Tenth Avenue). Regardless of its future location1, the 
DGEIS will also assume that the overall seating capacity of MSG would be increased.2 
 
Background 
MSG is the home of three sports franchises: the New York Rangers (NHL hockey), New York 
Knicks (NBA basketball), and New York Liberty (WNBA basketball). Its 19,500-seat3 arena 
serves as a venue for a number of other events including concerts, college basketball games, 
and the circus. MSG also includes a theater that can accommodate up to 5,600 spectators, 
which currently hosts concerts, boxing, family shows, and annual events such as the NBA and 
NFL drafts. A 36,000 square foot expo center is located adjacent to the arena and is used for 
trade shows, consumer fairs, and also provides additional storage space for certain events held 
on the arena floor. 
 
A comprehensive list of all events held at MSG in 2002 (including events held in the arena, 
theater, and expo center) is provided in Table 1. For clarity, dark days (days when no events 
were scheduled), including days reserved for loading, unloading, and storage activities are 
designated by shading. As shown in Table 1, MSG’s peak period throughout the year generally 
coincides with the New York Rangers’ and New York Knicks’ seasons during the late fall, winter, 
and early spring. In 2002, a total of 266 arena events were held on 224 days (there were 30 
days on which multiple events were held; nearly half of these days involved circus 



                                                 
1 An alternative to the proposed action includes MSG remaining at its present location. 
2 The NYCDCP Hudson Yards Development Scenarios indicate that the arena seating capacity of MSG would 
increase from 19,500 to 23,000. 
3 Actual attendance capacity varies by event (see Table 5). 



Event Start Time Event Start Time Event Start Time
1/1/02 Tuesday
1/2/02 Wednesday Load-Out
1/3/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Dallas 7:30 PM Load-Out
1/4/02 Friday Load-Out



1/5/02 Saturday College Basketball: St. John's vs. West Virginia               
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Boston



2:00 PM     
7:30 PM Load-Out



1/6/02 Sunday Load-In
1/7/02 Monday Wrestling: WWF RAW 7:45 PM Restoration
1/8/02 Tuesday Wrestling: WWF Smackdown 7:30 PM Restoration
1/9/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Los Angeles 8:00 PM Restoration
1/10/02 Thursday Restoration
1/11/02 Friday Restoration
1/12/02 Saturday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Milwaukee 7:30 PM
1/13/02 Sunday
1/14/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Columbus 7:00 PM
1/15/02 Tuesday
1/16/02 Wednesday Comedy: David Brenner (lobby) 8:00 PM Load-In
1/17/02 Thursday Comedy: David Brenner (lobby) 8:00 PM Load-In



1/18/02 Friday Comedy: David Brenner (lobby)              
Comedy: David Brenner (lobby)



8:00 PM    
10:30 PM Burlington Coat Sale 9:00 AM



1/19/02 Saturday Ice Show: Super Skate 7:00 PM Comedy: David Brenner (lobby)              
Comedy: David Brenner (lobby)



8:00 PM    
10:30 PM Burlington Coat Sale 9:00 AM



1/20/02 Sunday College Basketball: St. John's vs. Villanova 2:00 PM Comedy You Can't Refuse (lobby)          
Comedy You Can't Refuse (lobby)



7:00 PM    
10:00 PM Burlington Coat Sale 11:00 AM



1/21/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Charlotte 1:00 PM Burlington Coat Sale 9:00 AM
1/22/02 Tuesday Load-Out
1/23/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Boston 7:00 PM
1/24/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Phoenix 7:30 PM
1/25/02 Friday Rangers Skating Party 9:00 AM Load-In Rangers Skating Party 9:00 AM



1/26/02 Saturday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Washington                             
College Basketball: St. John's vs. Providence



1:00 PM     
9:00 PM Boxing: Mosley vs. Forrest 7:00 PM



1/27/02 Sunday Rangers Skating Party 9:00 AM Rangers Skating Party 9:00 AM
1/28/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Tampa Bay 7:00 PM Track Storage
1/29/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Philadelphia 7:30 PM Awards: Archer 6:30 PM Track Storage
1/30/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. NY Islanders 7:00 PM Track Storage
1/31/02 Thursday Load-In Track Storage



2/1/02 Friday Millrose Games 5:00 PM Comedy: Class Clowns (lobby)               
Comedy: Class Clowns (lobby)



8:00 PM    
11:00 PM Warmup Area N/A



2/2/02 Saturday Colgate Track 11:00 AM Warmup Area & Carnival N/A
2/3/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Miami 12:00 PM
2/4/02 Monday Ice Maintenance
2/5/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. LA Clippers 7:30 PM Load-In Load-In
2/6/02 Wednesday Dog Show Setup
2/7/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Atlanta 7:30 PM Family Show: Sesame Street 10:30 AM Dog Show Setup



2/8/02 Friday Dream Game                                                                     
Harlem Globetrotters



12:00 PM    
7:00 PM



Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM Dog Show Benching



2/9/02 Saturday College Basketball: St. John's vs. Connecticut 7:00 PM
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:30 PM



Dog Show Benching



2/10/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Pittsburgh 1:00 PM
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:30 PM



Dog Show Benching



2/11/02 Monday Dog Show 8:00 AM Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:00 AM   
2:00 PM Dog Show Benching



2/12/02 Tuesday Dog Show 8:00 AM Storage Dog Show Benching
2/13/02 Wednesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Toronto 7:30 PM Family Show: Sesame Street 10:30 AM Load-Out
2/14/02 Thursday Concert: Luis Miguel 8:00 PM Family Show: Sesame Street 10:30 AM
2/15/02 Friday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Detroit 7:30 PM Family Show: Sesame Street 10:30 AM



2/16/02 Saturday Concert: Concierto Del Amor 8:00 PM
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:30 PM



2/17/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Utah 7:00 PM
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:30 PM



2/18/02 Monday College Basketball: St. John's vs. Boston College 7:00 PM Family Show: Sesame Street                  
Family Show: Sesame Street



10:30 AM   
2:00 PM



2/19/02 Tuesday Maintenance
2/20/02 Wednesday Maintenance
2/21/02 Thursday Maintenance
2/22/02 Friday Concert: Crosby, Stills, Nash & Young 8:00 PM
2/23/02 Saturday Concert: Crosby, Stills, Nash & Young 8:00 PM
2/24/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. LA Lakers 12:00 PM
2/25/02 Monday Ice Maintenance Load-In
2/26/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. New Jersey 7:00 PM NYS Bar Exam 9:00 AM
2/27/02 Wednesday College Basketball: St. John's vs. Notre Dame 7:30 PM NYS Bar Exam 9:00 AM
2/28/02 Thursday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Ottawa 7:00 PM
3/1/02 Friday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Seattle 7:30 PM Load-In



3/2/02 Saturday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Philadelphia                           
NYPD vs. FDNY



3:00 PM     
8:00 PM Teachers' Exam 8:30 AM



3/3/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. San Antonio 3:00 PM Knicks Kids' Day 1:00 PM
3/4/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Calgary 7:00 PM Load-In
3/5/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Milwaukee 7:30 PM Press



3/6/02 Wednesday College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader                      
College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader



12:00 PM    
7:00 PM Press



3/7/02 Thursday College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader                      
College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader



12:00 PM    
7:00 PM Press



3/8/02 Friday College Basketball: Big East Doubleheader 7:00 PM Concert: Beres Hammond 8:00 PM Press
3/9/02 Saturday College Basketball: Big East Championship 8:00 PM Press
3/10/02 Sunday
3/11/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Montreal 7:30 PM
3/12/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Philadelphia 7:30 PM
3/13/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Boston 8:00 PM
3/14/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Sacramento 7:30 PM
3/15/02 Friday Concert: Billy Joel & Elton John 7:30 PM



3/16/02 Saturday
PSAL                                                                                  
PSAL                                                                                  
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Cleveland



11:00 AM    
1:00 PM     
7:30 PM



3/17/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Detroit 3:00 PM
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Date Day of Week
3/18/02 Monday Circus Stabling
3/19/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Vancouver 7:00 PM Circus Stabling
3/20/02 Wednesday Circus Stabling
3/21/02 Thursday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey 7:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/22/02 Friday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Atlanta



10:30 AM    
7:00 PM AFT Mayor's Circus N/A Circus Stabling



3/23/02 Saturday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Concert: El Vacilon 8:00 PM Circus Stabling



3/24/02 Sunday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



3/25/02 Monday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Denver



10:30 AM    
7:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/26/02 Tuesday College Basketball: NIT Doubleheader 7:00 PM Circus Stabling



3/27/02 Wednesday Graduation: NYPD                                                             
NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Philadelpia



11:00 AM    
8:00 PM Circus Stabling



3/28/02 Thursday College Basketball: NIT Doubleheader 6:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/29/02 Friday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Minnesota



12:00 PM    
7:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/30/02 Saturday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby)     
Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby)



8:00 PM    
10:30 PM Circus Stabling



3/31/02 Sunday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



4/1/02 Monday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Concert: Hot 97 8:00 PM Circus Stabling



4/2/02 Tuesday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Charlotte



12:00 PM    
8:00 PM Load-In Circus Stabling



4/3/02 Wednesday Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



12:00 PM    
7:30 PM Press Conference 12:00 PM Circus Stabling



4/4/02 Thursday Basketball: McDonald's Games                                         
Basketball: McDonald's Games



5:00 PM     
8:00 PM Circus Stabling



4/5/02 Friday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



4/6/02 Saturday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



4/7/02 Sunday
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey                
Circus: Ringling Brothers and Barnum & Bailey



11:00 AM    
3:00 PM     
7:30 PM



Circus Stabling



4/8/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Pittsburgh 7:00 PM Clean



4/9/02 Tuesday Dream Game                                                                     
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Orlando



1:00 PM     
7:30 PM Comedy: KISS-FM (lobby) 8:00 PM Clean



4/10/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Toronto 7:00 PM Load-In Clean
4/11/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Chicago 7:30 PM Boxing: Golden Gloves 7:30 PM Clean
4/12/02 Friday Concert: Luis Miguel 8:00 PM Boxing: Golden Gloves 7:30 PM
4/13/02 Saturday Ice Show: Target Stars on Ice 8:00 PM Load-In
4/14/02 Sunday Load-In
4/15/02 Monday Load-In
4/16/02 Tuesday Load-In
4/17/02 Wednesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. New Jersey 7:30 PM Meeting: Coca-Cola Shareholders 9:30 AM
4/18/02 Thursday Load-In
4/19/02 Friday Load-In
4/20/02 Saturday Concert: Hola New York 8:00 PM NFL Draft 12:00 PM
4/21/02 Sunday NFL Draft 12:00 PM
4/22/02 Monday Load-In
4/23/02 Tuesday Comedy: KISS-FM (lobby) 8:00 PM Job Fair 11:00 AM
4/24/02 Wednesday Load-In
4/25/02 Thursday Destinations Showcase 12:00 PM
4/26/02 Friday Concert: Paul McCartney 8:00 PM Load-In



4/27/02 Saturday Concert: Paul McCartney 8:00 PM CPR Seminar (lobby)                              
Boxing: McCline vs. Briggs



9:00 AM    
6:30 PM



4/28/02 Sunday
4/29/02 Monday Liberty Media Day 10:00 AM
4/30/02 Tuesday
5/1/02 Wednesday Religious: Bountiful Blessings 7:00 PM



5/2/02 Thursday Religious: Bountiful Blessings                 
Religious: Bountiful Blessings



11:00 AM   
7:00 PM Load-In



5/3/02 Friday Religious: Bountiful Blessings                 
Religious: Bountiful Blessings



11:00 AM   
7:00 PM Load-In



5/4/02 Saturday Storage
5/5/02 Sunday Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
5/6/02 Monday Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
5/7/02 Tuesday Comedy: KISS-FM (lobby) 8:00 PM Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
5/8/02 Wednesday Load-In Load-Out
5/9/02 Thursday Meeting: Regional Coke 10:00 AM
5/10/02 Friday Concert: Kid Rock 8:00 PM Load-In Set-Up
5/11/02 Saturday Load-In Teachers' Exam 8:30 AM
5/12/02 Sunday Load-In
5/13/02 Monday Load-In
5/14/02 Tuesday Load-In
5/15/02 Wednesday Load-In
5/16/02 Thursday Set-Up UPN Event 10:30 AM Set-Up
5/17/02 Friday Emmys Dinner 5:30 PM Awards: Daytime Emmys 9:00 PM Emmys Dinner 5:30 PM
5/18/02 Saturday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Houston (preseason) 4:00 PM Load-Out Local 3 Elections 6:00 AM
5/19/02 Sunday
5/20/02 Monday Liberty Open Practice 7:00 PM Graduation: NYU Law 10:30 AM Court Repair
5/21/02 Tuesday Comedy: KISS-FM (lobby) 8:00 PM Court Repair
5/22/02 Wednesday Graduation: New School 3:00 PM Court Repair
5/23/02 Thursday Graduation: Yeshiva 11:00 AM Court Repair
5/24/02 Friday Graduation: College of Dentistry 10:30 AM Court Repair
5/25/02 Saturday Concert: Latin Show 8:00 PM Comedy: Eddie Griffin 8:00 PM Court Repair
5/26/02 Sunday Religious: Yogeshwar 3:00 PM Religious: Yogeshwar N/A Court Repair
5/27/02 Monday Court Repair
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Date Day of Week
5/28/02 Tuesday Concert: Dave Mathews 7:30 PM Court Repair



5/29/02 Wednesday Concert: Dave Mathews 7:30 PM Graduation: Baruch                                 
Graduation: Baruch



11:00 AM   
3:30 PM Court Repair



5/30/02 Thursday Graduation: John Jay 10:30 AM Court Repair
5/31/02 Friday Concert: Blink 182 & Green Day 7:30 PM Graduation: BMCC 11:30 AM Court Repair
6/1/02 Saturday Court Repair
6/2/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Miami 12:00 PM Court Repair
6/3/02 Monday Graduation: NYC Tech 1:00 PM Court Repair
6/4/02 Tuesday Meeting (lobby) 10:00 AM Court Repair
6/5/02 Wednesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Detroit 7:30 PM Court Repair
6/6/02 Thursday Court Repair
6/7/02 Friday Court Repair



6/8/02 Saturday Comedy: Chuck Nice                               
Comedy: Chuck Nice



8:00 PM    
10:30 PM Court Repair



6/9/02 Sunday Court Repair
6/10/02 Monday Court Repair
6/11/02 Tuesday Meeting: Port Authority 10:00 AM Court Repair
6/12/02 Wednesday Court Repair
6/13/02 Thursday Concert: Andrea Bocelli 8:00 PM Comedy: Grrl Genius Night (lobby) 8:00 PM Court Repair
6/14/02 Friday Comedy Forum (lobby) N/A Court Repair
6/15/02 Saturday Court Repair
6/16/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Charlotte 2:00 PM Court Repair
6/17/02 Monday Dream Game 5:00 PM Court Repair
6/18/02 Tuesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Orlando 7:30 PM Court Repair
6/19/02 Wednesday Dinner (lobby) 5:30 PM Court Repair
6/20/02 Thursday Graduation: Edward R. Murrow 6:30 PM Court Repair
6/21/02 Friday Concert: Incubus 8:00 PM Court Repair
6/22/02 Saturday Concert: Latin Concert 8:00 PM Court Repair
6/23/02 Sunday Court Repair
6/24/02 Monday Concert: Korn 8:00 PM Load-In Court Repair
6/25/02 Tuesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Indiana 7:30 PM Load-In Court Repair
6/26/02 Wednesday Concert: Cher 8:00 PM NBA Draft 7:00 PM Court Repair
6/27/02 Thursday Concert: Cher 8:00 PM Graduation (lobby) 11:00 AM Load-In
6/28/02 Friday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Cleveland 7:30 PM Comic & Fantasy Expo 3:00 PM
6/29/02 Saturday Wrestling: WWE RAW 8:00 PM Comic & Fantasy Expo 10:00 AM
6/30/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Portland 4:00 PM Comic & Fantasy Expo 10:00 AM
7/1/02 Monday Film Shoot 12:00 PM Film Shoot 8:00 AM Load-Out
7/2/02 Tuesday
7/3/02 Wednesday
7/4/02 Thursday
7/5/02 Friday
7/6/02 Saturday
7/7/02 Sunday
7/8/02 Monday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Phoenix 7:30 PM Load-In
7/9/02 Tuesday Load-In
7/10/02 Wednesday Load-In
7/11/02 Thursday N/A 9:45 AM
7/12/02 Friday Concert: Marc Anthony 7:30 PM Load-In
7/13/02 Saturday Tampax Tour 1:00 PM Tour Exhibit 3:00 PM
7/14/02 Sunday Concert: Chayanne 8:00 PM
7/15/02 Monday
7/16/02 Tuesday
7/17/02 Wednesday
7/18/02 Thursday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Los Angeles 8:00 PM Blood Drive (lobby) 9:00 AM
7/19/02 Friday
7/20/02 Saturday Concert: PA Colombia 7:30 PM Teachers' Exam 8:30 AM
7/21/02 Sunday



7/22/02 Monday Dream Game                                                                     
WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Cleveland



1:00 PM     
7:30 PM



7/23/02 Tuesday Load-In Load-In
7/24/02 Wednesday Load-In Load-In



7/25/02 Thursday
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar



9:30 AM     
2:00 PM     
7:00 PM



Religious: Creflo Dollar N/A



7/26/02 Friday
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar



9:30 AM     
2:00 PM     
7:00 PM



Religious: Creflo Dollar N/A



7/27/02 Saturday
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar                                                      
Religious: Creflo Dollar



9:30 AM     
2:00 PM     
7:00 PM



Religious: Creflo Dollar N/A



7/28/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Houston 2:00 PM



7/29/02 Monday
Dream Games                                                                   
Dream Games                                                                   
Dream Games



1:00 PM     
6:00 PM     
8:00 PM



7/30/02 Tuesday Liberty Open Practice 7:00 PM Storage
7/31/02 Wednesday Concert: The Who 7:30 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Storage
8/1/02 Thursday Concert: The Who 7:30 PM Storage
8/2/02 Friday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Miami 7:30 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Storage
8/3/02 Saturday Concert: The Who 7:30 PM Storage
8/4/02 Sunday Concert: The Who 7:30 PM Storage
8/5/02 Monday
8/6/02 Tuesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Minnesota 7:30 PM
8/7/02 Wednesday Concert: Lil Bow Wow 7:30 PM
8/8/02 Thursday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Washington 7:30 PM
8/9/02 Friday
8/10/02 Saturday Wedding Expo 11:00 AM
8/11/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Charlotte 4:00 PM
8/12/02 Monday Concert: Bruce Springsteen 7:30 PM Storage
8/13/02 Tuesday Knicks City Dancer Auditions N/A Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
8/14/02 Wednesday Knicks City Dancer Auditions N/A Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
8/15/02 Thursday
8/16/02 Friday Avon Launch N/A
8/17/02 Saturday
8/18/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Indiana (playoffs) 12:00 PM
8/19/02 Monday
8/20/02 Tuesday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Indiana (playoffs) 8:00 PM
8/21/02 Wednesday
8/22/02 Thursday Teacher's Seminar 9:00 AM Teacher's Exhibits 12:00 PM
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Date Day of Week
8/23/02 Friday
8/24/02 Saturday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Washington (playoffs) 8:00 PM
8/25/02 Sunday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Washington (playoffs) 7:00 PM
8/26/02 Monday Wrestling: WWE RAW 7:45 PM
8/27/02 Tuesday
8/28/02 Wednesday
8/29/02 Thursday WNBA Basketball: Liberty vs. Los Angeles (playoffs) 7:30 PM
8/30/02 Friday Concert: Carribean Concert 7:00 PM
8/31/02 Saturday
9/1/02 Sunday
9/2/02 Monday
9/3/02 Tuesday
9/4/02 Wednesday
9/5/02 Thursday
9/6/02 Friday
9/7/02 Saturday Concert: Salsa Fest 8:00 PM
9/8/02 Sunday
9/9/02 Monday Load-In
9/10/02 Tuesday Load-In Job Fair 11:00 AM
9/11/02 Wednesday Day of Hope and Healing 7:00 PM Holding Area
9/12/02 Thursday
9/13/02 Friday Load-In Set-up
9/14/02 Saturday Religious: 7th Day Adventists 9:30 AM Religious: Adventists' Luncheon 1:30 PM
9/15/02 Sunday Ice Maintenance
9/16/02 Monday Ice Maintenance
9/17/02 Tuesday Basketball: Wheelchair Basketball Classic 7:00 PM
9/18/02 Wednesday Ice Maintenance
9/19/02 Thursday Load-In Season Opener (lobby) 5:30 PM
9/20/02 Friday Ice Show: Stars, Stripes & Skates 8:00 PM Load-In
9/21/02 Saturday Concert: Viva Mexico 7:30 PM Fannie Mae Home Fair 10:00 AM
9/22/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Philadelphia (preseason) 5:00 PM
9/23/02 Monday Concert: Billy Joel & Elton John 7:30 PM
9/24/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. New Jersey (preseason) 7:00 PM Graduation: LaGuardia 10:30 AM
9/25/02 Wednesday Load-In Storage
9/26/02 Thursday Concert: Rolling Stones 8:00 PM Storage
9/27/02 Friday Concert: Enrique Iglesias 8:00 PM Load-In
9/28/02 Saturday Comedy: Vacilon 69 8:00 PM
9/29/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Boston (preseason) 5:00 PM
9/30/02 Monday Load-In
10/1/02 Tuesday Concert: One Night With Light 8:00 PM
10/2/02 Wednesday
10/3/02 Thursday
10/4/02 Friday
10/5/02 Saturday Concert: Marc Anthony & Carlos Vives 8:00 PM
10/6/02 Sunday Concert: Radio Jesus 3:00 PM
10/7/02 Monday Set-Up
10/8/02 Tuesday Concert: Music to My Ears 7:30 PM Storage
10/9/02 Wednesday Set-Up Employee Dinner (lobby) 5:30 PM
10/10/02 Thursday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. San Antonio (preseason) 7:30 PM Load-In
10/11/02 Friday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Montreal 7:00 PM Load-In



10/12/02 Saturday FDNY Memorial                                                                 
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Phoenix (preseason)



10:00 AM    
7:30 PM Bar Mitzvah (lobby) 8:00 PM Load-In



10/13/02 Sunday Girl Scouts' Anniversary 2:00 PM Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
10/14/02 Monday Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
10/15/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Toronto 7:00 PM Off-Price Sale 9:00 AM
10/16/02 Wednesday Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Load-Out
10/17/02 Thursday Concert: Cher 8:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Storage
10/18/02 Friday Concert: Cher 8:00 PM Comedy: Dave Chappelle 8:00 PM Storage
10/19/02 Saturday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Nashville 7:00 PM Concert: Rock & Roll Revival 7:30 PM
10/20/02 Sunday Concert: Vicente & Alejandro Fernandez 7:00 PM Bar Mitzvah (lobby) 12:00 PM
10/21/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Tampa Bay 7:00 PM
10/22/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Utah (preseason) 7:30 PM Learning Annex 6:30 PM
10/23/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Washington 7:00 PM Big East Media Day (lobby) 9:30 AM
10/24/02 Thursday Concert: Rush 8:00 PM Awards: AFB (lobby) 5:30 PM
10/25/02 Friday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Los Angeles 7:00 PM Religious: Church of Christ 7:00 PM



10/26/02 Saturday
Religious: Church of Christ                     
Religious: Church of Christ                     
Religious: Church of Christ



9:00 AM    
2:00 PM    
7:00 PM



10/27/02 Sunday Religious: Church of Christ 3:00 PM
10/28/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Phoenix 7:00 PM Concert: Mana 8:00 PM
10/29/02 Tuesday
10/30/02 Wednesday
10/31/02 Thursday
11/1/02 Friday Concert: Hopeville Tour 8:00 PM
11/2/02 Saturday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Boston 7:30 PM Comedy: J. Anthony Brown 7:30 PM
11/3/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. St. Louis 5:00 PM
11/4/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Milwaukee 7:30 PM
11/5/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Edmonton 7:00 PM
11/6/02 Wednesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Sacramento 7:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
11/7/02 Thursday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Calgary 7:00 PM Load-In
11/8/02 Friday Basketball: St. John's vs. Harlem Globetrotters 7:30 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
11/9/02 Saturday Concert: Hispanos Unidos 8:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM
11/10/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. New Orleans 4:00 PM Load-In
11/11/02 Monday Concert: Bob Dylan 8:00 PM Load-In Storage
11/12/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Utah 7:30 PM Load-In Storage
11/13/02 Wednesday Concert: Bob Dylan 8:00 PM Load-In Storage
11/14/02 Thursday College Basketball: AT&T Doubleheader 7:00 PM Load-In
11/15/02 Friday College Basketball: AT&T Doubleheader 6:30 PM Load-In
11/16/02 Saturday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Philadelphia 1:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 9:00 PM Storage
11/17/02 Sunday Wrestling: WWE Survivor Series 7:45 PM Load-In Storage
11/18/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Detroit 7:30 PM Load-In
11/19/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Anaheim 7:00 PM Load-In
11/20/02 Wednesday Concert: Shakira 9:00 PM Load-In Storage
11/21/02 Thursday Concert: Peter Gabriel 8:00 PM Comedy: Garden Competition (lobby) 8:00 PM Storage
11/22/02 Friday Load-In
11/23/02 Saturday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. NY Islanders 1:00 PM Rehearsal
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Date Day of Week
11/24/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Minnesota 7:00 PM Rehearsal
11/25/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Carolina 7:00 PM Rehearsal
11/26/02 Tuesday Concert: The Other Ones 7:30 PM Rehearsal Storage
11/27/02 Wednesday College Basketball: NIT Doubleheader 7:00 PM Rehearsal
11/28/02 Thursday



11/29/02 Friday College Basketball: NIT Doubleheader 6:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



1:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



11/30/02 Saturday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. New Orleans 1:00 PM



Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



12/1/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Tampa Bay 1:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/2/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Cleveland 7:30 PM
12/3/02 Tuesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Columbus 7:00 PM



12/4/02 Wednesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Orlando 7:30 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



2:00 PM    
7:30 PM



12/5/02 Thursday Concert: Guns & Roses 7:30 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
7:30 PM Storage



12/6/02 Friday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Buffalo 7:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Load-In



12/7/02 Saturday College Basketball Tripleheader 12:00 PM



Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Teachers' Exam 8:30 AM



12/8/02 Sunday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Boston 1:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/9/02 Monday Concert: KISS-FM R&B Jam 7:00 PM Storage
12/10/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Seattle 7:30 PM



12/11/02 Wednesday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Chicago 8:00 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



2:00 PM    
7:30 PM Storage



12/12/02 Thursday Concert: Z-100 Jingle Ball 7:00 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
7:30 PM Storage



12/13/02 Friday Concert: Tom Petty 7:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Storage



12/14/02 Saturday College Basketball Doubleheader                                 
NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Boston



12:00 PM    
7:30 PM



Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



12/15/02 Sunday
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/16/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. San Jose 7:00 PM
12/17/02 Tuesday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. New Jersey 7:30 PM



12/18/02 Wednesday Concert: WKTU's Miracle on 34th Street 7:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
7:30 PM



Storage



12/19/02 Thursday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Montreal 7:00 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
7:30 PM



12/20/02 Friday Concert: Dave Mathews 7:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Storage



12/21/02 Saturday Concert: Dave Mathews 7:30 PM



Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



Storage



12/22/02 Sunday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. Miami 7:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/23/02 Monday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. New Jersey 7:00 PM Set-Up
12/24/02 Tuesday Set-Up
12/25/02 Wednesday Musical: A Christmas Carol 2:00 PM Day of Giving Dinner 2:00 PM



12/26/02 Thursday NHL Hockey: Rangers vs. Pittsburgh 7:00 PM Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/27/02 Friday College Basketball: Holiday Festival Doubleheader 6:30 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/28/02 Saturday College Basketball: Holiday Festival Doubleheader 3:00 PM
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



2:00 PM    
5:00 PM    
8:00 PM



12/29/02 Sunday
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol                     
Musical: A Christmas Carol



11:00 AM   
2:00 PM    
5:00 PM



12/30/02 Monday NBA Basketball: Knicks vs. San Antonio 7:30 PM
12/31/02 Tuesday Concert: Phish 8:00 PM Storage



Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003.



Color Key:
Dark Day (includes loading, unloading, and/or storage activities)
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performances). Over the course of the year, 141 
dark days occurred at the arena (109 on weekdays, 13 on Saturdays, and 19 on Sundays). 
 
Table 1 also illustrates the pattern in the scheduling of events held at the theater and expo 
center. Out of the 177 events held at the theater in 2002, 83 involved performances of “Sesame 
Street Live” and “A Christmas Carol”, two productions that primarily occurred during the months 
of February and December, respectively. Multiple performances of these shows (typically three) 
were usually held on the same day. For this reason, there were only 120 days on which events 
where scheduled (there were 39 days on which multiple events were held – 22 of these involved 
performances of “A Christmas Carol”). Over the course of the year, there were 245 days on 
which there was no event at the theater (178 of the dark days were on weekdays, 27 were on 
Saturdays, and 40 were on Sundays). As shown in Table 1, when compared to the arena and 
theater, there were relatively few public events held at the expo center over the course of the 
entire year (there were only 38 days with events). 
 
Arena events in 2002 were tabulated by event type based on the schedule shown in Table 1 
and additionally sorted by weekdays, Saturdays, and Sundays. Table 2 shows that the majority 
of weekday events involve basketball games, hockey games, concerts, and circus 
performances; the pattern of events on Sundays is more pronounced and primarily involves 
basketball and hockey games. Most of the weekend concerts tended to occur on Saturdays.4  
 



Table 2: Distribution of 2002 MSG Arena Events 
Event Type Weekday Saturday Sunday Total 
Basketball (College) 13 7 1 21 
Basketball (NBA) 29 8 7 44 
Basketball (Other) 5 0 0 5 
Basketball (WNBA) 12 2 7 21 
Circus 14 9 9 32 
Concert 38 13 3 54 
Dog Show 2 0 0 2 
Graduation 2 0 0 2 
Ice Show 1 2 0 3 
Hockey (NHL) 32 4 7 43 
Other 15 4 2 21 
Religious 6 3 2 11 
Track 1 1 0 2 
Wrestling 3 1 1 5 
Totals 173 54 39 266 



    Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
 
Table 3 provides a similar tabulation of 2002 events held in the theater, which is also sorted by 
weekdays, Saturdays, and Sundays. This table indicates that nearly half of all theater events 
involved performances of “Sesame Street Live” (categorized as a family show) or “A Christmas 
Carol” (categorized as a musical). Although there were a significant amount of comedy events 
(34), many of these were competitions that took place in the theater lobby (which has a smaller 
seating capacity of approximately 500-600). A review of Table 3 shows that there were 
substantially fewer events at the theater on Sundays (26) compared to Saturdays (49) and that 
approximately 80% of the Sunday events involved performances of the family show or musical. 



                                                 
4 Although there were a total of 9 Sunday circus performances, these occurred over a period of 3 Sundays (multiple 
shows were held on each date). 
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Table 3: Distribution of 2002 MSG Theater Events 
Event Type Weekday Saturday Sunday Total 
Awards 3 0 0 3 
Boxing 2 2 0 4 
Comedy 22 10 2 34 
Concert 5 3 1 9 
Draft 1 1 1 3 
Family Show 10 6 6 22 
Graduation 11 0 0 11 
Meeting 4 0 0 4 
Musical 27 19 15 61 
Other 12 4 0 16 
Religious 5 4 1 10 
Totals 102 49 26 177 



     Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
 
Table 4 shows the distribution of arena and theater events that were held on the same day at 
MSG in 2002 and compares their differences in start times. Events with overlapping arrival 
periods were assumed to include all events with differences in start times of less than one hour. 
As shown in Table 4, there were overlaps on slightly less than half of the weekdays when 
events were held at the two venues. A review of these events indicates that approximately half 
of these overlaps involve events in the theater lobby. As shown in Table 4, there were no 
overlapping events on Sundays since all events had differences in start times of one hour or 
greater.  
 



Table 4: Relationship between 2002 Arena and Theater Events Held On Same Day 
Difference in Start Times 



Day of Week Same ½ Hour  1 Hour  > 1 Hour  
Total 



Events 
Weekday 10 10 7 25 52 
Saturday 3 6 5 6 20 
Sunday 0 0 3 4 7 
Totals 13 16 15 35 79 



            Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
 
Existing Attendance Patterns 
Table 5 presents detailed data about the major types of arena events (concerts, NBA 
basketball, WNBA basketball, college basketball, NHL hockey, and the circus). This table 
includes typical event durations, attendance capacities, and existing 85th percentile 
attendances.5 Although both the New York Knicks and New York Rangers currently tend to sell 
out many of their games, the Knicks games have the highest 85th percentile attendance out of 
all events. As shown in Table 5, the 85th percentile attendances at WNBA basketball games and 
circus performances are significantly lower compared to the other major events; for this reason 
a WNBA basketball game or circus performance would not be expected to constitute the 
reasonable worst-case scenario for the analysis of transportation-related impacts. According to 
Madison Square Garden management, although concert attendance varies, a significant 



                                                 
5 85th percentile attendances will be used to develop a reasonable worst-case scenario that would occur with enough 
frequency to warrant consideration for analysis. 
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number of concerts sell out every year. 
Therefore, the events that have the highest 85th percentile attendances involve NBA basketball 
games, concerts, and NHL hockey games. 
 



Table 5: Existing Arena Capacity and Approximate Duration of Events 
85th Percentile Attendances 



Event Type 
Typical 



Duration1 
Attendance 
Capacity2 Overall Weekday Weekend 



Concert 3+ hours 20,629 17,977 18,301 16,476 
NBA Basketball 2 ½ hours 20,024 19,0233 
WNBA Basketball 2 hours 20,024 11,605 11,221 12,126 
College Basketball 2 hours 20,024 16,012 14,389 16,167 
NHL Hockey 2 ¾ hours 18,295 17,3803 
Circus 2 ½ hours 18,295 13,687 13,686 13,062 
Sources: Madison Square Garden and Sam Schwartz LLC, 2003. 
Notes: (1) Listed durations are minimum times and do not include overtime or unexpected delays. (2) Includes 
seats and suites. (3) Most of these events are sold out; Sam Schwartz LLC estimates indicate that actual 
attendances range between 95% and 100% of capacity. 



  
Travel Surveys 
To establish the existing travel patterns of MSG attendees, travel surveys conducted by Vollmer 
Associates in the fall of 1987 were utilized.6 These surveys included interviews to determine 
modes of travel specific to the origins of attendees at the following three weeknight events: 



 Cars Concert (Thursday, October 29, 1987 @ 8:00 pm); 
 New York Knicks vs. Boston Celtics (Monday, November 9, 1987 @ 7:30 pm); and  
 New York Rangers vs. New Jersey Devils (Tuesday, November 10, 1987 @ 7:30 pm). 



 
Additional surveys at MSG were conducted by Sam Schwartz LLC in the spring of 2003.7 These 
surveys were used to determine temporal distributions, vehicle occupancies, and to 
approximate variations in travel patterns between a weekday and a Sunday sports event. 
Events that were surveyed included: 



 New York Knicks vs. Milwaukee Bucks (Sunday, March 16, 2003 @ 7:00 pm); 
 New York Knicks vs. Toronto Raptors (Monday, March 24, 2003 @ 7:30 pm); 
 New York Knicks vs. New Jersey Nets (Friday, March 28, 2003 @ 8:00 pm); 
 New York Rangers vs. Pittsburgh Penguins (Wednesday, March 26, 2003 @ 7:30 pm); 
 New York Rangers vs. New Jersey Devils (Friday, April 4, 2003 @ 7:30 pm); and 
 Red Hot Chili Peppers Concert (Tuesday, May 20, 2003 @ 8:00 pm). 



 
Trip Origins 
A comparison of trip origins from the three weeknight events surveyed (concert, Rangers game, 
and Knicks game) is presented in Table 6. The table also includes an average distribution of 
origins for the weeknight sports events and a projected distribution of origins for Sunday sports 
events. As shown in the table, the percentage of Manhattan origins is highest for the weeknight 
sports events; this variation is likely attributed to the large percentage of attendees that go to 
these types of MSG events directly from work in Manhattan. 
 
 
 
 



                                                 
6Technical Memorandum A-4, Madison Square Garden Attendance Profile, Vollmer Associates, 1987. 
7Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, Sam Schwartz LLC, August 26, 2003. 
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Table 6: Trip Origins of MSG Attendees 



Region 
Weeknight 



Concert 



Weeknight 
Rangers 



Game 



Weeknight 
Knicks 
Game 



Weeknight 
Sports 



Average 



Sunday 
Sports 
Event1 



Staten Island 2.7% 1.7% 1.6% 1.6% 0.5% 
Manhattan 20.8% 34.8% 38.8% 36.8% 30.3% 
Brooklyn 11.6% 7.2% 8.2% 7.7% 9.8% 
Bronx 4.6% 2.6% 3.7% 3.2% 2.3% 
Queens 14.0% 8.3% 11.8% 10.1% 11.6% 
Long Island 15.4% 13.2% 9.0% 11.1% 12.7% 
Westchester 14.2% 5.7% 4.6% 5.1% 7.1% 
Rockland 0.8% 1.1% 7.4% 4.3% 4.3% 
New Jersey 13.9% 22.1% 9.6% 15.7% 17.0% 
Connecticut 1.9% 3.2% 5.4% 4.3% 4.3% 
Sources: Vollmer Associates, 1987. 
Notes: (1) Estimated based on weeknight sports average using Sam Schwartz LLC surveys. (2) Sum of origins 
do not total 100% due to rounding. 



    
Existing and Projected Modal Splits 
In order to develop trip assignments specific for each mode of travel, modal splits expanded to a 
regional basis will be utilized. Table 7 shows modal splits by region for a weeknight concert, a 
weeknight sports event, and a Sunday sports event. The table also includes the weighted 
average modal splits, which were calculated by applying the respective trip origins (listed in 
Table 6) to the regional modal splits. The results show that overall auto usage is consistent for 
weeknight events (31.7% for the concert and 33.7% for the sports events) and is higher (48.4%) 
for a Sunday sports event. In contrast, overall transit usage is highest for a weeknight concert 
(51.8%) and lowest for a Sunday sports event (34.8%). 
 
In order to account for a potential relocation of Madison Square Garden to a location one and a 
half blocks west of its existing location, auto and taxi modal splits were increased by 7.5% and 
5%, respectively, to account for a reduced access to transit services. This is similar to the 
methodology that was used to develop modal split assumptions for sports events at the 
proposed nearby multi-use facility based the existing MSG travel surveys8. The resulting modal 
splits are shown in Table 8. It is anticipated that given the existing and projected location of 
MSG, the existing and projected modal splits would be affected by neither the No. 7 subway 
extension nor the LIRR East Side Access project. 
 
Temporal Distributions 
Table 9 shows the results of the temporal distributions obtained from the MSG door counts. 
Based on the results of these surveys, it will be assumed that approximately 75% percent of 
arrivals to sports events9 and 50% of arrivals to concerts would occur during the peak hour. 
Compared to sports events, the temporal distributions of concert events tend to exhibit less 
pronounced peaking characteristics because there are usually opening acts before the 
headliner band and a significant amount of attendees typically arrive after the concert begins. 



                                                 
8 It was assumed that arena events at the proposed multi-use facility location would have increases in auto and taxi 
splits of 15% and 10%, respectively. Since MSG would be relocated to a site approximately halfway between Penn 
Station and the proposed multi-use facility, the increases in auto/taxi modal splits were assumed to 50% of what was 
assumed for the proposed multi-use facility. 
9 To provide for a conservative analysis, data from the March 16, 2003 and March 28, 2003 New York Knicks games 
were excluded due to their lower peak hour temporal distributions. 
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Staten Island 72% 10% 0% 0% 0% 18% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 12% 28% 1% 21% 4% 34% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 44% 3% 1% 0% 0% 52% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 46% 9% 0% 3% 3% 39% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 49% 1% 2% 1% 0% 37% 10% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 22% 2% 2% 0% 0% 2% 72% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 18% 8% 0% 8% 60% 6% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 83% 0% 0% 0% 17% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 42% 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 0% 35% 16% 100%
Connecticut 39% 5% 0% 34% 0% 22% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 31.7% 8.7% 1.1% 6.7% 9.8% 22.4% 12.5% 4.9% 2.2% 100.0%
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Staten Island 80% 4% 6% 0% 2% 10% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 13% 17% 4% 24% 2% 42% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 58% 1% 0% 0% 1% 41% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 48% 2% 0% 0% 4% 47% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 42% 3% 1% 1% 1% 45% 9% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 25% 0% 1% 1% 0% 4% 70% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 52% 7% 0% 9% 19% 14% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 46% 0% 0% 5% 50% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 54% 3% 0% 2% 5% 2% 1% 25% 9% 100%
Connecticut 44% 9% 4% 8% 20% 17% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 33.7% 7.9% 1.7% 10.2% 5.6% 26.9% 8.7% 3.9% 1.4% 100.0%
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Staten Island 92% 1% 1% 0% 1% 5% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 19% 22% 4% 19% 1% 34% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 56% 1% 0% 0% 1% 42% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 41% 2% 0% 0% 4% 53% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 61% 3% 1% 1% 1% 29% 6% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 38% 0% 1% 0% 0% 3% 57% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 83% 7% 0% 2% 5% 3% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 58% 0% 0% 4% 38% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 76% 3% 0% 1% 2% 1% 0% 12% 4% 100%
Connecticut 55% 9% 4% 6% 14% 12% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 48.4% 8.4% 1.7% 6.6% 3.6% 20.5% 8.0% 2.0% 0.7% 100.0%
Source: Vollmer Associates, 1987.
Note: Sunday modal splits estimated based on weeknight sports average using Sam Schwartz LLC surveys (2003).



SUNDAY SPORTS EVENT



WEEKNIGHT CONCERT



Table 7: Existing Arrival Modal Splits By Region
(Without MSG Relocation)



WEEKNIGHT SPORTS EVENT
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Staten Island 77% 11% 0% 0% 0% 12% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 13% 29% 1% 20% 4% 33% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 47% 3% 1% 0% 0% 49% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 49% 9% 0% 3% 3% 36% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 53% 1% 2% 1% 0% 34% 9% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 24% 2% 2% 0% 0% 2% 70% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 19% 8% 0% 8% 59% 6% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 89% 0% 0% 0% 11% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 45% 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 0% 33% 15% 100%
Connecticut 42% 5% 0% 32% 0% 21% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 34.1% 9.1% 1.1% 6.4% 9.5% 21.0% 12.1% 4.6% 2.1% 100.0%
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Staten Island 85% 4% 6% 0% 1% 4% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 13% 18% 4% 23% 1% 41% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 62% 1% 0% 0% 0% 37% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 52% 2% 0% 0% 3% 43% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 45% 3% 1% 1% 1% 42% 8% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 27% 0% 1% 0% 0% 4% 68% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 55% 7% 0% 8% 17% 12% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 49% 0% 0% 5% 46% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 58% 3% 0% 2% 5% 2% 0% 23% 8% 100%
Connecticut 47% 9% 4% 7% 18% 15% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 36.2% 8.3% 1.8% 9.8% 5.1% 25.5% 8.4% 3.6% 1.3% 100.0%
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Staten Island 95% 1% 1% 0% 0% 2% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Manhattan 21% 23% 5% 18% 1% 32% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Brooklyn 61% 1% 0% 0% 0% 38% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Bronx 44% 2% 0% 0% 4% 50% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Queens 65% 3% 1% 1% 1% 25% 5% 0% 0% 100%
Long Island 41% 0% 1% 0% 0% 3% 54% 0% 0% 100%
Westchester 89% 7% 0% 1% 2% 1% 0% 0% 0% 100%
Rockland 62% 0% 0% 3% 34% 0% 0% 0% 0% 100%
New Jersey 82% 3% 0% 1% 2% 1% 0% 9% 3% 100%
Connecticut 59% 9% 4% 5% 12% 10% 0% 0% 0% 100%



Weighted Average 52.0% 8.8% 1.8% 6.1% 3.0% 18.7% 7.6% 1.5% 0.5% 100.0%
Source: Vollmer Associates, 1987.
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Table 8: Projected Arrival Modal Splits By Region
(With MSG Relocation)



WEEKNIGHT SPORTS EVENT
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Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent
6:00 PM - 6:15 PM 6:00 PM - 6:15 PM
6:15 PM - 6:30 PM 1 0% 6:15 PM - 6:30 PM
6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 326 2% 6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 61 0%
6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 2,200 16% 6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 2,234 13%
7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 1,685 12% 7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 1,911 11%
7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 2,646 19% 7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 3,403 20%
7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 3,320 24% 7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 4,258 25%
7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 2,194 16% 7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 2,753 16%
8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 873 6% 8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 1,501 9%
8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 319 2% 8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 611 4%
8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 178 1% 8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 321 2%
8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 8:45 PM - 9:00 PM
9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 9:00 PM - 9:15 PM
9:15 PM - 9:30 PM 9:15 PM - 9:30 PM
9:30 PM - 9:45 PM 9:30 PM - 9:45 PM



13,742 100% 17,053 100%



Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent
6:00 PM - 6:15 PM 1 0% 6:00 PM - 6:15 PM
6:15 PM - 6:30 PM 1 0% 6:15 PM - 6:30 PM
6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 178 1% 6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 6,106 28%
6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 1,152 9% 6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 86 0%
7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 1,362 10% 7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 327 1%
7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 2,471 19% 7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 1,910 9%
7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 2,985 23% 7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 2,092 9%
7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 2,634 20% 7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 3,016 14%
8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 1,204 9% 8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 3,791 17%
8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 606 5% 8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 2,703 12%
8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 324 2% 8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 1,147 5%
8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 132 1% 8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 558 3%
9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 63 0% 9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 208 1%
9:15 PM - 9:30 PM 9:15 PM - 9:30 PM 121 1%
9:30 PM - 9:45 PM 9:30 PM - 9:45 PM



13,113 100% 22,065 100%



Arrivals Percent Arrivals Percent
5:30 PM - 5:45 PM 8,330 38% 6:00 PM - 6:15 PM
5:45 PM - 6:00 PM 75 0% 6:15 PM - 6:30 PM
6:00 PM - 6:15 PM 102 0% 6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 16 0%
6:15 PM - 6:30 PM 1,288 6% 6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 561 4%
6:30 PM - 6:45 PM 1,492 7% 7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 446 3%
6:45 PM - 7:00 PM 2,706 12% 7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 1,044 7%
7:00 PM - 7:15 PM 3,436 16% 7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 1,639 11%
7:15 PM - 7:30 PM 2,445 11% 7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 2,036 13%
7:30 PM - 7:45 PM 1,119 5% 8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 1,850 12%
7:45 PM - 8:00 PM 562 3% 8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 1,857 12%
8:00 PM - 8:15 PM 271 1% 8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 1,929 13%
8:15 PM - 8:30 PM 163 1% 8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 1,403 9%
8:30 PM - 8:45 PM 57 0% 9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 1,149 7%
8:45 PM - 9:00 PM 9:15 PM - 9:30 PM 862 6%
9:00 PM - 9:15 PM 9:30 PM - 9:45 PM 599 4%



22,046 100% 15,391 100%



Source: Sam Schwartz LLC, 2003.
Note: Event start times are indicated by shading.



10,079 46% 7,672 50%(6:30-7:30 PM) (7:45-8:45 PM)



9,845 72%



9,452 72%



Peak Hour Peak Hour



(7:00-8:00 PM) (7:00-8:00 PM)



Table 9: Temporal Distribution of MSG Attendees



New York Rangers New York Rangers



New York Knicks New York Knicks



Peak Hour Peak Hour 72%12,325



(7:30-8:00 PM)



Time Period Time Period



Totals Totals



Red Hot Chili Peppers



Time Period



Totals Totals



Sunday, March 16, 2003 Tuesday, May 20, 2003
New York Knicks



Peak Hour Peak Hour 11,602(7:00-8:00 PM) 53%



Time Period



Totals



Wednesday, March 26, 2003 Friday, April 4, 2003
Time Period



Totals



Monday, March 24, 2003 Friday, March 28, 2003
Time Period
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Similar to the projections made for the proposed multi-use facility, all event staff would be 
expected to arrive 2-3 hours prior to an event at MSG and would be on post prior to the gate 
opening time. For this reason, event staff would not be expected to travel during the peak arrival 
period of attendees. 
 
Vehicle Occupancy 
Table 10 shows the vehicle occupancies that will be used for attendees at a weeknight concert, 
weeknight sports event, and Sunday sports event; these were based on the Sam Schwartz LLC 
surveys.10 
 



Table 10: Vehicle Occupancies 
 Auto Taxi 



Weeknight Concert 2.5 2.6 
Weeknight Sports Event 2.2 2.5 



Sunday Sports Event 2.8 2.8 
                          Source: Sam Schwartz LLC, 2003. 



 
Projected Attendance Increases 
Regardless of a potential relocation, the DGEIS will also consider that the overall attendance 
capacity of MSG would increase by approximately 18% (from 19,500 to 23,000). Although it has 
not been determined how this change would affect the event-specific seating capacities listed in 
Table 5, it is assumed that each capacity would increase by the same proportion. Based on a 
review of the existing 85th percentile attendances shown in Table 5, it is anticipated that the 
increased seating capacity would have an effect on three types of events (concerts, NBA 
basketball, and NHL hockey) because many of these events currently sell out and would be 
expected to draw additional attendees. As shown in Table 11, it is assumed that the 85th 
percentile attendances at these events would also increase by 18%. Conversely, events which 
do not currently sell out would not be expected to be impacted by the availability of additional 
seating. 
 
Truck Trip Generation and Distribution 
Incremental truck trips associated with the expansion of MSG will be forecasted using the 
methodologies provided within the Multi-Use Facility Transportation Planning Assumptions 
Technical Memorandum (November 11, 2003). Because there would be an 18% increase in 
attendance capacity, the number of truck deliveries on an average weekday (food, beverage, 
and other merchandise) would be expected to increase by the same proportion.11 



 
Table 11: Events with Projected Attendance Increases 



Existing 85th Percentile 
Attendances 



Projected 85th Percentile 
Attendances Event 



Type 
Existing 
Capacity 



Projected 
Capacity Overall Weekday Weekend Overall Weekday Weekend



Concert 20,629 24,332 17,977 18,301 16,476 21,204 21,586 19,433 
NBA 



Basketball 20,024 23,618 19,023 22,437 



NHL 
Hockey 18,295 21,579 17,380 20,499 



Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
Note: Projected capacities and attendances assume an 18% increase. 
 
                                                 
10 Sam Schwartz LLC, Madison Square Garden Modal Split Analysis, August 2003. 
11 An increase in truck trips associated with equipment for concerts and other events is not expected. 
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Selection of Weekday Evening Event for 
Analysis Purposes 
The Multi-Use Facility Transportation Planning Assumptions Technical Memorandum 
(November 11, 2003) evaluated potential combinations of simultaneous weekday evening 
events that could take place at MSG (a sports event or a concert) and at the multi-use facility (a 
football game, a stadium concert, an arena concert, or an arena sports event). The results of 
this analysis showed that the largest number of total vehicle trips would result from the 
combination of arrivals to a concert at MSG and arrivals to a football game at the multi-use 
facility. This particular combination of events will be analyzed for future conditions with the 
proposed action during the weekday evening peak hour (8-9 PM). A subsequent review of the 
simultaneous events held at the arena and theater in 2002 indicates that 8 of the 38 weekday 
concerts occurred on nights with concurrent theater events (not including events held in the 
theater lobby). It is expected that the probability of a theater event occurring at the same time of 
both a weeknight football game and a concert is unlikely12; therefore a theater event is not 
recommended to be included as part of the combination of reasonable worst-case events 
selected for analysis.13 
 
Selection of Sunday Afternoon Event for Analysis Purposes 
The Convention Center Expansion Transportation Planning Assumptions Technical 
Memorandum (October 24, 2003) determined that the Sunday 4-5 PM period would be the 
worst-case scenario for trips on a weekend as it would coincide with the peak hour of activity at 
the Convention Center and departures associated with a 1 PM football game at the adjacent 
multi-use facility. As shown in Table 2, the primary events held on Sundays at MSG in 2002 
involved NBA basketball games and NHL hockey games.14 In order to determine how arrivals 
and departures to these events would interface with the selected 4-5 PM peak hour, the starting 
and ending times of these events were examined (using typical event durations provided by 
MSG); these are compared in Table 12. As shown in this table, departures associated with the 1 
PM Rangers games and arrivals associated with the 5 PM Rangers games would have the 
potential to occur during the 4-5 PM peak hour. The pattern of starting times for Knicks games 
shown in Table 12 would not be expected to result in arrivals/departures occurring during the 4-
5 PM peak hour. 
 



Table 12: Start and End Times of Sunday Sports Events at MSG in 2002 
New York Knicks New York Rangers 



Date Start Time End Time Date Start Time End Time 
2/3/02 12:00 PM 2:30 PM 2/10/02 1:00 PM 3:45 PM 



2/24/02 12:00 PM 2:30 PM 12/1/02 1:00 PM 3:45 PM 
3/3/02 3:00 PM 5:30 PM 12/8/02 1:00 PM 3:45 PM 



11/10/02 4:00 PM 6:30 PM 3/17/02 3:00 PM 5:45 PM 
2/17/02 7:00 PM 9:30 PM 9/22/02 5:00 PM 7:45 PM 



11/24/02 7:00 PM 9:30 PM 9/29/02 5:00 PM 7:45 PM 
12/22/02 7:00 PM 9:30 PM 11/3/02 5:00 PM 7:45 PM 



          Source: Madison Square Garden, 2003. 
 



                                                 
12 Including the 2003 season, the New York Jets have only hosted a total of 14 Monday Night Football games since 
1970 (an average of less than one per year). 
13 According to Madison Square Garden management, there would not be a theater in the new arena if MSG is 
relocated. 
14 WNBA basketball games and circus performances were excluded because they had lower 85th percentile 
attendances. 
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A review of the 2003-04 Knicks’ and Rangers’ 
schedules indicates that a comparable pattern will occur on Sundays this season: the Knicks 
have one game scheduled at 1 PM, three games scheduled for 7 PM, and one game scheduled 
for 7:30 PM; all four of the Rangers games on Sunday are scheduled for 5 PM. Therefore, it is 
assumed that travel associated with Rangers games would generally have the greatest potential 
to overlap with the 4-5 PM peak hour. 
 
As previously described, it was assumed that 75% of arrivals to a sports event at MSG would 
occur during the peak arrival hour. Based on projections made by the New York Jets for the 
temporal distribution of departures from the multi-use facility in an arena configuration, it is 
assumed that 90-95% of fans would leave MSG in the hour immediately following the end of an 
event, and that these departures would be concentrated within a 20-minute period (the time it 
would take to clear the arena). Therefore, it is expected that the majority of departures 
associated with a 1 PM game would occur during the 3-4 PM period. For this reason, it is 
recommended that the travel demand associated with arrivals to a 5 PM Rangers game should 
be included as part of the Sunday afternoon peak hour (4-5 PM) as this combination of events 
would have the greatest potential for traffic implications.  
 
It should be noted that although there were no overlapping arena and theater events on 
Sundays (as shown in Table 4), there were five Sunday afternoon performances of “A 
Christmas Carol” in December (during the NFL football season) that began at 5 PM, and arrivals 
associated with this event would have a potential to overlap with the 4-5 PM peak hour. On 
these five Sundays, there were two Rangers games scheduled for 1 PM, one Knicks game 
scheduled for 7 PM, and two dark days in the arena. Because the start times of these theater 
events were staggered in such a way were did not coincide with arena events, it is not realistic 
to combine travel demand associated with both events. The travel demand associated with a 
Rangers game (an attendance capacity of 18,295) would be expected to be more conservative 
than the travel demand associated with “A Christmas Carol” (an attendance capacity of 5,600). 
Although the travel demand associated with a theater event will not be included in the Sunday 
afternoon peak hour, its associated parking demand will be included to provide for a more 
conservative analysis.  
 
cc: L. Lennon 
 D. Fields 
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Memorandum


To:	Brett Bollinger/Chris Kern/Viktoriya Wise/Kansai Uchida – SF Planning Department


	Catherine Reilly – SF Office of Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


From:	José I. Farrán – Adavant Consulting; Luba C. Wyznyckyj – LCW Consulting


Date:	August 8, 2014 	DRAFT 1– Subject to Revisions


Re:	Travel and Parking Demand Estimates for the Proposed Multi-Purpose Event Center & Ancillary Development at Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32


This technical memorandum describes the methodology and assumptions used to determine the travel demand for the proposed project, and presents the estimate of project-generated person and vehicle trips that would travel to and from the proposed multi-purpose event center and ancillary development at Mission Bay South Blocks 29-32. Parking demand estimates for the proposed uses are also presented. Detailed travel demand calculation and supporting data are included in the attached Appendix.


Introduction and Background


GSW Arena LLC (GSW), an affiliate of Golden State Warriors, LLC, which owns and operates the Golden State Warriors National Basketball Association (NBA) team, proposes to develop an approximately 12-acre project located in San Francisco on land referred to as Blocks 29-32 in the Mission Bay South Project Area. The proposed project consists of a new approximately 18,000-seat multi-purpose event center and ancillary development including multiple office buildings, retail, restaurants, structured parking, plaza areas, and other amenities. The event center would host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season, as well as provide a year-round venue for a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, conferences and conventions. The rectangular site is bound by Third Street to the west, South Street to the north, Terry François Boulevard to the east, and 16th Street to the south, as shown in an aerial map of the project site in Figure 1. It should be noted as part of the buildout of Mission Bay, Terry François Boulevard will be relocated to align with the eastern edge of Blocks 30 and 32[footnoteRef:2]. [2:  Relocation of Terry François Boulevard will be implemented as part of the Mission Bay Area South Infrastructure Plan by FOCIL-Mission Bay, the entity serving as master developer of the remaining development rights within the Mission Bay South Plan project area.] 












			[image: \\SERVER\RedirectedFolders\cmiller\Desktop\GSW Mission Bay TMP Concepts_6 23 14.bmp]





			Figure 1


Proposed Project Site Location












Proposed Project Land Uses


The proposed project includes a multi-purpose event center, general office, general retail, and restaurant uses (including both quick service and more formal sit-down restaurants) on Mission Bay Development Blocks 29 through 32.[footnoteRef:3]  In addition, both live and movie theaters would be included. The event center building would include a variety of supporting uses, including office space, practice facilities, event hall, and other event-related uses.  Table 1 provides a summary overview of the key characteristics of the project development.  [3:  Quick service restaurants consist of full-service eating establishments with typical duration of stay of approximately one hour, while more formal sit-down restaurants have a typical duration of stay of at least one hour and generally do not serve breakfast (Source: Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Washington DC, 2012).] 









			Table 1


Summary of Proposed Project for Travel Demand Analysis





			


Project Component


			Characteristics





			


			Gross Square Feet / Attendance for Travel Demand Analysis


			Event Center Employment Characteristics





			Event Center


· No Event


· GS Warriors Game


· Convention


			700,500 GSF





18,064 attendees (maximum)


9,000 attendees (typical)


			


100 employees


825 employees


675 employees





			Office (GSW Administration & Mgmt.)


			20,000 GSF


			





			General Office


			494,210 GSF


			





			General Retail


			37,000 GSF


			





			Quick Service Restaurant


			37,000 GSF


			





			Sit-down Restaurant


			37,000 GSF


			





			Live Theater


			25,000 GSF – 600 seats


Matinee: 2 to 5 PM


Evening: 7:30 to 10:30 PM


40% weekdays/60% weekends


Overlap with events


			


111 daily employees + 


64 event day employees = 


175 employees





			Movie Theater


			39,000 GSF – 420 seats


Standard movie theater days and hours of operation


Overlap with events


			





			Notes:


[a] This table presents the characteristics of the proposed project uses as they are defined for travel demand analysis purposes.


[b] GSF = gross square feet.


[c] The GSW administration and management space is part of the 700,500 GSF event center area.











Event Center Attendance


An event center is a special trip generator for which travel demand characteristics (i.e., trip generation rates, peak hour factors, etc.) are not available from standard sources used for development projects in San Francisco such as the Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines)[footnoteRef:4] or the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual.[footnoteRef:5]  As such, the transportation planning characteristics of the proposed event center were evaluated taking into account the expected attendance for various events at the proposed event center. [4:  Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review, San Francisco Planning Department, October 2002.]  [5:  Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012.] 






Average and maximum attendance estimates by type of event for the proposed event center were prepared by the project sponsor and are summarized in Table 2; Appendix A (pp. A-7 through A-11) provides additional information about the survey data.[footnoteRef:6] The expected attendance would vary depending on the type of event held (e.g., basketball game, concert, non-sports event), but will be expected to be similar on weekdays and on weekends (both weekday and weekend scenarios are included in this analysis). In the case of sporting events, the expected attendance would also depend on the interest in competing teams, and, in the case of concerts, on the popularity of the performing artists. [6:  Event types and characteristics provided by the project sponsor were based on the current event mix at the Oracle Arena in Oakland and SAP Center in San Jose, as well as information from the Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York.  The project sponsor considers the Barclays Center to be a relevant comparable, as it is the most recently completed entertainment venue hosting an NBA team, is a single-tenant arena, and is in an urban setting.  Attendance estimates for conferences, corporate events, and other rentals were validated through discussion with San Francisco Travel.] 






Average visitor attendance for the proposed event center is projected to range between 5,000 attendees for a family show event to between 17,000 and 18,000 attendees for a regular season or post season basketball home game; concert average attendance is estimated at 12,500 attendees for the typical end-stage configuration, and average convention attendance is estimated at 9,000 attendees.  As shown in Table 2, there would be approximately 220 event days in any given year. Table 2 also provides a summary of event center employment according to the type of event. 





Transportation planning analyses of special generators such as event centers typically use the 85th percentile, and sometimes the 90th percentile, of the daily attendance throughout a period of one or more years, to define the attendance for the design day.  For the analysis of the proposed event center, the use of the maximum attendance presented in Table 2 for basketball games was analyzed, as it the most conservative approach that assumes that the event center would be filled to capacity (i.e., 18,064 attendees) even though during the majority of the events, it is not expected to be fully occupied. 
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			Table 2


Event Characteristics at Proposed Event Center





			Event Type


			Annual Number of Event Days at the Event Center


			Event Attendance [a]


			Event Center


Day-of-Game/Event Employment Characteristics [a]


			Season


			Event Temporal Characteristics





			


			


			Average


			Maximum


			


			


			





			Golden State Warriors Basketball Home Games


			2 to 3 preseason home games


			11,000


			18,064


			925 [b]


			two weeks mid-October


			Regular season game time: 7:30 to ~9:40 p.m. [d] 


Preseason/Postseason game time variable.
Monthly Distribution: ~7 homes games per month


Weekly Distribution: 50%/50% weekdays/weekends


Monday-Thursday:	2 to 6 home games/month


Friday: 	1 to 3 home games/month


Saturday: 	1 to 3 home games/month


Sunday: 	0 to 1 home games/month





			


			41 regular season home games


			17,000


			18,064


			925 [b]


			late October to mid-April


			





			


			0 to 16 post season home games


			18,000


			18,064


			925 [b]


			mid-April to mid-June


			





			Concerts


			Approximately 45


			12,500


			14,000 to 18,500 [e]


			775 [c]


			major concert season is Fall, Winter and early Spring; Summer is the slow season


			Concert time: typically 7:30 p.m. to 10:30 p.m.





Weekly distribution: primarily Friday and Saturday evenings





			Family Shows [f]


			Approximately 55


			5,000


			8,200


			675 [c]


			distributed throughout the year


			Family Show characteristics: typically 10 shows over 5 days (Wednesday to Sunday):


Wednesday:	1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.


Thursday: 	1 show, 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.


Friday: 	2 shows, 10:30 a.m. to 12:00 p.m.; and 7:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m.


Saturday: 	3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.; 
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and 
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.


Sunday: 	3 shows, 11:00 a.m. to 12:30 p.m.; 
3:00 p.m. to 4:30 p.m.; and 
7:00 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.





			Other Sporting Events [g]


			Approximately 30


			7,000


			18,064


			675 [c]


			distributed throughout the year; times variable





			Conventions/ Corporate Events [h]


			Approximately 31


			9,000


			18,500 [i]


			675 [c]


			distributed throughout the year; times variable





			Notes:


[a] The event center attendance and employment estimates used for travel demand calculations and analysis are shown in bold and italics.


[b]  This estimate includes approximately 825 event center day-of-game non-Warriors employees, and approximately 100 Warriors employees that would work at the Warriors games.  This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors management offices in the event center during the day, non-Warriors employees of the retail buildings on Piers 30-32, or the visiting team and their support staff at the event center.


[c] This estimate includes event center day-of-game/event non-Warriors employees.  This estimate does not include, however, Warriors employees that would work in the Warriors management offices in the event center during the day, non-Warriors employees of the retail buildings on Piers 30-32, or the visiting team/event performers and their support staff at the event center.


[d] The large majority of Golden State Warriors regular season home games would start at 7:30 p.m. For example, over the course of the most recent full three NBA regular seasons (2010‐11, 2012‐13, and 2013-14; the 2011-12 NBA season was shortened due to delays in signing of a collective bargaining agreement between NBA owners and players and consequently is not included), 90 percent of Golden State Warriors home games started at 7:30 p.m., 6 percent of homes games started at 6:00 p.m., and the balance (accounting for one home game or less per season) started at either 1:00 p.m. (on Martin Luther King holiday), 5:00 p.m., or 7:00 p.m.


[e] Nearly 90 percent of annual concerts at the event center would be with maximum end‐stage concert configuration attendance of 14,000, and 10 percent (no more than four annually) would be with a 360‐degree configuration which would allow for a maximum attendance of about 18,500.


[f] Family shows provide theatrical entertainment geared towards children and families; examples include Disney on Ice, Disney Live, Harlem Globetrotters, and Sesame Street Live.


[g] Other sporting events include college basketball, hockey, boxing, figure skating, arena football, gymnastics, lacrosse, tennis, and mixed martial arts.  These could be professional, collegiate, amateur, high school/youth, local, regional, or international competition.


[h] Conventions/Corporate Events examples include conventions, conferences, cultural events, and corporate events. It is not anticipated that the event center would host entire conferences, but rather it would act as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center in those instances when an event or speaker requires more space than can be accommodated there.


[i] The maximum attendance of 18,500 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated at the event center in a configuration similar to a center stage concert (see footnote e). However, the event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people.





			Source: Golden Gate Warriors, Strada Investment Group based on current event mix at the Oracle Arena in Oakland and the SAP Center in San Jose, as well as information provided for the recently completed Barclays Center in Brooklyn, New York – 2014
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In addition to a sell-out basketball game event, the transportation analysis also includes a convention/corporate event at the event center.  For convention/corporate events, a 9,000-attendee event was analyzed, as this attendance level represents the maximum average attendance (i.e., the average attendance for events would be 9,000 or fewer attendees) for about 50 percent of the events that would occur at the proposed event center (i.e., the convention events, family shows, and other sporting events).[footnoteRef:7] [7:  The event center is expected to typically serve as a satellite venue for conventions/conferences held primarily at the Moscone Center, with an attendance of 9,000 people. The maximum attendance of 18,500 shown in Table 2 represents the maximum number of conference attendees that could be accommodated in a 360‐degree center stage configuration, which would be infrequent.] 






The travel demand for concerts, family shows and other sporting events was not estimated quantitatively because these types of events are expected to attract a lower attendance and require fewer employees than a basketball game.  In addition, arrival and departure travel patterns for these types of events would also be expected to be similar to those of basketball game.


Travel Demand


Travel demand refers to the new vehicle, transit, pedestrian and bicycle trips generated by the proposed project. The methods commonly used for forecasting travel demand for development projects in San Francisco are based on person-trip generation rates, trip distribution information, and mode splits data described in the SF Guidelines, and which are based on a number of detailed travel behavior surveys conducted within San Francisco. The data in the SF Guidelines are generally accepted as more appropriate for use in transportation impact analyses for San Francisco development projects than conventional transportation planning data because of the unique mix of uses, density, availability of transit, and cost of parking in San Francisco.  





However, as noted above, the SF Guidelines do not include travel demand estimates for the specialized uses (e.g., sports events, conventions, and other events) that would take place at the proposed event center nor for the live theater. Similarly, standard trip generation resources, such as the Trip Generation Manual – 9th Edition, 2012, Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), do not include sufficiently detailed trip generation data for such specialized uses. Therefore, the travel demand for the event center component of the proposed project was based on the estimated attendance described in the previous section,[footnoteRef:8] while travel demand for the proposed live theater was based on full occupancy of the proposed number of seats during a performance (i.e., 600 seats). [8:  Survey and other relevant data supplied by the project sponsor are included in Appendix A (pp. A-7 to A-11).] 






In addition, the trips generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines and ITE’s Trip Generation Manual cannot be directly applied to some development projects, such as the proposed project, because of its large scale, unique location and mixed-use character (restaurant and retail uses supporting an event center as an anchor use). Thus, appropriate adjustments have been made to account for these factors, as described later in this memorandum.





The weekday daily PM peak hour travel demand for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses were developed in accordance with the SF Guidelines, which provides PM peak hour trip generation rates and modal split, trip distribution and average vehicle occupancy data specific to the southeast quadrant of San Francisco (Superdistrict 3) where the project site is located.  





Travel demand was also determined, as described in the following section, for weekday evening and late evening and for Saturday daily and evening conditions based on adjusted trip generation rates developed for the office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses using information obtained from ITE’s Trip Generation Manual, the Urban Land Institute’s Shared Parking (2nd Edition), and Pushkarev and Zupan’s, Urban Space for Pedestrians. Appendix A (pp. A-15 through A-20, and A-23 through A-62) contains the travel demand calculations and assumptions. For the office, retail, restaurant and movie theater uses, a weekday-to-Saturday ratio was obtained from the trip generation rates presented in ITE’s Trip Generation Manual for the proposed project uses, which was then applied to the weekday daily trip generation rates presented in the SF Guidelines in order to obtain the weekend daily rates.  For the office, retail, and restaurant uses, data from the Pushkarev and Zupan and ULI studies was used to estimate the percentage of daily trips that would occur during the weekday evening, weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours.  





For the movie theater use, a percentage of weekday daily trips that would occur during the weekday late evening and Saturday evening peak hours was obtained from ITE sources.[footnoteRef:9]  For the live theater use, the analysis assumes sell-out conditions with one performance on weekdays and two performances (one matinee and one evening) on a Saturday. [9:  Movie Theater Trip Generation Rates, W. Baumgaertner, ITE Journal, June 1995 and Trip Generation for Entertainment Land Uses, J. Doyle, ITE 1999 Annual Meeting.] 






Project Scenarios and Time Periods of Analysis


Travel demand for the proposed event center and ancillary development at Mission Bay Development Blocks 29-32 presented in this document evaluates three different event scenarios:


No event at the event center;


Basketball game at the event center; and [footnoteRef:10] [10:  The game day analysis for weekday PM (4 to 6 PM), evening (6 to 8 PM), and Saturday evening (7 to 9 PM) will also include the evaluation of transportation conditions when a SF Giants home game occurs concurrently with a basketball game. Weekday late evening (9 to 11 PM) conditions will not be analyzed for concurrent basketball and baseball game conditions.] 



Convention event at the event center.





The expected start and end times of these project events and other characteristics are presented in Table 2 (p. 5). The travel demand for the three scenarios has been estimated for the following six time periods:


Weekday all day;


Weekday PM peak period (highest 60-minute period between 4 and 6 PM);


Weekday evening peak period (highest 60-minute period between 6 and 8 PM);


Weekday late evening period (highest 60-minute period between 9 and 11 PM);


Saturday all day; and


Saturday evening period (highest 60-minute period between 7 and 9 PM). 





Each event scenario was evaluated for the particular time periods during which the specific event would occur.  For example, convention events are not anticipated to occur in the weekday evening and late evening peak hours or on weekends, and therefore, analysis of convention events during these time periods was not conducted. 





The weekday PM peak period (from 4 to 6 PM) was selected because it represents the period during which weekday background traffic in the area is highest. The weekday evening peak period (from 6 to 8 PM) was selected because basketball games typically start at 7:30 PM and therefore, a higher percentage of inbound event attendees would travel to the event center during the 6 to 8 PM period than during the 4 to 6 PM commute peak period. The weekday late evening period (from 9 to 11 PM) was selected because it represents the period during which the highest outbound event trips would occur.  The Saturday evening period (from 7 to 9 PM) was selected because it represents the period during which the highest inbound event trips would occur.  





The “No Event” conditions reflect travel demand associated with the office uses at the event center, plus the travel demand associated with the general office, retail, restaurant (both quick service and sit-down) and movie and live theater uses for the weekday PM commute peak hour of analysis and the Saturday evening peak hour. Table 3 provides a cross-tabulation of proposed scenarios and time periods for which the project travel demand was estimated.  





			Table 3


Proposed Project Scenarios and Time Periods


for Travel Demand Estimation





			Project Scenario


			Time Period [a]





			


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM 


Peak Hour


(4 to 6 PM)


			Evening 


Peak Hour


(6 to 8 PM)


			Late Evening


Peak Hour 


(9 to 11 PM)


			Daily


			Evening  Peak Hour


(7 to 9 PM)





			No Event


			√


			√


			


			


			√


			√





			Basketball Game


			√


			√ [b]


			√ [b]


			√


			√


			√ [b]





			Convention Event


			√


			√


			


			


			


			





			Notes:


[a] The time periods presented in this table are those for which the project travel demand is being estimated because that is the time period during which trip volumes would be highest; they do not represent the only time periods during which an event could take place at the proposed event center. 


[b] The basketball game day analysis also includes the evaluation of peak hour transportation conditions when a SF Giants home game occurs concurrently with a basketball game.





			Source: Adavant Consulting/LCW Consulting – August 2014














Overall, the travel demand was calculated for seven combinations of project scenarios and peak hour time periods, five peak hour scenarios on a weekday and two peak hour scenarios on a Saturday.  In addition, the transportation impact analysis of basketball game conditions was performed for three peak hour scenarios (weekday PM, weekday evening, and Saturday evening) that also includes the evaluation of transportation conditions with the travel demand generated by a concurrent SF Giants baseball game at AT&T Park, however, this does not affect the calculation of the proposed project travel demand estimates presented in this document.





Trip Generation


The person-trip generation for the proposed project includes trips made by event attendees, employees, and other visitors to Mission Bay Development Blocks 29-32 and are based on the appropriate rates as described in a previous section and summarized in Table 4.  Detailed calculations for the development of these rates are provided in Appendix A (pp. A-5 through A-22). The rates shown in Table 4 were then applied, as appropriate, to the number of expected event attendees, 1,000 GSF of office, retail and restaurant uses, and the number of movie theater and live theater seats to be built as part of the proposed project in order to obtain the number of person trips generated by each land use. 





It should be noted that the rates presented in Table 4 represent the number of person trips that would be generated by each project component as a standalone use. It is expected that some of the visitor trips entering/exiting the project retail and restaurant uses would be made by individuals already present in the area that are destined to either existing nearby uses or to other larger components of the proposed project (referred to as visitor linked trips), such as the event center or the nearby residential, research and development, office or UCSF.
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			Table 4


Proposed Project Person Trip Generation Rates by Land Use and Time Period [a]





			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


Rate


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period [b]


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period [b]


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period [c]


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour of the 7 to 9 PM period [b]





			


			


			% of Daily


			Rate


			% of Daily


			Rate


			% of Daily


			Rate


			% of Weekday


			Rate


			% of Daily


			Rate





			Event Center (per attendee)


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			2.1


			2.8%


			0.06


			34.4%


			0.72


			33.0%


			0.69


			100%


			2.1


			32.5%


			0.68





			Convention Event [d]


			3.2


			10.9%


			0.35


			N.A. [e]


			N.A. [e]


			N.A. [e]


			N.A. [e]





			General Office (per 1,000 GSF)


			18.1


			8.5%


			1.54


			1.7%


			0.31


			0.4%


			0.08


			22%


			4.0


			1.1%


			0.04





			General Retail (per 1,000 GSF)


			150.0


			9.0%


			13.50


			6.8%


			10.13


			3.2%


			4.73


			117%


			175.5


			4.0%


			7.02





			Restaurant (per 1,000 GSF)


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Quick Service Rest. (no event) [f]


			600.0


			13.5%


			81.00


			0.0%


			0.00


			0.0%


			0.00


			125%


			747.3


			0.0%


			0.00





			Quick Service Rest. (event) [f]


			600.0


			13.5%


			81.00


			20.3%


			121.50


			20.3%


			121.50


			125%


			747.3


			24.0%


			179.34





			Sit-down Restaurant


			200.0


			13.5%


			27.00


			20.3%


			40.50


			20.3%


			40.50


			125%


			249.1


			24.0%


			59.78





			Live Theater (per seat) [g]


			2.6


			15.2%


			0.39


			23.2%


			0.60


			50.0%


			1.29


			177%


			4.6


			7.9%


			0.36





			Movie Theater (per seat)


			1.1


			23.0%


			0.26


			24.4%


			0.28


			36.2%


			0.41


			171%


			1.9


			49.6%


			0.96





			Notes:


[a] See Appendix B (pp. A-23 through A-62) for detailed trip generation rate calculations.


[b] Pre-event analysis period.


[c] Post-event analysis period.


[d] The average person trip rate per attendee depends in part on the number of employees working at the event; a convention event has the lowest attendee-to-employee ratio (13) compared to a basketball game (22); in addition, it is assumed that 25 percent of the employees and 50 percent of the attendees during a convention would leave the project site during the day for lunch, shopping, errands, etc., resulting in the highest average person trip rate.


[e] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis because other scenarios would capture the potential transportation impacts during this period.


[f] Quick service restaurant uses assumed to be closed after 6 PM during no event days, but open (with the same % of daily trip generation during the peak hours as a restaurant) during an event day.


[g] Live theater demand assumes full occupancy and one evening performance on weekdays and two performances (matinee and evening) on a Saturday.





			Source: SF Guidelines, Institute of Transportation Engineers, Urban Land Institute, Pushkarev and Zupan, Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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Thus, to account for the linked visitor trips, based on studies of non-work (visitor) trips conducted along the San Francisco waterfront and the type of retail and restaurant uses accessory to the event center,[footnoteRef:11] a daily 67 percent linked trips reduction was applied to non-work (visitor) trips for retail and restaurant uses during an event day (i.e., 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other nearby uses). On the other hand, because it is likely that more people would come to the area to specifically visit the project retail and restaurant uses on a non-event day, the daily linked trip factor was reduced to 33 percent for the sit-down restaurant and retail uses when no events are planned to take place at the site (i.e., 67 percent of the visitor trips are new trips to the site and to the area). These assumptions are consistent with and more conservative (i.e., generates more trips), than the data obtained from a survey of shoppers conducted in the vicinity of the San Francisco Center at Powell and Market Streets,[footnoteRef:12] which found a linked trip factor of 67 percent for retail uses.  [11:  San Francisco Boudin Bakery and Café at Fisherman's Wharf Transportation Study, prepared by Wilbur Smith Associates for the San Francisco Planning Department, Case Number 2003.0186, September 19, 2003.]  [12:  City Place Cross Shopping Survey Results, Technical memorandum prepared by AECOM for the SF Planning Department, October 18, 2007 (a copy of this document is included in Appendix D, p. A-71.).] 






Higher visitor linked trip ratios were assumed for the evening and late evening periods during an event, as shown in Table 5, when the percent of visitors unrelated to nearby project uses would be expected to be lower. No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office, movie theater, and live theater uses.








			Table 5


Proposed Linked Visitor Trip Reduction Factors [a]


by Type of Land Use





			Land Use [b]


			Time Period





			


			Daily


			4 to 6 PM


			After 6 PM





			


			Event


			No Event


			Event


			No Event


			Event


			No Event





			General Retail


			67%


			33%


			75%


			33%


			95%


			33%





			Quick Service Restaurant


			67%


			67%


			75%


			67%


			95%


			closed





			Sit-down Restaurant


			67%


			33%


			75%


			33%


			95%


			33%





			Notes:


[a] As an example, a 67 percent linked trip reduction factor means that 33 percent of the visitor trips are considered new trips to the area unrelated to other project or nearby uses. No linked trip reduction factors were applied to employee work trips for any of the proposed land uses.


[b] No linked trip factors were assumed under any scenario for visitors to the office, movie theater, and live theater uses.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014














Table 6 presents the resulting number of person trips generated by the proposed project uses for the for weekday and Saturday daily and peak hour analysis periods, once the trip rates presented in Table 4 and the linked trip factors shown in Table 5 were applied to the proposed project land uses and event attendances presented in Tables 1 and 2, respectively; the calculations and adjustments for each individual land use are shown in Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62).








			Table 6


Proposed Project Person Trip Generation by Land Use and Time Period [a]





			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Daily


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Daily


			Evening Peak Hour of the 7 to 9 PM period





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center [b]


			250


			21


			


			


			250


			0





			General Office


			9,312


			792


			


			


			2,077


			23





			General Retail


			3,774


			340


			


			


			4,417


			177





			Quick Service Restaurant [d]


			7,992


			1,079


			


			


			9,954


			0





			Sit-down Restaurant [d]


			5,032


			679


			


			


			6,268


			1,504





			Live Theater [e]


			1,550


			235


			


			


			2,750


			216





			Movie Theater


			475


			109


			


			


			812


			403





			Total person trips w/out event


			28,385


			3,255


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			26,528


			2,322





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			37,778


			1,042


			13,006


			12,449


			37,778


			12,284





			Convention Event


			28,688


			3,113


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]





			General Office


			9,312


			792


			158


			40


			2,077


			23





			General Retail [d]


			1,998


			140


			33


			15


			2,338


			23





			Quick Service Restaurant [d]


			7,992


			839


			216


			216


			9,954


			319





			Sit-down Restaurant [d]


			2,664


			280


			132


			132


			3,318


			195





			Live Theater [e]


			1,550


			235


			360


			775


			2,750


			216





			Movie Theater


			475


			109


			116


			172


			812


			403





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			61,769


			3,436


			14,021


			13,798


			59,028


			13,461





			Convention Event


			52,679


			5,508


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]





			Notes:


[a] Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding to the nearest person-trip. See Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62) for detailed trip generation calculations for each individual land use.


[b] 100 employees would work at the event center on no-event days.


[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


[d] Includes linked trip reductions as appropriate.


[e] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.














No Event 


As shown in Table 6, the overall daily and peak hour person trip generation on a weekday are lower than on a Saturday for all uses except for office, due to the higher Saturday trip generation rates for retail, restaurant, live theater and movie theater uses. Overall, however, the proposed project would generate more trips on a weekday than on a Saturday.





· On a weekday without an event, the proposed project would generate 28,385 daily person trips (inbound plus outbound), and 3,255 person trips during the weekday PM peak hour. 





· On a Saturday without an event the proposed project would generate 26,528 daily person trips and 2,322 person trips during the Saturday evening peak hour.





With Event


The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a basketball game would be 61,769 trips.  Of these, 3,436 person trips would be during the PM peak hour, 14,021 person trips during the evening peak hour, and 13,798 person trips during the weekday late evening peak hour.  The total number of daily person trips generated on a Saturday with a basketball game would be 59,028 for a basketball game (13,461 person trips would occur during the evening peak hour).





Convention events would generate fewer daily person trips than a basketball game (37,778 person trips for a basketball game versus 28,688 person trips for a convention event), however, the proportion of convention event trips during the weekday PM peak hour would be greater than during a basketball game. The total number of daily person trips generated on a weekday event day with a convention event would be 52,679 trips, of which 5,508 person trips would occur during the PM peak hour.





Trip Distribution


The distribution of trips for the uses being proposed by the project was obtained from the SF Guidelines for Superdistrict 3[footnoteRef:13] (SD3), in which the project is located, for a convention event employee trips as well as for the proposed office, restaurant, retail, live theater and movie theater uses, and from information provided by Golden State Warriors (based on a market study assessment conducted by the project sponsor for the previously-proposed project location at Piers 30-32 in San Francisco; see Appendix A, p. A-8) for basketball events. The distribution is based on the origins and destinations of trips for each specific land use, which are then assigned to the four quadrants of San Francisco (Superdistricts 1 through 4), East Bay, North Bay, South Bay and Out of Region (a map of the San Francisco Superdistricts is included in Appendix A, p. A-22). The trip distribution percentages are summarized in Table 7. [13:  Superdistricts are travel analysis zones established by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).  These Superdistricts provide geographic subareas for planning purposes in San Francisco; a map with the Superdistrict boundaries is included in Appendix A (p. A-25).] 
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			Table 7


Proposed Project Trip Distribution Patterns by Land Use [a]





			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Basketball Event


			Convention Event


			General Retail


			Office/Restaurant


Movie Theater/Live Theater





			


			Workers [b]


			Visitors


			Workers [b]


			Visitors [e]


			Workers [b]


			Visitors [f]


			Workers [b]


			Visitors [g]





			


			


			Weekday Inbound [c]


			All Other [d]


			


			


			


			


			


			





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			8.3%


			14.8%


			11.1%


			8.3%


			55.0%


			8.3%


			6.0%


			8.3%


			13.0%





			Superdistrict 2


			10.6%


			4.6%


			3.4%


			10.6%


			5.0%


			10.6%


			9.0%


			10.6%


			14.0%





			Superdistrict 3


			23.9%


			5.5%


			4.2%


			23.9%


			5.0%


			23.9%


			61.0%


			23.9%


			44.0%





			Superdistrict 4


			7.9%


			4.4%


			3.3%


			7.9%


			5.0%


			7.9%


			5.0%


			7.9%


			7.0%





			East Bay


			14.3%


			31.1%


			33.0%


			14.3%


			7.5%


			14.3%


			3.0%


			14.3%


			9.0%





			North Bay


			5.6%


			8.9%


			13.0%


			5.6%


			2.5%


			5.6%


			2.0%


			5.6%


			1.0%





			South Bay


			26.9%


			26.7%


			28.0%


			26.9%


			10.0%


			26.9%


			9.0%


			26.9%


			9.0%





			Out of Region


			2.5%


			4.0%


			4.0%


			2.5%


			10.0%


			2.5%


			5.0%


			2.5%


			3.0%





			Total 


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%


			100.0%





			Notes:


[a] Percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding.


[b] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-5 Work Trips to SD3 (All)


[c] Adjusted for trips starting at the place of employment rather than at home for a weekday evening event based on Golden State Warriors survey data (see Appendix A, p. A-8).


[d] Weekday outbound, Saturday inbound and outbound. Based on Golden State Warriors survey data for a San Francisco arena (see Appendix A, pp. A-10 and A-11).


[e] Based on Moscone Center Expansion Project EIR data.


[f] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-14 Visitor Trips to SD3 (Retail).


[g] SF Guidelines, Appendix E - Table E-15 Visitor Trips to SD3 (All Other).





			Sources: SF Guidelines, GS Warriors, Moscone Center, Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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For worker trips to all land uses, the majority would be to/from San Francisco (50.7 percent), with the greatest proportion within SD3 (23.9 percent), followed by South Bay (26.9 percent), and then East Bay (14.3 percent) origins/destinations. 





For visitor trips to a basketball game, the majority of trips would be to/from East Bay origins/destinations (31.1 to 33.0 percent), followed by the South Bay (26.7 to 28.0 percent), and then San Francisco (22.0 to 29.3 percent) origins/destinations. The origin/destination distribution range for a weekday basketball game reflects an adjustment for event attendees who would travel to the event center directly from work rather than from their place of residence.  The adjustment was based on a survey of Golden State Warriors season ticket holders, which is provided in Appendix A (p. A-8).  As shown in Table 7 and in the appendix, the number of trips starting in San Francisco on a weekday would increase by approximately 7.5 percentage points, with the corresponding reductions in trips arriving from the East Bay (2 percentage points), North Bay (4 percentage points), and South Bay (1.5 percentage points) areas.  





The majority of visitor trips to a convention event, retail, office, restaurant and theater uses would be from within San Francisco (70 to 81 percent), followed by South Bay (9 to 10 percent), and then East Bay (3 to 9 percent) origins/destinations.





Mode of Travel


The estimated daily, PM peak hour, evening peak hour, and late evening peak hour person trips were allocated to travel modes in order to determine the number of auto, transit, taxi, motor coaches, bicycle, walk, and other trips.  For event center basketball games, the “other” category includes motorcycles and non-conventional travel modes such as pedicabs, while for the no-event related uses of the proposed project (office, retail, restaurant, live theater and movie theater) “other” includes bicycles, motorcycles, and taxis.  The bicycle trips generated by a basketball game were calculated as a separate mode of travel (see Appendix A, pp. A-35 through A-46), but have been aggregated with those under the “other” category in the summary tables presented in this technical memorandum.





Travel mode splits of employee and visitor trips for the non-event related uses were estimated from information in the SF Guidelines to the southeastern waterfront (SD 3), where the project site is located. Travel mode splits of event (basketball games and conventions) employee trips were also estimated using SD3 data in the SF Guidelines. 





Mode split assumptions for convention/corporate events attendees were based on data provided by the Moscone Center Operator and documented in the Moscone Center Expansion EIR,[footnoteRef:14] with some adjustments to account for the SD3 location of the proposed project. Walk trips in SD1, SD2 and SD4 were proportionally shifted to auto and transit trips; no adjustments were made within SD3 or for trips starting or ending outside of San Francisco. [14:  Moscone Center Expansion Project – Estimation of Travel Demand, Adavant Consulting, January 9, 2014. Appendix C of Moscone Center Expansion Project Draft EIR, April 2014. A copy of this document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.0154E.] 






Mode splits for basketball event attendee trips were based on weekday and Saturday game attendance data collected by the San Francisco Giants in the fall 2012, which are presented in more detail in Appendix A (p. A-14).





Table 8 summarizes the trip generation by mode of travel for the proposed project land uses for the standard weekday PM peak hour, as well for the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, and for the Saturday evening peak hour.





No Event


On a weekday with no event, the proposed project would generate 2,007 person trips by automobile (61 percent), 603 person trips by transit (19 percent), and 645 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the PM peak hour.  





On a Saturday with no event, the proposed project would generate 1,337 person trips by automobile (58 percent), 426 person trips by transit (18 percent), and 559 person trips by other modes (24 percent) during the evening peak hour.





With Event


The person trips by mode generated by the proposed project on a weekday with a basketball game would be as follows:


The overall project would generate 2,168 person trips by automobile (63 percent), 720 person trips by transit (21 percent), and 549 person trips by other modes (16 percent) during the weekday PM peak hour.


The overall project would generate 5,213 person trips by automobile (37 percent), 6,035 person trips by transit (43 percent), and 2,774 person trips by other modes (20 percent) during the weekday evening peak hour.  


The overall project would generate 5,821 person trips by automobile (42 percent), 5,693 person trips by transit (41 percent), and 2,284 person trips by other modes (17 percent) during the weekday late evening peak hour. 





On a Saturday with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 5,884 person trips by automobile (43 percent), 6,123 person trips by transit (46 percent), and 1,495 person trips by other modes (11 percent). On a Saturday event day during the evening peak hour, the project would generate a higher percentage of auto trips than on a weekday event day (43 percent on a Saturday, as compared to 37 percent on a weekday), as a result of the typically lower transit service available, combined with a greater number of attendees arriving from outside San Francisco.





On a weekday with a convention event, during the PM peak hour the proposed project would generate a relatively low percentage of weekday auto trips (17 percent), since about 80 percent of the convention trips would be expected to arrive by taxi or convention shuttle bus.  Approximately two percent of the convention attendees are expected to walk to the site.
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			Table 8


Trip Generation by Mode, Land Use and Time Period [a]





			Project Land Use


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour


of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour


of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 7 to 9 PM period





			


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other[b]


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other[b]


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other[b]


			Total


			Auto


			Transit


			Walk/ Other[b]


			Total





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			15


			4


			2


			21


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			0


			0


			0


			0





			General Office


			542


			158


			91


			792


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			16


			5


			2


			23





			General Retail [e]


			219


			41


			79


			340


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			114


			22


			41


			177





			Quick Service Restaurant [e]


			623


			204


			251


			1,079


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			0


			0


			0


			0





			Sit-down Restaurant [e]


			387


			128


			164


			679


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			857


			284


			363


			1,504





			Live Theater [f]


			158


			47


			30


			235


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			121


			41


			54


			216





			Movie Theater


			62


			21


			27


			109


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			229


			76


			99


			403





			Total person trips


w/out event


			2,007


			603


			645


			3,255


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			1,337


			426


			559


			2,322





			


			61%


			19%


			20%


			100%


			


			


			58%


			18%


			24%


			100%





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			663


			264


			115


			1,042


			4,606


			5,842


			2,558


			13,006


			5,020


			5,436


			1,992


			12,449


			5,161


			5,901


			1,221


			12,284





			Convention Event [e]


			954


			454


			1,705


			3,113


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]





			General Office


			542


			158


			91


			792


			112


			32


			14


			158


			28


			8


			3


			40


			16


			5


			2


			23





			General Retail [e]


			91


			18


			31


			140


			22


			5


			6


			33


			10


			2


			3


			15


			15


			4


			4


			23





			Quick Service Restaurant [e]


			489


			159


			191


			839


			121


			40


			54


			216


			121


			40


			54


			216


			179


			60


			80


			319





			Sit-down Restaurant [e]


			163


			53


			64


			280


			83


			26


			23


			132


			83


			26


			23


			132


			122


			38


			34


			195





			Live Theater [f]


			158


			47


			30


			235


			202


			68


			90


			360


			461


			148


			166


			775


			121


			41


			54


			216





			Movie Theater


			62


			21


			27


			109


			66


			22


			28


			116


			97


			32


			42


			172


			229


			76


			99


			403





			Total person trips w/ event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			Basketball Game


			2,168


			720


			549


			3,436


			5,213


			6,035


			2,774


			14,021


			5,821


			5,693


			2,284


			13,798


			5,844


			6,123


			1,495


			13,461





			


			


			63%


			21%


			16%


			100%


			37%


			43%


			20%


			100%


			42%


			41%


			17%


			100%


			43%


			46%


			11%


			100%





			


			Convention Event


			2,459


			909


			2,139


			5,508


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]


			N.A. [c]





			


			


			45%


			17%


			39%


			100%


			


			


			





			Notes:


[a] Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding; see Appendix B (pp. A-50 to A-62) for detailed trip generation calculations.





			[b] “Other” includes walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxis, limousines, etc.


[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.


[d] Transit mode includes trips made by convention event shuttle.


			[e] Includes linked trip reductions.


[f] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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Vehicle Occupancies and Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin


To determine the number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project under various scenarios, an average vehicle occupancy rate was applied to the number of person trips by automobile mode. Average vehicle occupancies for a convention event as well as for standard project land uses, such as office, retail, restaurant, and theater uses were estimated in accordance with the methodologies in the SF Guidelines. 





Average Vehicle Occupancy: Vehicle occupancy data for the basketball games at the event center was developed based on information from surveys conducted by the SF Giants in 2007; data from 2007 was used because the 2012 SF Giants survey used to derive the modal split ratios did not include information about vehicle occupancy. More detailed information from the 2007 SF Giants survey is included in Appendix A (p. A-14).  The average vehicle occupancy for attendees for a weekday and Saturday evening event derived from the SF Giants survey (2.7 passengers per vehicle) is comparable to data obtained from other similar transportation planning studies for arenas in urban settings, which estimated average vehicle occupancies between 2.35 and 2.8 passengers per vehicle, with the higher values being observed on weekends.[footnoteRef:15]   [15:  Table 2, p. 5; Transportation Planning Assumptions for the Atlantic Yards Arena and Redevelopment, Technical Memorandum, Philip Habib and Associates, May 4, 2006, and Table 10, p. 6, Madison Square Garden Relocation and Expansion Transportation Planning Assumptions, Technical Memorandum from PB Team to New York City Department of City Planning, November 11, 2003; copies of these two documents are included in Appendix D, starting on pages A-75 and A-93, respectively.] 






Table 9 summarizes the average vehicle occupancy rates and number of vehicles for project trips by place of origin/destination and time period.  When combined with employee trips and trips to/from other on-site uses the overall average vehicle occupancy during a convention event and a basketball ranges between 1.5 and 2.6 passengers per vehicle, depending on the type, day of the event, and peak hour.





During the weekday PM peak hour without and with a basketball game, the average vehicle occupancy is 1.7 and 1.5 passengers per vehicle, respectively, which generally reflects the overall peak period commute average vehicle occupancies of the other project land uses (i.e., the proportion of basketball game attendees travel to the event center during the PM peak hour would be low – 2.8 percent of arrivals, as presented in Table 4).  During the weekday evening and late evening peak hours, the average vehicle occupancy increases to 2.4 persons per vehicle, as the majority of trips are event-related. During the Saturday evening peak hour for no event conditions, the average vehicle occupancy is higher, at 2.1 persons per vehicle, reflecting the generally higher average vehicle occupancy for entertainment uses (i.e., the sit-down restaurant, movie theater, and live theater), while with a basketball game the average vehicle occupancy increases to 2.6 persons per vehicle reflecting the greater number of attendees traveling to the event center by auto mode on a Saturday as compared to a weekday game.  
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			Table 9


Average Vehicle Occupancies and Vehicle Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a, b]





			Place of Trip Origin/ Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 7 to 9 PM period





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention


Event [c]


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips


			Avg. Veh. Occup.


			Veh. Trips





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			1.7


			80


			1.6


			88


			6.1 


			241


			1.7


			129


			1.8


			112


			2.0


			53


			2.1


			105





			Superdistrict 2


			1.7


			161


			1.5


			167


			2.3


			150


			1.8


			153


			1.9


			149


			1.9


			112


			2.1


			118





			Superdistrict 3


			1.9


			326


			1.7


			332


			2.0


			265


			2.0


			132


			2.0


			166


			2.3


			205


			2.2


			130





			Superdistrict 4


			1.9


			85


			1.7


			102


			2.8


			95


			2.0


			93


			2.1


			87


			2.3


			47


			2.4


			72





			East Bay


			2.0


			113


			1.8


			149


			2.1


			160


			2.5


			319


			2.5


			339


			2.4


			59


			2.6


			317





			North Bay


			1.6


			48


			1.6


			77


			1.8


			82


			2.7


			442


			2.7


			612


			1.8


			16


			2.7


			601





			South Bay


			1.4


			302


			1.3


			455


			1.6


			421


			2.5


			994


			2.5


			1,043


			2.0


			111


			2.6


			970





			Out of Region


			1.7


			41


			1.6


			37


			1.7


			96


			4.1


			22


			3.6


			27


			1.7


			31


			2.7


			36





			Total Vehicles


			1.7


			1,155


			1.5


			1,407


			2.6


			1,510


			2.4


			2,285


			2.4


			2,535


			2.1


			635


			2.6


			2,350





			Inbound


			


			398


			


			750


			


			424


			


			2,079


			


			119


			


			315


			


			2,129





			


			


			34%


			


			53%


			


			28%


			


			91%


			


			5%


			


			50%


			


			91%





			Outbound


			


			757


			


			657


			


			1,086


			


			206


			


			2,416


			


			320


			


			221





			


			


			66%


			


			47%


			


			72%


			


			9%


			


			95%


			


			50%


			


			9%





			Notes:


[a] Numbers may not sum due to rounding.


[b] Average vehicle occupancy rates vary depending on the time of day (i.e., analysis periods) as the proportion of trips generated by the various land uses components of the project, each one with a different average vehicle occupancy rate, is different depending on the time of the day. See Appendix B (pp. A-50 through A-62) for detailed vehicle occupancy and vehicle trip demand calculations for each individual land use.


[c] The average vehicle occupancy rate for a convention event includes trips by shuttle bus service with an average occupancy of 25 passengers per vehicle, per the Moscone Center Expansion Project EIR.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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The average vehicle occupancy during a convention event during the weekday PM peak hour (2.6 persons per vehicle overall, 6.1 persons per vehicle for SD1) includes trips by shuttle bus with an average vehicle occupancy of 25 passengers per vehicle.





Vehicle Trips: The overall number of vehicle trips generated by the proposed project by origin and destination has been summarized in Table 9.





No Event 


During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 1,115 vehicle trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of vehicle trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (635 vehicle trips) would be less than during the weekday PM peak hour (1,115 vehicle trips), primarily because trip generation associated with the office uses would be minimal.





With Event


On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 1,407 vehicle trips during the PM peak hour, and the number of vehicle trips would increase to 2,285 transit trips during the evening peak hour (mostly arrivals to the event center), and to 2,535 vehicle trips during the late evening peak hour (mostly departures from the event center). More vehicle trips would be generated by a basketball game during the weekday late evening peak hour than during the PM or evening peak hours because arrivals (inbound trips) tend to be spread out over a longer period of time as sport fans shop, buy food or meet on their way to their seats, whereas departures (outbound trips) are typically concentrate within the one hour immediately following the conclusion of an event.  





On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 2,350 vehicle trips during the evening peak hour. As indicated in Table 9, the greatest vehicle trip generation would occur with a Saturday basketball game than with a weekday basketball game as more people tend to drive on weekends because of the typically lighter traffic, more parking availability, and less transit service (e.g., fewer routes and/or longer headways between buses on Saturdays than on weekdays). 





On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 1,510 vehicle trips during the PM peak hour. A convention event would generate fewer weekday PM peak hour vehicles trips than a basketball game, as convention events would have both the lowest typical event attendance (9,000 attendees for a convention event as compared to 18,064 attendees for a basketball game) and the highest non-automobile event-only mode use (69 percent transit/other mode for a convention event during the PM peak hour, as compared to 36 percent transit/other mode share for a basketball game during the PM peak hour; see Table 8, p. 18).





Transit Trips by Place of Origin


Table 10 summarizes the transit trips generated by the proposed project for the various scenarios and time periods.
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			Table 10


Transit Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a]





			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 7 to 9 PM period





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			81


			94


			339


			643


			447


			57


			721





			Superdistrict 2


			72


			84


			67


			324


			248


			47


			270





			Superdistrict 3


			249


			221


			191


			370


			325


			207


			398





			Superdistrict 4


			41


			51


			48


			296


			221


			26


			256





			East Bay


			96


			167


			157


			3,313


			3,334


			61


			3,315





			North Bay


			7


			11


			7


			1


			3


			1


			1





			South Bay


			33


			65


			45


			1,018


			1,015


			11


			995





			Out of Region


			24


			26


			56


			70


			70


			15


			168





			Total Transit Trips


			603


			720


			909


			6,035


			5,693


			426


			6,123





			Inbound


			240


			424


			225


			5,959


			14


			223


			6,022





			


			40%


			59%


			25%


			99%


			0%


			52%


			98%





			Outbound


			364


			296


			684


			75


			5,679


			203


			101





			


			60%


			41%


			75%


			1%


			100%


			48%


			2%





			Notes:


[a] Numbers may not sum due to rounding.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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No Event 


During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 603 transit trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of transit trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (426 transit trips) would be less than during the weekday PM peak hour (603 transit trips).





With Event


On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 720 transit trips during the PM peak hour, and the number of transit trips would increase to 6,035 transit trips during the evening peak hour (arrivals to the event center), and to 5,693 transit trips during the late evening peak hour (departures from the event center). On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 6,123 transit trips during the evening peak hour. 





On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 909 transit trips during the PM peak hour. 





Walk/Other Trips by Place of Origin


Table 11 summarizes the walk/other trips (i.e., walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxi, and other modes) generated by the proposed project.





No Event


During the weekday PM peak hour without an event, the proposed project land uses would generate 645 walk/other trips. On Saturdays without an event, the number of walk/other trips during the Saturday evening peak hour (559 walk/other trips) would be less than during the weekday PM peak hour (645 walk/other trips).





With Event


On weekdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 549 walk/other trips during the PM peak hour, and the number of walk/other trips would increase to 2,774 walk/other trips during the evening peak hour (arrivals to the event center), and to 2,284 walk/other trips during the late evening peak hour (departures from the event center). On Saturdays with a basketball game, the proposed project would generate 1,495 walk/other trips during the evening peak hour. 





On weekdays with a convention event, the proposed project would generate 2,139 walk/other trips during the PM peak hour. 
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			Table 11


Walk/Other Trips by Place of Origin and Time Period [a, b]





			Place of Trip Origin/Destination


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			PM Peak Hour of the 4 to 6 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour of the 6 to 8 PM period


			Late Evening Peak Hour of the 9 to 11 PM period


			Evening Peak Hour


of the 7 to 9 PM period





			


			No Event


			Basketball Game


			Convention Event


			Basketball Game


			Basketball Game


			No Event


			Basketball Game





			San Francisco


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Superdistrict 1


			133


			126


			1,291


			1,242


			916


			122


			606





			Superdistrict 2


			61


			52


			161


			180


			142


			52


			89





			Superdistrict 3


			398


			308


			396


			510


			453


			346


			325





			Superdistrict 4


			25


			22


			120


			188


			140


			24


			79





			East Bay


			6


			7


			5


			64


			65


			4


			37





			North Bay


			2


			3


			2


			0


			1


			0


			0





			South Bay


			12


			18


			11


			151


			152


			5


			83





			Out of Region


			8


			12


			153


			438


			415


			5


			277





			Total Walk/Other Trips


			645


			549


			2,139


			2,774


			2,284


			559


			1,495





			Inbound


			302


			308


			373


			2,715


			19


			302


			1,381





			


			47%


			56%


			17%


			98%


			1%


			54%


			92%





			Outbound


			343


			240


			1,767


			59


			2,266


			257


			114





			


			53%


			44%


			83%


			2%


			99%


			46%


			8%





			Notes:


[a] Other trips include walk, bicycle, motorcycle, taxi and other modes.


[b] Numbers may not sum due to rounding.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.














[image: Small circle solid cut]LCW Consulting		Adavant


Consulting








[image: Small circle solid cut]LCW Consulting		Adavant


Consulting














PRELIMINARY DRAFT 1 – SUBJECT TO REVISIONS		August 8, 2014


P14002		Page 24





PRELIMINARY DRAFT 1 – SUBJECT TO REVISIONS		August 8, 2014


P14002		Page 25


Parking Demand


Weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project was determined based on methodologies presented in the SF Guidelines, supplemented with data obtained from the Urban Land Institute[footnoteRef:16] and the project sponsor on the characteristics of the event center, described above. Parking demand consists of both long-term demand (typically employees) and short-term demand (typically visitors).   [16:  Table 2-5 and Table 2-6 (pp. 16 and 17); Shared Parking, Urban Land Institute, Second Edition, 2005.] 






Parking demand was estimated for the midday peak hour (1 to 3 PM) when parking occupancy is typically greatest for office and retail uses, and for the late evening (7 to 9 PM) when parking demand is greater for the basketball game and entertainment uses (i.e., restaurant, theater).





Long-term parking demand for the office, retail, restaurant, and movie theater uses was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation to the number of employees for each of the proposed land uses. Short-term parking for these uses was estimated based on the total daily vehicle visitor trips and an average daily parking turnover rate of 5.5 vehicles per space per day for the office, retail, and restaurant uses and 2 vehicles per space per day for the movie theater.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  Based on the SF Guidelines, Appendix G, page G-1.  A turnover of 5.5 means that each parking is utilized by an average of 5.5 vehicles during the day. A turnover of 2 means that each parking space is utilized by an average of two vehicles during the day.] 






Parking demand for attendees at a basketball game, convention event, and live theater function were estimated based on the total number of attendee vehicle trips expected at each event (i.e., the maximum number of vehicles arriving for the event, not just during the analysis hours) and an average daily parking turnover rate (1 vehicle per space per day for all basketball games, all convention events, and live theater performances on weekdays, and 2 vehicles per space per day for live theater performances on a Saturday). Event employee parking demand was estimated by applying the average mode split and vehicle occupancy from the trip generation estimation described in the previous sections to the number of employees expected at each event.





Table 12 summarizes the estimated weekday and Saturday parking demand for the proposed project during the midday and late evening periods. Detailed parking demand calculations are presented in Appendix C (p. A-63).
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			Table 12


Project Parking Demand by Land Use and Time Period [a]





			Land Use Type


			Weekday


			Saturday





			


			Midday Peak Hour


(1 to 3 PM)


			Late Evening Peak Hour


(7 to 9 PM)


			Midday Peak Hour


(1 to 3 PM)


			Late Evening Peak Hour


(7 to 9 PM)





			


			Short-term spaces


			Long-term spaces


			Total spaces


			Short-term spaces


			Long-term spaces


			Total spaces


			Short-term spaces


			Long-term spaces


			Total spaces


			Short-term spaces


			Long-term spaces


			Total spaces





			No Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Event Center


			0


			55


			55


			0


			6


			6


			0


			55


			55


			0


			6


			6





			General Office


			135


			1,033


			1,168


			7


			103


			110


			0


			184


			184


			0


			0


			0





			General Retail


			109


			59


			168


			104


			56


			160


			128


			59


			187


			96


			47


			143





			Quick Service Restaurant


			161


			59


			220


			0


			0


			0


			200


			59


			259


			0


			0


			0





			Sit-down Restaurant


			80


			53


			133


			107


			59


			166


			100


			53


			153


			133


			59


			192





			Live Theater [b]


			1


			29


			30


			149


			97


			246


			104


			97


			201


			149


			97


			246





			Movie Theater


			28


			3


			31


			28


			5


			33


			48


			0


			51


			48


			5


			53





			Total spaces w/out event


			514


			1,291


			1,805


			395


			326


			721


			580


			510


			1,090


			426


			214


			640





			With Event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			50


			137


			187


			2,520


			457


			2,977


			56


			137


			193


			2,811


			457


			3,268





			Convention Event


			1,197


			374


			1,571


			359


			94


			453


			


			N.A. [c]


			 


			


			N.A. [c]


			





			General Office 


			135


			1,033


			1,168


			7


			103


			110


			0


			184


			184


			0


			0


			0





			General Retail


			55


			59


			114


			52


			56


			108


			64


			59


			123


			48


			47


			95





			Quick Service Restaurant


			161


			59


			220


			129


			53


			182


			200


			59


			259


			160


			53


			213





			Sit-down Restaurant


			40


			53


			93


			54


			59


			113


			50


			53


			103


			67


			59


			126





			Live Theater [b]


			1


			29


			30


			149


			97


			246


			104


			97


			201


			149


			97


			246





			Movie Theater


			28


			3


			31


			28


			5


			33


			48


			3


			51


			48


			5


			53





			Total spaces with event


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Basketball Game


			470


			1,373


			1,843


			2,939


			830


			3,769


			522


			592


			1,114


			3,283


			718


			4,001





			Convention Event


			1,617


			1,610


			3,227


			778


			467


			1,245


			


			N.A. [c]


			


			


			N.A. [c]


			





			Notes:


[a] See Appendix C (p. A-63) for detailed project parking demand calculations; numbers may not sum due to rounding.


[b] One theater performance on a weekday and two theater performances (one matinee) on a Saturday.


[c] Not applicable; not part of the travel demand analysis.





			Source: Adavant Consulting – August 2014.
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No Event


On weekdays without an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 1,805 spaces during weekday midday period and 721 spaces during the late evening period. The parking demand on Saturday (1,090 spaces during the midday and 640 spaces during the late evening period) would be slightly less because the parking demand associated with the office use would be substantially less than on a weekday, however, the parking demand associated with the live theater and movie theater would be the same or slightly greater than on a weekday.





With Event


On weekdays with an event, the proposed project would generate a maximum parking demand for 3,227 spaces during weekday midday period during a convention event, and 3,769 spaces during the late evening period with a basketball game. 





On a Saturday with an basketball game, the midday parking demand would be similar to conditions with no event because basketball games start at 7:30 PM and game attendees would not have had arrived during the midday period. Thus, on Saturdays with a basketball game the midday parking demand associated with the event center would be somewhat greater, but similar to conditions without an event.  The late evening parking demand on Saturday with a basketball game (4,001 spaces) would be greater than on weekdays due to the higher auto mode share for basketball game attendees on Saturdays than on weekdays.





[bookmark: _GoBack]
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APPENDICES



Appendix A


Travel Demand Calculations
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From: Hervey, Myisha (MYR)
To: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW Check-in Conference Call
Date: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 12:06:01 PM


Hi Lucinda,
 
Just following up.  Have you heard back from Jesse? I am guessing this call will not happen today.
 
Myisha Hervey
--
Direct (415)554-6695
myisha.hervey@sfgov.org
 


From: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 5:20 PM
To: Hervey, Myisha (MYR)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW Check-in Conference Call
 
Hi Myisha,
 
Thank you.  I will get back to you as soon as I hear from Jesse. 
 
Lucinda
 


From: Hervey, Myisha (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 4:56 PM
To: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)
Subject: FW: GSW Check-in Conference Call
 
Hi Lucinda,
 
The times below you recently sent to Jennifer will work for her tomorrow (Tuesday) and Wednesday.
 
Thank you,
 
Myisha Hervey
--
Direct (415)554-6695
myisha.hervey@sfgov.org
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 4:05 PM
To: Hervey, Myisha (MYR)
Subject: Fwd: GSW Check-in Conference Call
 



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=A488EA772F2D4F698D4859740F43F56D-MYISHA HERVEY

mailto:lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:myisha.hervey@sfgov.org

mailto:myisha.hervey@sfgov.org





Begin forwarded message:


From: "Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)" <lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org>
Date: August 11, 2014 at 3:15:50 PM PDT
To: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)" <jennifer.matz@sfgov.org>, Jesse Blout
<jblout@stradasf.com>
Subject: GSW Check-in Conference Call


Hello Jennifer and Jesse:
 
Are you available for a ½ hour conference call with Catherine Reilly and Tiffany Bohee? 
Below are some dates and time.
 
Tuesday, 8/12 
 
10:30 am
1:00 pm – 2:00 pm
 
Wednesday, 8/13
 
9:00 am – 10:00 am
11:30 am
 
Thank you.
 
Lucinda Nguyen
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
City and County of San Francisco


One South Van Ness Ave., 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
P 415.749.2458
F 415.749.2585
E lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org
 
 



mailto:lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org

mailto:jennifer.matz@sfgov.org

mailto:jblout@stradasf.com

mailto:lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
Date: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 6:47:00 PM
Attachments: Prelim Draft GSW Mission Bay Initial Study_Cultural Only_08-08-14+ck.docx


Thanks.  I am cc-ing Manny.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 5:37 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: FW: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
 
Hi Brett and Catherine,
Please see my comments in the attached version of the sample IS topic. Overall, I think ESA did a
great job implementing our less than clear direction… Per my message earlier today, comments on
this from GSW, CAO and OCII are due to EP by COB Friday 8/15. We’ll consolidate comments before
forwarding to ESA the week of 8/18.
 
Thanks,
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 2:17 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell
Subject: Fwd: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
 
Hi Chris,
Please forward the sample section to the entire team, and be sure to request that they send you
comments by Aug 15, COB.  We assume that you will then forward us the consolidated comments.
We can include discussion of the comments on the agenda for Aug 20, if necessary.



mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org
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Initial Study


Project Address/Title


Planning Department Case No. 20XX.XXXXE


A.	PROJECT DESCRIPTION


B.	PROJECT SETTING


C.	COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS


			


			Applicable


			Not Applicable





			Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed to the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable.


			|_|


			|X|





			Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or Region, if applicable.


			|X|


			|_|





			Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other than the Planning Department or the Department of Building Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies.


			|X|


			|_|











D.	SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS


The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor.





			[bookmark: Check8]|_|


			Land Use


			|_|


			Air Quality


			|_|


			Biological Resources





			|_|


			Aesthetics


			|_|


			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			|_|


			Geology and Soils





			|_|


			Population and Housing


			|_|


			Wind and Shadow


			|_|


			Hydrology and Water Quality





			|_|


			Cultural and Paleo. Resources


			|_|


			Recreation


			|_|


			Hazards/Hazardous Materials





			|_|


			Transportation and Circulation


			|_|


			Utilities and Service Systems


			|_|


			Mineral/Energy Resources





			|_|


			Noise


			|_|


			Public Services


			|_|


			Agricultural and Forest Resources





			


			


			


			


			|_|


			Mandatory Findings of Significance











	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Impact Identified and Analyzed in Prior EIR	Comment by Chris Kern: Consider simplifying checklist columns as follows:
Significant Effects not Identified in Prior EIR
Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR
Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives
No new or More Severe Significant Effects

For all criteria that do not require further analysis in the focused EIR, only the last box (Column 4) would be checked.


			Proposed Changes to the Project Result in New or 
More Severe Impacts


			Substantial Changes Occurred With Respect to the Circumstances Under Which the Project is Undertaken that will Result in New or More Severe Impacts; or New Information is Available Showing New or More Severe Impacts


			Newly Feasible or Different Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			Mitigation Measures in the Prior EIR and/or Newly Added Mitigation Measures Adequately Address Impacts


			Less than Significant Impact in Prior EIR or Topic Not Previously Analyzed and No Significant Project Impact 





			4.	CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES—Would the project:


			


			


			


			


			


			





			a)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|





			c)	Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			[bookmark: Check2]|X|


			|_|








Summary of Cultural Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


Summary of Historic Architectural Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic architectural resources present within or adjacent to the Mission Bay plan area. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that former Fire Station 30, located at Third Street and Mission Rock Street within the Mission Bay plan area, was potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); and the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges, located at China Basin Channel located adjacent to but outside the Mission Bay plan area, were determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.[footnoteRef:1] These historic architectural resources were are not located within, or in proximity to, the Blocks 29 to 32 site. [1:  	In 1989, the Lefty O’Doul Bridge was designated City Landmark No. 194.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design Impacts section determined that the proposed demolition of former Fire Station 30 would be a significant impact to this historic architectural resource, however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR further determined that the since the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges were located outside the Mission Bay plan area, and those structures and their setting would not be modified under the Mission Bay project, that impacts to those historic architectural resources would be less than significant. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined the Mission Bay plan would result in a significant impact to historic architectural resources, and identified mitigation measures to reduce the impact to a less than significant level; however, the impact and associated mitigation measures are not applicable to the Blocks 29 to 32 site.


Historic and Prehistoric Archaeological Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Cultural Resources section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic and prehistoric resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including information from a Cultural Resources Evaluation conducted in 1987 by David Chavez & Associates, and supplemented with an archaeological resources review conducted in 1997 by David Chavez & Associates. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study indicated the overall potential for prehistoric Native American sites within the Mission Bay plan area was low, however, there was potential for historic-period archaeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area associated with the use of the area for industrial purposes and as a City landfill in the nineteenth and early twentieth century. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study presented mapping of areas within the Mission Bay project area that had the most notable potential for subsurface historic and prehistoric cultural resources; this included the portion of the Mission Bay plan area south of and including 16th Street (i.e., immediately south of and adjacent to the project site).[footnoteRef:2] No substantial potential for archeological resources was identified in most areas composed of filled land in the former Mission Bay, including the project site, with the exception of the opposite (north) margin of Mission Bay, which was used as the City dump in the late 19th century.  [2:  	Potential historic-period resources in this area were identified as being associated with 19th century shipbuilding activities at Potrero Point (Point San Quentin), which extended northward into the southeast corner of Mission Bay nearly to 16th Street, and with a nearby glass factory. ] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study acknowledged that construction under the Mission Bay plan could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources; however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including potential impacts within the vicinity of Blocks 29 to 32, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level. 


Impact Evaluation


Historic Architectural Resources


Impact CP-1: The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. However, as discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any historic architectural resources within or in proximity of the project site, and correspondingly, did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site. Given the absence of historic architectural resources on or in proximity to the project site, the construction and operation of these proposed uses would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to historic architectural resources. 


At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, several buildings and facilities were located and operating on the project site. These buildings and structures were subsequently removed, and the project site has been subject to grading, some excavation, and construction of paved surface parking lots, fencing and associated utilities on portions of the site. This change in conditions on the project site has not altered the fact that the site contains no historic architectural resources, as those facilities that were removed from the project site did not have any historic architectural status or importance, nor would it alter the effects of the project with respect to impacts on historic architectural resources. 


Pursuant to mitigation identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the sole historic architectural resource located within the Mission Bay plan area (former Fire Station 30) was evaluated and determined to be eligible for the NRHP.[footnoteRef:3] This change in conditions for this resource, however, has no effect on conditions regarding the absence of historic architectural resources at or in the vicinity of the project site. There are no other new historic architectural resources, including City Landmarks and/or historic districts, that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, there have been no substantial changes with respect to circumstances under which the project is undertaken nor has any new information become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project.  [3:  	Former Fire Station 30 has since been rehabilitated consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, converted to provide a community meeting room and house the Arson Task Force, and integrated with the newly-constructed Public Safety Building. ] 



As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts historic architectural resources within the project site. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduced project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Consequently, no previously-identified new mitigation measures to address project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required.


On the bases of the factors discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR on historical resources as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the Planning Code.


	


Archaeological Resources


Impact CP-2: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric- or historic-era archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts, including within Blocks 29 to 32, to a less-than-significant level. 


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. Construction activities would require excavation, grading and pile driving, which could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources, should such resources be present. These types of subsurface construction activities were anticipated and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and there is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of previously-identified significant impacts to archaeological resources.


As discussed under Historic Architectural Resources, above, since preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project site has been subject to subsurface disturbance from grading, some excavation activities and new construction. This change in conditions on the project site would not create the potential for the project to result in new or more severe impacts to potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources that may be present on the site. 


There are no other new historic or prehistoric archaeological resources that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.[footnoteRef:4] Therefore, no new information has become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. [4:  	The “Prehistoric Native American Shell Middens on Mission Bay, San Francisco” archaeological district, recently determined eligible for the National Register, is located in the South of Market neighborhood (in the vicinity of the original northern shoreline of the Mission Bay), and consequently, is not located in proximity to the project site, and moreover, is completely outside the Mission Bay plan area.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including the project site, to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce archaeological resources at the project site. While there are no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives required to reduce project impacts to archaeological resources beyond those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the City has since updated its standard mitigation measures for accidental discovery of archeological resources which would augment and replace the FSEIR Mitigation D.6, as specified below. 


[Reviewers: This approach to revising mitigation measures is consistent with what is used in CPEs.]


Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Implementing FSEIR Mitigation D.6: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities being undertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet. 


Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils disturbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 


If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant from the pool of qualified archaeological consultants maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.


Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archaeological monitoring program; or an archeological testing program. If an archeological monitoring program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site security program if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions.


The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and describing the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 


Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD three copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.


It is noted that, because the Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 implements FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, it does not indicate the presence of a new more severe significant impact or an impact of greater severity than was analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR. Consistent with the conclusions of the FSEIR, FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, as implemented through Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, would reduce the proposed project’s impact to a less-than-significant level. As such, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts on archeological resources than were analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR.


	


Paleontological Resources


Impact CP-3: The project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)


Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, or traces of once-living organisms preserved in rocks and sediments. Paleontological resources are lithologically dependent; that is, deposition and preservation of paleontological resources are related to the lithologic unit in which they occur. If the rock types representing a deposition environment conducive to deposition and preservation of fossils are not favorable, fossils will not be present. Rock types that may contain fossils include sedimentary and volcanic formations. 


The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts on paleontological resources within the Mission Bay Plan area, including the project site. However, the project site is not considered a sensitive area for paleontological resources or unique geological features related to such resources. The project site is underlain by artificial fill and Bay Mud to a depth over 50 feet (i.e., below the depth of proposed excavation), and these soil layers are not sensitive for paleontological resources.


Proposed project construction activities would require pile driving activities which were assumed in the Mission Bay FSEIR to occur in the Mission Bay plan area, including within the project site. There is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would be substantially different from that analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


The proposed installation of piles at the project site would involve limited disruption of the underlying geologic units. As noted above, excavation at the project site would encounter only artificial fill and Bay Mud; both of these units have a low paleontological potential per Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) criteria.[footnoteRef:5] In addition, the project would not involve excavation of exposed rock outcrops that would destroy a unique geologic feature. Therefore, impacts related to paleontological resources and geologic features would be less than significant. [5:  	The SVP has established guidelines for the identification, assessment, and mitigation of adverse impacts on nonrenewable paleontological resources. Many federal, state, county, and city agencies have either formally or informally adopted the SVP’s standard guidelines for the mitigation of adverse construction-related impacts on paleontological resources. The SVP has helped define the value of paleontological resources and, in particular, indicates that geologic units of high paleontological potential are those from which vertebrate or significant invertebrate or significant suites of plant fossils have been recovered in the past (i.e., are represented in institutional collections). Areas that contain potentially datable organic remains older than the Recent era, including deposits associated with nests or middens, and areas that may contain new vertebrate deposits, traces, or trackways, are also classified as significant. Geologic units of low paleontological potential are those that are not known to have produced a substantial body of significant paleontological material. As such, the sensitivity of an area with respect to paleontological resources hinges on its geologic setting and whether significant fossils have been discovered in the area or in similar geologic units.] 



	


Human Remains


Impact CP-4: The proposed project would not disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)	Comment by Chris Kern: Discuss that this topic was not addressed in FSEIR and add impact significance conclusion as done for paleo resources above.


To date, no known human burial locations have been identified within the project site. The possibility cannot be entirely discounted, as human remains could exist anywhere. Project construction could result in direct impacts to previously undiscovered human remains during earthmoving activities. 


Under State law, human remains and associated burial items may be significant resources in two ways: they may be significant to descendant communities for patrimonial, cultural, lineage, and religious reasons and human remains may also be important to the scientific community, such as prehistorians, epidemiologists, and physical anthropologists. The specific stake of some descendant groups in ancestral burials is a matter of law for some groups, such as Native Americans (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98). In other cases, the concerns of the associated descendent group regarding appropriate treatment and disposition of discovered human burials may become known only through outreach. Beliefs concerning appropriate treatment, study, and disposition of human remains and associated burial items may be inconsistent and even conflict between descendent and scientific communities. CEQA and other State regulations concerning Native American human remains provide the following procedural requirements to assist in avoiding potential adverse effects to human remains within the contexts of their value to both descendants communities and the scientific community: 


· When an initial study identifies the existence or probable likelihood that a project would impact Native American human remains, the lead agency is to contact and work with the appropriate Native American representatives identified through the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to develop an agreement for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and any associated burial items (CEQA Guidelines Section15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98)


· If human remains are accidentally discovered, the county coroner must be contacted. If the county coroner determines that the human remains are Native American, the coroner must contact the NAHC within 24 hours. The NAHC must identify the most likely descendant (MLD) to provide for the opportunity to make recommendations for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and associated burial items. If the MLD fails to make recommendations within 24 hours of notification or the project applicant rejects the recommendations of the MLD, the Native American human remains and associated burial items must be reburied in a location not subject to future disturbance within the project site (Public Resources Code Section 5097.98).


· If potentially affected human remains/burial may have scientific significance, whether or not having significance to Native Americans or other descendent communities, then under CEQA, the appropriate mitigation of effect may require the recovery of the scientific information of the remains/burial through identification, evaluation, data recovery, analysis, and interpretation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(2)).


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


[bookmark: _GoBack]Impact C-CP: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, could result in significant impacts to cultural resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)	Comment by Chris Kern: Please also address cumulative impacts in paleo resources and human remains.


The geographic scope for potential cumulative cultural resources generally includes the Mission Bay area. Cumulative projects within the project vicinity would be required to undergo separate environmental review, as necessary. As the proposed project would have no impacts to historic architectural resources, it therefore would not contribute to any such cumulative impact. 


Similar to the proposed project as described under Impacts CP-2 and CP-4, the cumulative projects could have a significant impact on both recorded and unrecorded archeological resources, including human remains interred outside of formal cemeteries, given the substantial amount of construction-related ground disturbance that could occur. The impacts of the proposed project when considered together with similar impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects could contribute to a significant cumulative impact to cultural resources. However, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2, as standard City-required mitigation, would also apply to cumulative projects based on each project’s potential to affect archeological resources and would reduce cumulative impacts to cultural resources to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure: Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	1	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision


Project Name	2	ESA / Project No.


Type of document	Date


Preliminary  Subject to Revision


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	2	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision






Thanks,
Joyce
 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com


-------- Original Message --------
Subject:Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs


Date:Fri, 8 Aug 2014 20:54:28 +0000
From:Paul Mitchell <PMitchell@esassoc.com>


To:Chris Kern <Chris.Kern@sfgov.org>, "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>,
"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>


CC:Gary Oates <GOates@esassoc.com>, Joyce <joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Karl Heisler
<KHeisler@esassoc.com>


Catherine, Chris and Brett:
 
As promised, attached is a preliminary draft of Initial Study Cultural Resources section for the
Warriors project.  This has not been sent out the larger team. Please let us know if you have 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: Hervey, Myisha (MYR)
To: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW Check-in Conference Call
Date: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 9:34:37 AM


Sounds good. I am currently holding the time this afternoon and for tomorrow morning.
 
Myisha Hervey
--
Direct (415)554-6695
myisha.hervey@sfgov.org
 


From: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 5:20 PM
To: Hervey, Myisha (MYR)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW Check-in Conference Call
 
Hi Myisha,
 
Thank you.  I will get back to you as soon as I hear from Jesse. 
 
Lucinda
 


From: Hervey, Myisha (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 4:56 PM
To: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)
Subject: FW: GSW Check-in Conference Call
 
Hi Lucinda,
 
The times below you recently sent to Jennifer will work for her tomorrow (Tuesday) and Wednesday.
 
Thank you,
 
Myisha Hervey
--
Direct (415)554-6695
myisha.hervey@sfgov.org
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 4:05 PM
To: Hervey, Myisha (MYR)
Subject: Fwd: GSW Check-in Conference Call
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Begin forwarded message:


From: "Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)" <lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org>
Date: August 11, 2014 at 3:15:50 PM PDT
To: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)" <jennifer.matz@sfgov.org>, Jesse Blout
<jblout@stradasf.com>
Subject: GSW Check-in Conference Call


Hello Jennifer and Jesse:
 
Are you available for a ½ hour conference call with Catherine Reilly and Tiffany Bohee? 
Below are some dates and time.
 
Tuesday, 8/12 
 
10:30 am
1:00 pm – 2:00 pm
 
Wednesday, 8/13
 
9:00 am – 10:00 am
11:30 am
 
Thank you.
 
Lucinda Nguyen
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
City and County of San Francisco


One South Van Ness Ave., 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
P 415.749.2458
F 415.749.2585
E lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org
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From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: Oerth, Sally (CII)
Cc: Levenson, Leo; Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: August 19 Commission Memo
Date: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 4:47:33 PM


Hi Sally,
 
Catherine and I met with Leo to go over the Planning MOU as it relates to ROPs. After discussing it
with Leo, we decided to investigate whether or not a direct payment arrangement would be possible
whereby the Planning Department would send us the invoices and we, in turn, would send the
invoices to Warriors who would directly pay Planning. No money would go through OCII.
 
We spoke with Viktoriya Wise, from the Planning Department, to ascertain whether or not  direct
payment method would work for them. She indicated it is possible, but she wanted to consult with
their finance person before deciding. She also indicated that she may not be able to get back to us
until Friday, which means that we cannot route the MOU on blue sheet until we hear from them
one way or another, which could possible push this item to the next Commission hearing in
September.
 
We will know more tomorrow.
 
Regards
 
 
 


Immanuel Bereket
Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 749-2495
Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org
 
 
 


From: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 3:14 PM
To: White, Jeffrey (CII); Oerth, Sally (CII); Ward, April (CII); Colomello, Elizabeth (CII); Bereket,
Immanuel (CII); Daigle, John (CII); Levenson, Leo
Subject: Reminder: August 19 Commission Memo
 
Hi All:
 
As a reminder, draft Commission packages are due to Tiffany today, a week before the
Commission mailing (August 13th).  If you have items for the August 19th meeting, please
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submit by today. 
 
Thank you.
 
Lucinda Nguyen
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
City and County of San Francisco


One South Van Ness Ave., 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
P 415.749.2458
F 415.749.2585
E lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org
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From: Kern, Chris (CPC)
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: GSW meeting 8/13
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 4:28:42 PM


Hi Brett,
I spoke with Joyce today and we agreed that there probably isn’t a need to meet next week on the
Warriors project. Please coordinate with Catherine on this and cancel the meeting if the two of you
agree.
Thanks,
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
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From: Miller, Erin
To: "Liz Brisson"
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: [Update] Possible MB CAC w Warriors
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 9:38:33 AM


That’s my thought too, but I wanted to see what Catherine is thinking too. 
 
em
 
Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Development & Transportation Integration
Urban Planning Initiatives
 
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
 
From: Liz Brisson [mailto:liz.brisson@sfcta.org] 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 8:58 AM
To: Miller, Erin
Cc: Reilly, Catherine
Subject: Re: [Update] Possible MB CAC w Warriors
 


It might be better to keep the 2 more separate. ..


*sent from my phone*


On Aug 8, 2014 8:45 AM, "Miller, Erin" <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:
Liz, Catherine:
 
A brief update at this MB CAC is still possible. I leave it up to Catherine for her thoughts
about if, how much and what. My only concern is that I can imagine some interest in general
WTA discussion, and I don't want to steal from a booked agenda for the Warriors. 
 
Catherine, thoughts?


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 7, 2014, at 7:10 PM, "liz.brisson@sfcta.org" <liz.brisson@sfcta.org> wrote:


Hi Erin, can you please let me know if this is happening or not and what is
expected of me so i can plan my time to prepare appropriately. It's on my list to
update as much of the schedule as i can, but it is really contingent on knowing
when we will have the contract amendment in place so i know when consultant
work can fully start again. Thanks, Liz
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Possible MB CAC w Warriors


Liz, Peter:


The focus of this Mission Bay CAC meeting will be the Warriors, but I offered the
possibility of us giving a VERY brief update on the WTA. I am sure we'll have a strong
updated scope by then, and hopefully I'll have had a chance to get an idea of an
updated outreach schedule for the WTA that we could possibly share as well.


Anyway, please pencil this time in.


When Thu Aug 14, 2014 5pm – 6:30pm Pacific Time


Where Mission Creek Senior (map)


Who • Miller, Erin - organizer


• Liz Brisson - creator, optional


• Albert, Peter


• Brisson, Liz


 



http://maps.google.com/maps?q=Mission+Creek+Senior&hl=en






From: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)
To: Hervey, Myisha (MYR)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW Check-in Conference Call
Date: Monday, August 11, 2014 5:20:16 PM


Hi Myisha,
 
Thank you.  I will get back to you as soon as I hear from Jesse. 
 
Lucinda
 


From: Hervey, Myisha (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 4:56 PM
To: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)
Subject: FW: GSW Check-in Conference Call
 
Hi Lucinda,
 
The times below you recently sent to Jennifer will work for her tomorrow (Tuesday) and Wednesday.
 
Thank you,
 
Myisha Hervey
--
Direct (415)554-6695
myisha.hervey@sfgov.org
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 4:05 PM
To: Hervey, Myisha (MYR)
Subject: Fwd: GSW Check-in Conference Call
 


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)" <lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org>
Date: August 11, 2014 at 3:15:50 PM PDT
To: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)" <jennifer.matz@sfgov.org>, Jesse Blout
<jblout@stradasf.com>
Subject: GSW Check-in Conference Call


Hello Jennifer and Jesse:
 
Are you available for a ½ hour conference call with Catherine Reilly and Tiffany Bohee? 
Below are some dates and time.
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Tuesday, 8/12 
 
10:30 am
1:00 pm – 2:00 pm
 
Wednesday, 8/13
 
9:00 am – 10:00 am
11:30 am
 
Thank you.
 
Lucinda Nguyen
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
City and County of San Francisco


One South Van Ness Ave., 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
P 415.749.2458
F 415.749.2585
E lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org
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From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: Warriors Project
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 3:45:59 PM


 
 


From: Ho, Gary (DBI) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 3:33 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: Warriors Project
 
Immanuel,
 
Our Director’s office would like to have a brief description of the project.  Can you let  me know
about the project address, and what they would like to built in addition to the arena?
 
Thanks.
 
 
Gary Ho, Structural Engineer
Plan Review Services Division
Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission St., 2nd floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
Phone: 415.558.6083
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Herrera, Patty (DBI); Hui, Tom (DBI)
Cc: Madison, Taras (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI); Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Jayin, Carolyn (DBI)
Subject: RE: Request for Help with Warriors Project
 
All
 
Thank you very much. I will send someone over to retrieve the boxes.
 
Regards,
 
 
 


Immanuel Bereket
Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 749-2495
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Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org
 
 
 


From: Herrera, Patty (DBI) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 1:42 PM
To: Hui, Tom (DBI); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Cc: Madison, Taras (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI); Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Jayin, Carolyn (DBI)
Subject: RE: Request for Help with Warriors Project
 
Immanuel,
 
The copies of the records requested are ready to be picked up.   There are over 3,400 copies of
records in two boxes, you will need a cart and/or transportation to carry them.
 
Thank you
 
Patty
 
 
Patty Herrera, Manager
Records Management Division
Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 558-6130 Office
(415) 558-6402 Fax
www.sfdbi.org   
 


From: Hui, Tom (DBI) 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 3:25 PM
To: Herrera, Patty (DBI)
Cc: Madison, Taras (DBI); Ho, Gary (DBI); Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Jayin, Carolyn (DBI)
Subject: Fwd: Request for Help with Warriors Project
 
Hi Patty,
Please, review this email and take proper action to help this project. You may let me know
with any update information.
Thanks
Tom


Sent from my iPhone


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Ho, Gary (DBI)" <gary.ho@sfgov.org>
To: "Hui, Tom (DBI)" <tom.hui@sfgov.org>
Cc: "Sweeney, Edward (DBI)" <edward.sweeney@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: Request for Help with Warriors Project
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Tom,


Immanuel of OCII would like to have the records that they requested in the
attachments for the Warriors Project by next Tuesday, 8/12.  Can you ask Ms.
Patty Herrera to help?  I have already talked to her briefly this afternoon.


Thanks.


Gary Ho, Structural Engineer
Plan Review Services Division
Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission St., 2nd floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
Phone: 415.558.6083


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 2:49 PM
To: Ho, Gary (DBI)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: Request for Help with Warriors Project


Hi Gary,


It is nice to meet finally. We greatly appreciate your efforts in helping us
compile the permit history data.


Regards,


Immanuel Bereket
Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 749-2495
Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org<mailto:Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org>


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 9:07 AM
To: Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Tom, Ronald (DBI)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Request for Help with Warriors Project


Dear Mr. Sweeney,
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We submitted construction records request last week to DBI Records Division.
They informed us that it will take nearly a month to get the records printed (or
provided electronically). Is there any way you can expedite this request? We
need the information as soon as possible for our internal analysis regarding
Mission Bay development to date.


Attached, you’ll find the permits requests we submitted. The table below
summarizes the attachments.  In total, we’re requesting copies of 9 permits. I was
wondering if it is possible to request expedites copies of these plans.


Address


Block Number


Lot


Reference Number


Date Submitted


Expected Date of Completion


185 Channel


8711


23


RR20140788802


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


1515 Third Street


3871


1


RR20140722207


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


1155 Fourth Street


8711







25


RR20140722206


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


1401 Third Street


8721


32


RR20140722208


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


420 Mission Bay Blvd North


8720


117-448


RR20140722204


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


555 Mission Rock Street


8711


28


RR20140722203


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


1500 Owens Street


8709


18







RR20140723214


7/23/2014


8/20/2014


1650 Owens Street


8709


8


RR20140724293


7/24/2014


8/21/2014


1700 Owens Street


8709


7


RR20140723213


7/23/2014


8/20/2014


Regards,


Immanuel Bereket
Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 749-2495
Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org<mailto:Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org>


From: Sweeney, Edward (DBI)
Sent: Monday, July 28, 2014 1:26 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hui, Tom (DBI)
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Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Tom, Ronald (DBI)
Subject: RE: Request for Help with Warriors Project


Catherine ,


Do we need to meet soon ? As you can imagine everyone is exited to work on
this particular project .


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 1:34 PM
To: Hui, Tom (DBI)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Tom, Ronald (DBI)
Subject: RE: Request for Help with Warriors Project


Thank you so much, Tom and Ed!  We really appreciate it.


Immanuel in my office has been taking the lead on this and is available to
help/answer questions.


Have a great weekend everyone.


Catherine Reilly
Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
  Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/


From: Hui, Tom (DBI)
Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 1:30 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Tom, Ronald (DBI)
Subject: Re: Request for Help with Warriors Project


Hi Catherine,
We are willing to help for this project.
Ed Sweeney will work with you to make sure your request on time.
Please, let me know if you have any additional questions.
Thanks
Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O.
Director
City & County of San Francisco
Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission Street, Sixth Floor<x-apple-data-detectors://0/0>
San Francisco CA 94103<x-apple-data-detectors://0/0>
415-558-6131<tel:415-558-6131> Phone
415-558-6225<tel:415-558-6225> Fax
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Email: Tom.Hui@sfgov.org<mailto:Tom.Hui@sfgov.org>
Web: www.sfdbi.org<x-msg://356/www.sfdbi.org>


Sent from my iPhone


On Jul 25, 2014, at 1:18 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org<mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>> wrote:
Hi, Tom – We are working on the Warriors project in Mission Bay and need to
tie down some development numbers for the permitted Mission Bay to finalize
the project description.  We have identified which permits we need and have
submitted the request for to your staff (attached).  However, it sounds like the
typical turn-around is one month and we were wondering if there was any way to
expedite these permits to get them quicker (it would be great if next week was a
possibility).  We can send staff over to help pull the records if that is helpful to
you.  Electronic copies of the plans (vs. paper) would also work for us, if that is
easier.


Thank you for your assistance and please let us know what we can do to assist
your staff.  They have been great to work with for the first data request we
submitted a month or two ago.


Catherine Reilly
Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
  Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 10:08 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: RE: Misison Bay South Retail Data


Here is an updated data.


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 10:00 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Misison Bay South Retail Data


Catherine,


As discussed, I submitted construction records request yesterday to DBI Records
Division. They informed me that it will take nearly a month to get the records
printed (or provided electronically).


Attached, you’ll find the permits request I submitted. The table below
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summarizes the attachments.  In total, we’re requesting copies of 9 permits. I was
wondering if it is possible to request expedites copies of these plans.


Address


Block Number


Lot


Reference Number


Date Submitted


Expected Date of Completion


185 Channel


8711


23


RR20140788802


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


1515 Third Street


3871


1


RR20140722207


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


1155 Fourth Street


8711


25


RR20140722206


7/22/2014







8/19/2014


1401 Third Street


8721


32


RR20140722208


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


420 Mission Bay Blvd North


8720


117-448


RR20140722204


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


555 Mission Rock Street


8711


28


RR20140722203


7/22/2014


8/19/2014


1500 Owens Street


8709


18


RR20140723214


7/23/2014


8/20/2014







1650 Owens Street


8709


8


RR20140724293


7/24/2014


8/21/2014


1700 Owens Street


8709


7


RR20140723213


7/23/2014


8/20/2014


Thanks


Immanuel Bereket
Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 749-2495
Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org<mailto:Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org>


<DOC072314.pdf>
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From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: Ho, Gary (DBI)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: Request for Help with Warriors Project
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 2:48:51 PM
Attachments: DOC072314.pdf


Hi Gary,
 
It is nice to meet finally. We greatly appreciate your efforts in helping us compile the permit history data.
 
Regards,
 
 
 


Immanuel Bereket
Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 749-2495
Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org
 
 
 
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 9:07 AM
To: Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Tom, Ronald (DBI)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Request for Help with Warriors Project
 
Dear Mr. Sweeney,
 
We submitted construction records request last week to DBI Records Division. They informed us that it will take nearly a
month to get the records printed (or provided electronically). Is there any way you can expedite this request? We need
the information as soon as possible for our internal analysis regarding Mission Bay development to date.
 
Attached, you’ll find the permits requests we submitted. The table below summarizes the attachments.  In total, we’re
requesting copies of 9 permits. I was wondering if it is possible to request expedites copies of these plans.
 
 


Address
Block


Number
Lot


Reference
Number


Date
Submitted


Expected Date
of Completion


185 Channel 8711 23 RR20140788802 7/22/2014 8/19/2014
1515 Third Street 3871 1 RR20140722207 7/22/2014 8/19/2014
1155 Fourth Street 8711 25 RR20140722206 7/22/2014 8/19/2014
1401 Third Street 8721 32 RR20140722208 7/22/2014 8/19/2014
420 Mission Bay Blvd
North


8720 117-448 RR20140722204 7/22/2014 8/19/2014


555 Mission Rock Street 8711 28 RR20140722203 7/22/2014 8/19/2014
1500 Owens Street 8709 18 RR20140723214 7/23/2014 8/20/2014
1650 Owens Street 8709 8 RR20140724293 7/24/2014 8/21/2014
1700 Owens Street 8709 7 RR20140723213 7/23/2014 8/20/2014
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Regards,
 
 


Immanuel Bereket
Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 749-2495
Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org
 
 
 
 


From: Sweeney, Edward (DBI) 
Sent: Monday, July 28, 2014 1:26 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hui, Tom (DBI)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Tom, Ronald (DBI)
Subject: RE: Request for Help with Warriors Project
 
Catherine ,
 
Do we need to meet soon ? As you can imagine everyone is exited to work on this particular project .
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 1:34 PM
To: Hui, Tom (DBI)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Tom, Ronald (DBI)
Subject: RE: Request for Help with Warriors Project
 
Thank you so much, Tom and Ed!  We really appreciate it. 
 
Immanuel in my office has been taking the lead on this and is available to help/answer questions.
 
Have a great weekend everyone.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Hui, Tom (DBI) 
Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 1:30 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Bereket, Immanuel (CII); Sweeney, Edward (DBI); Tom, Ronald (DBI)
Subject: Re: Request for Help with Warriors Project
 
Hi Catherine,
We are willing to help for this project.
Ed Sweeney will work with you to make sure your request on time.
Please, let me know if you have any additional questions.
Thanks


Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O.
Director
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City & County of San Francisco
Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission Street, Sixth Floor
San Francisco CA 94103
415-558-6131 Phone
415-558-6225 Fax
Email: Tom.Hui@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfdbi.org
 


Sent from my iPhone


On Jul 25, 2014, at 1:18 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Hi, Tom – We are working on the Warriors project in Mission Bay and need to tie down some development
numbers for the permitted Mission Bay to finalize the project description.  We have identified which permits
we need and have submitted the request for to your staff (attached).  However, it sounds like the typical
turn-around is one month and we were wondering if there was any way to expedite these permits to get
them quicker (it would be great if next week was a possibility).  We can send staff over to help pull the
records if that is helpful to you.  Electronic copies of the plans (vs. paper) would also work for us, if that is
easier.
 
Thank you for your assistance and please let us know what we can do to assist your staff.  They have been
great to work with for the first data request we submitted a month or two ago.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Friday, July 25, 2014 10:08 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: RE: Misison Bay South Retail Data
 
Here is an updated data.
 


From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2014 10:00 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Misison Bay South Retail Data
 
Catherine,
 
As discussed, I submitted construction records request yesterday to DBI Records Division. They informed me
that it will take nearly a month to get the records printed (or provided electronically).
 
Attached, you’ll find the permits request I submitted. The table below summarizes the attachments.  In total,
we’re requesting copies of 9 permits. I was wondering if it is possible to request expedites copies of these
plans.
 
 


Address
Block


Number
Lot


Reference
Number


Date
Submitted


Expected Date
of Completion
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185 Channel 8711 23 RR20140788802 7/22/2014 8/19/2014
1515 Third Street 3871 1 RR20140722207 7/22/2014 8/19/2014
1155 Fourth Street 8711 25 RR20140722206 7/22/2014 8/19/2014
1401 Third Street 8721 32 RR20140722208 7/22/2014 8/19/2014
420 Mission Bay Blvd
North


8720 117-448 RR20140722204 7/22/2014 8/19/2014


555 Mission Rock Street 8711 28 RR20140722203 7/22/2014 8/19/2014
1500 Owens Street 8709 18 RR20140723214 7/23/2014 8/20/2014
1650 Owens Street 8709 8 RR20140724293 7/24/2014 8/21/2014
1700 Owens Street 8709 7 RR20140723213 7/23/2014 8/20/2014


 
 
Thanks
 


Immanuel Bereket
Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 749-2495
Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org
 


<DOC072314.pdf>
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From: Albert, Peter
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Adam Van de Water (adam.vandewater@gmail.com);


Brisson, Liz
Subject: MIssion Bay meeting tonight - SFMTA not attending
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 11:03:17 AM


A reminder that, as suggested, neither Erin nor I need to be there tonight. 
 
That said, the OCII team can certainly report that


·         SFMTA was involved in the early site planning and early transportation planning (thanks,
OCII, for careful inclusion!), and


·         SFMTA looks forward to reporting back to the CAC when an update on the Assessment or
specific transportation planning for the Warriors is on the agenda.


 
Peter Albert
Manager, SFMTA Urban Planning Initiatives
SF Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Ave, Seventh Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
(: 415.701.4328
: 415.701.4735
*: peter.albert@sfmta.com
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From: Bohee, Tiffany (CII)
To: Hervey, Myisha (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Meeting tomorrow
Date: Thursday, August 07, 2014 3:58:03 PM


Ok.  That’s even better.
 
Tiffany Bohee
Executive Director
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
  Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Tel:  415-749-2588
Email:  tiffany.bohee@sfgov.org


From: Hervey, Myisha (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 3:57 PM
To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Meeting tomorrow
 
No Spear & Harrison Streets.
 
Myisha Hervey
--
Direct (415)554-6695
myisha.hervey@sfgov.org
 


From: Bohee, Tiffany (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 3:56 PM
To: Hervey, Myisha (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Meeting tomorrow
 
Hi, Myisha – the Warrior’s Oakland office?  I think that’s fine, just let me know exactly where.
 
Tiffany Bohee
Executive Director
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
  Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Tel:  415-749-2588
Email:  tiffany.bohee@sfgov.org


 


From: Hervey, Myisha (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 3:42 PM
To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Meeting tomorrow
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Hi Tiffany,
 
Regarding the meeting at 11am tomorrow, the Warriors are asking if it’s possible to meet at their offices instead?
I know it’s short notice and I have a call into John’s office as well.
 
Myisha Hervey
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall, Room 448
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Direct (415)554-6695
Fax (415)554-4565
myisha.hervey@sfgov.org
www.oewd.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
Date: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 6:48:00 PM
Attachments: Prelim Draft GSW Mission Bay Initial Study_Cultural Only_08-08-14+ck.docx


Thanks.  I am cc-ing Manny.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 5:37 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: FW: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
 
Hi Brett and Catherine,
Please see my comments in the attached version of the sample IS topic. Overall, I think ESA did a
great job implementing our less than clear direction… Per my message earlier today, comments on
this from GSW, CAO and OCII are due to EP by COB Friday 8/15. We’ll consolidate comments before
forwarding to ESA the week of 8/18.
 
Thanks,
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 2:17 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell
Subject: Fwd: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
 
Hi Chris,
Please forward the sample section to the entire team, and be sure to request that they send you
comments by Aug 15, COB.  We assume that you will then forward us the consolidated comments.
We can include discussion of the comments on the agenda for Aug 20, if necessary.
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Initial Study


Project Address/Title


Planning Department Case No. 20XX.XXXXE


A.	PROJECT DESCRIPTION


B.	PROJECT SETTING


C.	COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS


			


			Applicable


			Not Applicable





			Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed to the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable.


			|_|


			|X|





			Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or Region, if applicable.


			|X|


			|_|





			Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other than the Planning Department or the Department of Building Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies.


			|X|


			|_|











D.	SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS


The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor.





			[bookmark: Check8]|_|


			Land Use


			|_|


			Air Quality


			|_|


			Biological Resources





			|_|


			Aesthetics


			|_|


			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			|_|


			Geology and Soils





			|_|


			Population and Housing


			|_|


			Wind and Shadow


			|_|


			Hydrology and Water Quality





			|_|


			Cultural and Paleo. Resources


			|_|


			Recreation


			|_|


			Hazards/Hazardous Materials





			|_|


			Transportation and Circulation


			|_|


			Utilities and Service Systems


			|_|


			Mineral/Energy Resources





			|_|


			Noise


			|_|


			Public Services


			|_|


			Agricultural and Forest Resources





			


			


			


			


			|_|


			Mandatory Findings of Significance











	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Impact Identified and Analyzed in Prior EIR	Comment by Chris Kern: Consider simplifying checklist columns as follows:
Significant Effects not Identified in Prior EIR
Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR
Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives
No new or More Severe Significant Effects

For all criteria that do not require further analysis in the focused EIR, only the last box (Column 4) would be checked.


			Proposed Changes to the Project Result in New or 
More Severe Impacts


			Substantial Changes Occurred With Respect to the Circumstances Under Which the Project is Undertaken that will Result in New or More Severe Impacts; or New Information is Available Showing New or More Severe Impacts


			Newly Feasible or Different Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			Mitigation Measures in the Prior EIR and/or Newly Added Mitigation Measures Adequately Address Impacts


			Less than Significant Impact in Prior EIR or Topic Not Previously Analyzed and No Significant Project Impact 





			4.	CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES—Would the project:


			


			


			


			


			


			





			a)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|





			c)	Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			[bookmark: Check2]|X|


			|_|








Summary of Cultural Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


Summary of Historic Architectural Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic architectural resources present within or adjacent to the Mission Bay plan area. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that former Fire Station 30, located at Third Street and Mission Rock Street within the Mission Bay plan area, was potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); and the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges, located at China Basin Channel located adjacent to but outside the Mission Bay plan area, were determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.[footnoteRef:1] These historic architectural resources were are not located within, or in proximity to, the Blocks 29 to 32 site. [1:  	In 1989, the Lefty O’Doul Bridge was designated City Landmark No. 194.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design Impacts section determined that the proposed demolition of former Fire Station 30 would be a significant impact to this historic architectural resource, however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR further determined that the since the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges were located outside the Mission Bay plan area, and those structures and their setting would not be modified under the Mission Bay project, that impacts to those historic architectural resources would be less than significant. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined the Mission Bay plan would result in a significant impact to historic architectural resources, and identified mitigation measures to reduce the impact to a less than significant level; however, the impact and associated mitigation measures are not applicable to the Blocks 29 to 32 site.


Historic and Prehistoric Archaeological Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Cultural Resources section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic and prehistoric resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including information from a Cultural Resources Evaluation conducted in 1987 by David Chavez & Associates, and supplemented with an archaeological resources review conducted in 1997 by David Chavez & Associates. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study indicated the overall potential for prehistoric Native American sites within the Mission Bay plan area was low, however, there was potential for historic-period archaeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area associated with the use of the area for industrial purposes and as a City landfill in the nineteenth and early twentieth century. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study presented mapping of areas within the Mission Bay project area that had the most notable potential for subsurface historic and prehistoric cultural resources; this included the portion of the Mission Bay plan area south of and including 16th Street (i.e., immediately south of and adjacent to the project site).[footnoteRef:2] No substantial potential for archeological resources was identified in most areas composed of filled land in the former Mission Bay, including the project site, with the exception of the opposite (north) margin of Mission Bay, which was used as the City dump in the late 19th century.  [2:  	Potential historic-period resources in this area were identified as being associated with 19th century shipbuilding activities at Potrero Point (Point San Quentin), which extended northward into the southeast corner of Mission Bay nearly to 16th Street, and with a nearby glass factory. ] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study acknowledged that construction under the Mission Bay plan could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources; however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including potential impacts within the vicinity of Blocks 29 to 32, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level. 


Impact Evaluation


Historic Architectural Resources


Impact CP-1: The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. However, as discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any historic architectural resources within or in proximity of the project site, and correspondingly, did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site. Given the absence of historic architectural resources on or in proximity to the project site, the construction and operation of these proposed uses would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to historic architectural resources. 


At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, several buildings and facilities were located and operating on the project site. These buildings and structures were subsequently removed, and the project site has been subject to grading, some excavation, and construction of paved surface parking lots, fencing and associated utilities on portions of the site. This change in conditions on the project site has not altered the fact that the site contains no historic architectural resources, as those facilities that were removed from the project site did not have any historic architectural status or importance, nor would it alter the effects of the project with respect to impacts on historic architectural resources. 


Pursuant to mitigation identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the sole historic architectural resource located within the Mission Bay plan area (former Fire Station 30) was evaluated and determined to be eligible for the NRHP.[footnoteRef:3] This change in conditions for this resource, however, has no effect on conditions regarding the absence of historic architectural resources at or in the vicinity of the project site. There are no other new historic architectural resources, including City Landmarks and/or historic districts, that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, there have been no substantial changes with respect to circumstances under which the project is undertaken nor has any new information become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project.  [3:  	Former Fire Station 30 has since been rehabilitated consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, converted to provide a community meeting room and house the Arson Task Force, and integrated with the newly-constructed Public Safety Building. ] 



As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts historic architectural resources within the project site. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduced project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Consequently, no previously-identified new mitigation measures to address project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required.


On the bases of the factors discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR on historical resources as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the Planning Code.


	


Archaeological Resources


Impact CP-2: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric- or historic-era archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts, including within Blocks 29 to 32, to a less-than-significant level. 


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. Construction activities would require excavation, grading and pile driving, which could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources, should such resources be present. These types of subsurface construction activities were anticipated and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and there is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of previously-identified significant impacts to archaeological resources.


As discussed under Historic Architectural Resources, above, since preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project site has been subject to subsurface disturbance from grading, some excavation activities and new construction. This change in conditions on the project site would not create the potential for the project to result in new or more severe impacts to potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources that may be present on the site. 


There are no other new historic or prehistoric archaeological resources that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.[footnoteRef:4] Therefore, no new information has become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. [4:  	The “Prehistoric Native American Shell Middens on Mission Bay, San Francisco” archaeological district, recently determined eligible for the National Register, is located in the South of Market neighborhood (in the vicinity of the original northern shoreline of the Mission Bay), and consequently, is not located in proximity to the project site, and moreover, is completely outside the Mission Bay plan area.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including the project site, to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce archaeological resources at the project site. While there are no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives required to reduce project impacts to archaeological resources beyond those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the City has since updated its standard mitigation measures for accidental discovery of archeological resources which would augment and replace the FSEIR Mitigation D.6, as specified below. 


[Reviewers: This approach to revising mitigation measures is consistent with what is used in CPEs.]


Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Implementing FSEIR Mitigation D.6: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities being undertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet. 


Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils disturbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 


If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant from the pool of qualified archaeological consultants maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.


Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archaeological monitoring program; or an archeological testing program. If an archeological monitoring program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site security program if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions.


The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and describing the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 


Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD three copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.


It is noted that, because the Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 implements FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, it does not indicate the presence of a new more severe significant impact or an impact of greater severity than was analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR. Consistent with the conclusions of the FSEIR, FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, as implemented through Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, would reduce the proposed project’s impact to a less-than-significant level. As such, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts on archeological resources than were analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR.


	


Paleontological Resources


Impact CP-3: The project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)


Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, or traces of once-living organisms preserved in rocks and sediments. Paleontological resources are lithologically dependent; that is, deposition and preservation of paleontological resources are related to the lithologic unit in which they occur. If the rock types representing a deposition environment conducive to deposition and preservation of fossils are not favorable, fossils will not be present. Rock types that may contain fossils include sedimentary and volcanic formations. 


The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts on paleontological resources within the Mission Bay Plan area, including the project site. However, the project site is not considered a sensitive area for paleontological resources or unique geological features related to such resources. The project site is underlain by artificial fill and Bay Mud to a depth over 50 feet (i.e., below the depth of proposed excavation), and these soil layers are not sensitive for paleontological resources.


Proposed project construction activities would require pile driving activities which were assumed in the Mission Bay FSEIR to occur in the Mission Bay plan area, including within the project site. There is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would be substantially different from that analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


The proposed installation of piles at the project site would involve limited disruption of the underlying geologic units. As noted above, excavation at the project site would encounter only artificial fill and Bay Mud; both of these units have a low paleontological potential per Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) criteria.[footnoteRef:5] In addition, the project would not involve excavation of exposed rock outcrops that would destroy a unique geologic feature. Therefore, impacts related to paleontological resources and geologic features would be less than significant. [5:  	The SVP has established guidelines for the identification, assessment, and mitigation of adverse impacts on nonrenewable paleontological resources. Many federal, state, county, and city agencies have either formally or informally adopted the SVP’s standard guidelines for the mitigation of adverse construction-related impacts on paleontological resources. The SVP has helped define the value of paleontological resources and, in particular, indicates that geologic units of high paleontological potential are those from which vertebrate or significant invertebrate or significant suites of plant fossils have been recovered in the past (i.e., are represented in institutional collections). Areas that contain potentially datable organic remains older than the Recent era, including deposits associated with nests or middens, and areas that may contain new vertebrate deposits, traces, or trackways, are also classified as significant. Geologic units of low paleontological potential are those that are not known to have produced a substantial body of significant paleontological material. As such, the sensitivity of an area with respect to paleontological resources hinges on its geologic setting and whether significant fossils have been discovered in the area or in similar geologic units.] 



	


Human Remains


Impact CP-4: The proposed project would not disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)	Comment by Chris Kern: Discuss that this topic was not addressed in FSEIR and add impact significance conclusion as done for paleo resources above.


To date, no known human burial locations have been identified within the project site. The possibility cannot be entirely discounted, as human remains could exist anywhere. Project construction could result in direct impacts to previously undiscovered human remains during earthmoving activities. 


Under State law, human remains and associated burial items may be significant resources in two ways: they may be significant to descendant communities for patrimonial, cultural, lineage, and religious reasons and human remains may also be important to the scientific community, such as prehistorians, epidemiologists, and physical anthropologists. The specific stake of some descendant groups in ancestral burials is a matter of law for some groups, such as Native Americans (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98). In other cases, the concerns of the associated descendent group regarding appropriate treatment and disposition of discovered human burials may become known only through outreach. Beliefs concerning appropriate treatment, study, and disposition of human remains and associated burial items may be inconsistent and even conflict between descendent and scientific communities. CEQA and other State regulations concerning Native American human remains provide the following procedural requirements to assist in avoiding potential adverse effects to human remains within the contexts of their value to both descendants communities and the scientific community: 


· When an initial study identifies the existence or probable likelihood that a project would impact Native American human remains, the lead agency is to contact and work with the appropriate Native American representatives identified through the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to develop an agreement for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and any associated burial items (CEQA Guidelines Section15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98)


· If human remains are accidentally discovered, the county coroner must be contacted. If the county coroner determines that the human remains are Native American, the coroner must contact the NAHC within 24 hours. The NAHC must identify the most likely descendant (MLD) to provide for the opportunity to make recommendations for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and associated burial items. If the MLD fails to make recommendations within 24 hours of notification or the project applicant rejects the recommendations of the MLD, the Native American human remains and associated burial items must be reburied in a location not subject to future disturbance within the project site (Public Resources Code Section 5097.98).


· If potentially affected human remains/burial may have scientific significance, whether or not having significance to Native Americans or other descendent communities, then under CEQA, the appropriate mitigation of effect may require the recovery of the scientific information of the remains/burial through identification, evaluation, data recovery, analysis, and interpretation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(2)).


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


[bookmark: _GoBack]Impact C-CP: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, could result in significant impacts to cultural resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)	Comment by Chris Kern: Please also address cumulative impacts in paleo resources and human remains.


The geographic scope for potential cumulative cultural resources generally includes the Mission Bay area. Cumulative projects within the project vicinity would be required to undergo separate environmental review, as necessary. As the proposed project would have no impacts to historic architectural resources, it therefore would not contribute to any such cumulative impact. 


Similar to the proposed project as described under Impacts CP-2 and CP-4, the cumulative projects could have a significant impact on both recorded and unrecorded archeological resources, including human remains interred outside of formal cemeteries, given the substantial amount of construction-related ground disturbance that could occur. The impacts of the proposed project when considered together with similar impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects could contribute to a significant cumulative impact to cultural resources. However, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2, as standard City-required mitigation, would also apply to cumulative projects based on each project’s potential to affect archeological resources and would reduce cumulative impacts to cultural resources to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure: Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	1	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision


Project Name	2	ESA / Project No.


Type of document	Date


Preliminary  Subject to Revision


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	2	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision






Thanks,
Joyce
 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com


-------- Original Message --------
Subject:Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs


Date:Fri, 8 Aug 2014 20:54:28 +0000
From:Paul Mitchell <PMitchell@esassoc.com>


To:Chris Kern <Chris.Kern@sfgov.org>, "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>,
"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>


CC:Gary Oates <GOates@esassoc.com>, Joyce <joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Karl Heisler
<KHeisler@esassoc.com>


Catherine, Chris and Brett:
 
As promised, attached is a preliminary draft of Initial Study Cultural Resources section for the
Warriors project.  This has not been sent out the larger team. Please let us know if you have 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: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Lo, Ferry (CII)
Subject: Text
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 3:54:00 PM


PROPOSED GOLDEN STATE WARRIORS ARENA SITE PLAN:  The Golden State Warriors (GSW)
presented their proposed site plan at the August 14, 2014 Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee
meeting (CAC).  For those unable to attend, the power point is available at: (include link to PPT). 
Comments on the project may be submitted electronically at: (link to: http://sfgov.org/piers3032/)
or by emailing Catherine Reilly at catherine.reilly@sfgov.org.
 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Green, Andrea (CPC)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Today"s Meeting
Date: Monday, August 11, 2014 11:03:49 AM


Hey there, Catherine,
 
Unless something on John’s calendar gets cancelled, he has no time before leaving on vacation
on Friday.  So, for now, the meeting will have to wait until next week with Josh/David.  I will
let you know if John’s schedule changes before Friday.
 
My weekend was good.  I hope yours was as well.  FYI – my vacation starts on
Wednesday….returning to the office on 8/26.
 
Take care,
Andrea
 
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 9:23 AM
To: Green, Andrea (CPC)
Subject: Today's Meeting
 
Andrea – we ended up cancelling today’s meeting since Josh had to go out of town unexpectedly. 
Let me know if John has any time this week to do w a video conference with the Warriors’ team, or if
he would rather just wait until Josh/David are back next week.
 
I’m around if you want to chat.  Thanks (and hope you had a great weekend).
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: Ho, Gary (DBI)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: Warriors Project
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 9:04:03 AM


Good morning Gary
 
Catherine, the Mission Bay Project Manager, will contact you shortly to walk you through the overall
project description.
 
Regarding  DBI director’s questions about construction fee estimate, etc., I don’t think construction
level information is available as of today, and we will certainly share that information as it becomes
available.
 
Manny
 
 


From: Ho, Gary (DBI) 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 3:33 PM
To: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: Warriors Project
 
Immanuel,
 
Our Director’s office would like to have a brief description of the project.  Can you let  me know
about the project address, and what they would like to built in addition to the arena?
 
Thanks.
 
 
Gary Ho, Structural Engineer
Plan Review Services Division
Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission St., 2nd floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
Phone: 415.558.6083
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Lo, Ferry (CII)
Subject: Text
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 3:54:00 PM


PROPOSED GOLDEN STATE WARRIORS ARENA SITE PLAN:  The Golden State Warriors (GSW)
presented their proposed site plan at the August 14, 2014 Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee
meeting (CAC).  For those unable to attend, the power point is available at: (include link to PPT). 
Comments on the project may be submitted electronically at: (link to: http://sfgov.org/piers3032/)
or by emailing Catherine Reilly at catherine.reilly@sfgov.org.
 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: Update
Date: Saturday, August 02, 2014 4:13:24 PM


Hi guys,


So John's schedule is the trickiest re: meetings. Right now we have a meeting for
me, Tiffany, John at 9am on 8/11 followed by a meeting with the larger/full design
group with Warriors at 11am on 8/11. Sort of weird. HOWEVER, after much
discussion with Warriors (and due in part to Catherine's comments/concerns) the
Warriors have decided to significantly dial back what they plan to share with the CAC
on 8/14. They will NOT be showing any renderings, pretty pictures, sketches, etc.
They will not be describing the site at a level
of detail that addresses/describes the height of the podium. (Likewise they will not
be sharing renderings, etc. with the press.)  I feel like this gives us more breathing
room to work on outstanding issues and means that the meeting schedule for the
11th is workable. The Warriors hope to roll out/move forward with renderings and
sketches at the CAC meeting in September. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 11:17 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Thabks, Jennifer. I appreciate your help keeping things moving
tomorrow. 


I also was impressed with some of the changes they had made. The
podium height and the termination of Illinois seemed to be the biggest
areas remaining to get agreement on direction.


I wont be too available tomorrow since a heavy medical day for my mom.
So texting will be the fastest way to get me to respond for anything you
need from me. 510 282 9907.  I will also keep an eye out on the emails.


Hope you got all your medical stuff sorted today and can enjoy the
weekend.


Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


-------- Original message --------
From: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
Date:07/31/2014 9:02 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)"
Subject: Re: Comments on GSW Design


Sorry to drop off today. Had some medical stuff to deal with. Yes on
Phillip scheduling. Yes on an earlier big group meeting. Yes on Warriors
giving us visuals in our own space to look at. I'll work on all of this
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tomorrow. I feel like the big issue is the podium. I was enthusiastic about
what I saw today - especially along TFS and in the plaza area and the
improved northwest corner; we agreed to disagree about the podium for
now. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 5:32 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thanks, Josh.  Was going to hit send on a similar email.  I think the other


big topic that I’d like to get City agreement on is the 16th Street garage
interface with Illinois Street.
 
Unfortunately, I am out tomorrow and I don’t have adm support to offer
up.  I’ve cc-ed Jennifer to see if Phillip may be able to help out with this. 
 
Also, Jennifer, would you be able to talk with Jesse on the ability to get
something to review with the larger group?  Talking with Clarke today,
they would prefer to wait closer to the CAC date (such as next Friday) to
do a leave behind.
 
I’m going to be mainly off line until Monday, but I will try to keep an eye
out for emails over the weekend.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 5:18 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Comments on GSW Design
 
So, seems like we have a director’s level internal-city-family meeting
ASAP with John, Tiffany and Jen to make some decisions about how we
feel about key pieces, particularly the plaza/podium height. To do that we
will also need some visuals from them that we can sit around with
everyone to talk about, so they will need to provide us with something. I
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suppose we could do another session at Strada’s office where they leave
us alone in the room with the model, but that makes me a little
uncomfortable. Anyhow, do you think you could have (a) have an admin
person in your office work with Andrea Green to schedule a mtg and (b)
ask Strada for some visuals that we could use for that meeting?
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 2:18 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Winslow, David (CPC);
Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Bohee, Tiffany (CII);
Rahaim, John (CPC); Arce, Pedro (CII); ed.reiskin@sfmta.com
Subject: Comments on GSW Design
 
Jesse/Clarke – attached are the City’s combined comments on the
proposed Warriors Pavilion project.  Please let us know if you have any
questions, otherwise, we look forward to continuing to work on this
exciting project.
 
Thank you
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San
Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
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From: Miller, Erin
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Mission Bay/Development Check-In
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 9:04:13 AM


Thanks.  We left it with me to finish te meeting notes with some action items. Sorry,
I've gotten way behind!  


I want to engage the SFBC is a way that is helpful for the Warriors and effective for
the BC. Not exactly sure how best to do that. I will reach out to Mike Sallaberry for
his thoughts. Do you know if the Warriors have reached out at all to them?


I can also touch base w David. Or maybe we call him together?  


-Erin Miller


* Please excuse typos. This was sent from my iPhone 


On Aug 12, 2014, at 7:04 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Erin – where did we leave this?  David Beaupre at the Port is also a good source of info
on the Blue Greenway in MB (he’s our go-to guy for MB and has been pretty involved
in the BG project).
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
From: Tyler Frisbee [mailto:tyler@sfbike.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 7:17 PM
To: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); Patel, Neal; Janice Li; Paolo Cosulich-Schwartz; Reilly,
Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Mission Bay/Development Check-In
 
Great! Do you want to reach out to them to ask them to join us, or should we?
 
Best,
Tyler


Tyler Emilie Frisbee
Policy Director, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
(415) 431-BIKE (2453) x313
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833 Market Street, 10th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
___________________________________________________________


Help Us Spread the Word: Safe Streets, Not Gridlock
SUPPORT THE SF BICYCLE COALITION EDUCATION FUND TODAY!


___________________________________________________________
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San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
Promoting the Bicycle for Everyday Transportation
 


On Tue, Aug 5, 2014 at 4:15 PM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:
Hi Tyler,
 
Thanks for following up.  I was hoping to have a bit more about the Warriors and
Waterfront Transportation Assessment to share with you when we meet, and I think
this timing is good.  I do have a few suggestions for other attendees based on what I’m
reading in your email.
 


·        Catherine Reilly (copied here) from OCII is the Project Manager for Mission Bay and
would be able to speak to transportation plans within Mission Bay or updates to the
Mission Bay Plan if any.


 


·        Ana Vasudeo, Director Blue Greenway, SF Parks Alliance for an understanding of
how the Blue Greenway fits into/overlaps with the bicycle network along Terry
Francois Boulevard (which I admit I am not fully clear about myself).


 


Best,
Erin
 
Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Development & Transportation Integration
Urban Planning Initiatives
 
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
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From: Tyler Frisbee [mailto:tyler@sfbike.org] 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 12:04 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Sallaberry, Mike; Patel, Neal
Cc: Janice Li; Paolo Cosulich-Schwartz
Subject: Mission Bay/Development Check-In
 
Erin and Mike,
 
I hope that you both had a great weekend. I'm following up based on previous
conversations with both of you to see if we can schedule a meeting to discuss the
upcoming waterfront developments and their related transportation developments.
Generally, we're interested in understanding better how all of these projects fit
together, how they align with the new development projects coming onboard, and
how we can help support your work.
 
Specifically, we're interested in talking about the following projects:
I. Lefty O'Doul (where is it in the project process? which development projects
do you see it connected to)
II. Illinois (how will this get improved, and what's the process/timeline for doing
so? what development projects is it connected to?)
III. Terry Francois (how will this get improved, and what's the process/timeline
for doing so? what development projects is it connected to?)
IV. general transportation circulation and update of Mission Bay Plan- how do
all of these new developments fit in?
 
Is there time next week when all five of us can sit down and go over these? If
you give us a few options, we'll figure out how to make one of them work on our
end.
 
Thanks,
 
Tyler Emilie Frisbee
Policy Director, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
(415) 431-BIKE (2453) x313
833 Market Street, 10th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
___________________________________________________________


Improve your commute and your city
BECOME AN SF BICYCLE COALITION MEMBER TODAY!


___________________________________________________________


 
<image001.jpg> <image002.jpg> <image001.jpg> <image002.jpg>
San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
Promoting the Bicycle for Everyday Transportation
 



mailto:tyler@sfbike.org

http://goo.gl/maps/7SqWX

http://www.sfbike.org/membership

https://www.sfbike.org/membership/

https://www.facebook.com/sfbike

https://twitter.com/sfbike

http://www.flickr.com/photos/sfbike

http://www.sfbike.org/






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Kern, Chris (CPC); Bollinger, Brett (CPC)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC); Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
Subject: RE: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
Date: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 6:48:02 PM
Attachments: Prelim Draft GSW Mission Bay Initial Study_Cultural Only_08-08-14+ck.docx


Thanks.  I am cc-ing Manny.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Kern, Chris (CPC) 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 5:37 PM
To: Bollinger, Brett (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: FW: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
 
Hi Brett and Catherine,
Please see my comments in the attached version of the sample IS topic. Overall, I think ESA did a
great job implementing our less than clear direction… Per my message earlier today, comments on
this from GSW, CAO and OCII are due to EP by COB Friday 8/15. We’ll consolidate comments before
forwarding to ESA the week of 8/18.
 
Thanks,
Chris
 
Chris Kern
Senior Environmental Planner
 
Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-9037 Fax: 415-558-6409
Email:chris.kern@sfgov.org
Web:www.sfplanning.org
 


From: Joyce Hsiao [mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 2:17 PM
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell
Subject: Fwd: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
 
Hi Chris,
Please forward the sample section to the entire team, and be sure to request that they send you
comments by Aug 15, COB.  We assume that you will then forward us the consolidated comments.
We can include discussion of the comments on the agenda for Aug 20, if necessary.
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Initial Study


Project Address/Title


Planning Department Case No. 20XX.XXXXE


A.	PROJECT DESCRIPTION


B.	PROJECT SETTING


C.	COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS


			


			Applicable


			Not Applicable





			Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed to the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable.


			|_|


			|X|





			Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or Region, if applicable.


			|X|


			|_|





			Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other than the Planning Department or the Department of Building Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies.


			|X|


			|_|











D.	SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS


The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor.





			[bookmark: Check8]|_|


			Land Use


			|_|


			Air Quality


			|_|


			Biological Resources





			|_|


			Aesthetics


			|_|


			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			|_|


			Geology and Soils





			|_|


			Population and Housing


			|_|


			Wind and Shadow


			|_|


			Hydrology and Water Quality





			|_|


			Cultural and Paleo. Resources


			|_|


			Recreation


			|_|


			Hazards/Hazardous Materials





			|_|


			Transportation and Circulation


			|_|


			Utilities and Service Systems


			|_|


			Mineral/Energy Resources





			|_|


			Noise


			|_|


			Public Services


			|_|


			Agricultural and Forest Resources





			


			


			


			


			|_|


			Mandatory Findings of Significance











	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Impact Identified and Analyzed in Prior EIR	Comment by Chris Kern: Consider simplifying checklist columns as follows:
Significant Effects not Identified in Prior EIR
Substantial Increase in Severity of Significant Impact Identified in Prior EIR
Sponsor Declines to Adopt Feasible Mitigation Measures or Alternatives
No new or More Severe Significant Effects

For all criteria that do not require further analysis in the focused EIR, only the last box (Column 4) would be checked.


			Proposed Changes to the Project Result in New or 
More Severe Impacts


			Substantial Changes Occurred With Respect to the Circumstances Under Which the Project is Undertaken that will Result in New or More Severe Impacts; or New Information is Available Showing New or More Severe Impacts


			Newly Feasible or Different Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			Mitigation Measures in the Prior EIR and/or Newly Added Mitigation Measures Adequately Address Impacts


			Less than Significant Impact in Prior EIR or Topic Not Previously Analyzed and No Significant Project Impact 





			4.	CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES—Would the project:


			


			


			


			


			


			





			a)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|





			c)	Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			[bookmark: Check2]|X|


			|_|








Summary of Cultural Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


Summary of Historic Architectural Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic architectural resources present within or adjacent to the Mission Bay plan area. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that former Fire Station 30, located at Third Street and Mission Rock Street within the Mission Bay plan area, was potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); and the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges, located at China Basin Channel located adjacent to but outside the Mission Bay plan area, were determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.[footnoteRef:1] These historic architectural resources were are not located within, or in proximity to, the Blocks 29 to 32 site. [1:  	In 1989, the Lefty O’Doul Bridge was designated City Landmark No. 194.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design Impacts section determined that the proposed demolition of former Fire Station 30 would be a significant impact to this historic architectural resource, however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR further determined that the since the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges were located outside the Mission Bay plan area, and those structures and their setting would not be modified under the Mission Bay project, that impacts to those historic architectural resources would be less than significant. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined the Mission Bay plan would result in a significant impact to historic architectural resources, and identified mitigation measures to reduce the impact to a less than significant level; however, the impact and associated mitigation measures are not applicable to the Blocks 29 to 32 site.


Historic and Prehistoric Archaeological Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Cultural Resources section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic and prehistoric resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including information from a Cultural Resources Evaluation conducted in 1987 by David Chavez & Associates, and supplemented with an archaeological resources review conducted in 1997 by David Chavez & Associates. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study indicated the overall potential for prehistoric Native American sites within the Mission Bay plan area was low, however, there was potential for historic-period archaeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area associated with the use of the area for industrial purposes and as a City landfill in the nineteenth and early twentieth century. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study presented mapping of areas within the Mission Bay project area that had the most notable potential for subsurface historic and prehistoric cultural resources; this included the portion of the Mission Bay plan area south of and including 16th Street (i.e., immediately south of and adjacent to the project site).[footnoteRef:2] No substantial potential for archeological resources was identified in most areas composed of filled land in the former Mission Bay, including the project site, with the exception of the opposite (north) margin of Mission Bay, which was used as the City dump in the late 19th century.  [2:  	Potential historic-period resources in this area were identified as being associated with 19th century shipbuilding activities at Potrero Point (Point San Quentin), which extended northward into the southeast corner of Mission Bay nearly to 16th Street, and with a nearby glass factory. ] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study acknowledged that construction under the Mission Bay plan could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources; however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including potential impacts within the vicinity of Blocks 29 to 32, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level. 


Impact Evaluation


Historic Architectural Resources


Impact CP-1: The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. However, as discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any historic architectural resources within or in proximity of the project site, and correspondingly, did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site. Given the absence of historic architectural resources on or in proximity to the project site, the construction and operation of these proposed uses would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to historic architectural resources. 


At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, several buildings and facilities were located and operating on the project site. These buildings and structures were subsequently removed, and the project site has been subject to grading, some excavation, and construction of paved surface parking lots, fencing and associated utilities on portions of the site. This change in conditions on the project site has not altered the fact that the site contains no historic architectural resources, as those facilities that were removed from the project site did not have any historic architectural status or importance, nor would it alter the effects of the project with respect to impacts on historic architectural resources. 


Pursuant to mitigation identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the sole historic architectural resource located within the Mission Bay plan area (former Fire Station 30) was evaluated and determined to be eligible for the NRHP.[footnoteRef:3] This change in conditions for this resource, however, has no effect on conditions regarding the absence of historic architectural resources at or in the vicinity of the project site. There are no other new historic architectural resources, including City Landmarks and/or historic districts, that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, there have been no substantial changes with respect to circumstances under which the project is undertaken nor has any new information become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project.  [3:  	Former Fire Station 30 has since been rehabilitated consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, converted to provide a community meeting room and house the Arson Task Force, and integrated with the newly-constructed Public Safety Building. ] 



As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts historic architectural resources within the project site. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduced project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Consequently, no previously-identified new mitigation measures to address project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required.


On the bases of the factors discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR on historical resources as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the Planning Code.


	


Archaeological Resources


Impact CP-2: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric- or historic-era archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts, including within Blocks 29 to 32, to a less-than-significant level. 


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. Construction activities would require excavation, grading and pile driving, which could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources, should such resources be present. These types of subsurface construction activities were anticipated and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and there is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of previously-identified significant impacts to archaeological resources.


As discussed under Historic Architectural Resources, above, since preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project site has been subject to subsurface disturbance from grading, some excavation activities and new construction. This change in conditions on the project site would not create the potential for the project to result in new or more severe impacts to potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources that may be present on the site. 


There are no other new historic or prehistoric archaeological resources that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.[footnoteRef:4] Therefore, no new information has become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. [4:  	The “Prehistoric Native American Shell Middens on Mission Bay, San Francisco” archaeological district, recently determined eligible for the National Register, is located in the South of Market neighborhood (in the vicinity of the original northern shoreline of the Mission Bay), and consequently, is not located in proximity to the project site, and moreover, is completely outside the Mission Bay plan area.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including the project site, to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce archaeological resources at the project site. While there are no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives required to reduce project impacts to archaeological resources beyond those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the City has since updated its standard mitigation measures for accidental discovery of archeological resources which would augment and replace the FSEIR Mitigation D.6, as specified below. 


[Reviewers: This approach to revising mitigation measures is consistent with what is used in CPEs.]


Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Implementing FSEIR Mitigation D.6: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities being undertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet. 


Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils disturbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 


If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant from the pool of qualified archaeological consultants maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.


Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archaeological monitoring program; or an archeological testing program. If an archeological monitoring program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site security program if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions.


The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and describing the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 


Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD three copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.


It is noted that, because the Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 implements FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, it does not indicate the presence of a new more severe significant impact or an impact of greater severity than was analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR. Consistent with the conclusions of the FSEIR, FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, as implemented through Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, would reduce the proposed project’s impact to a less-than-significant level. As such, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts on archeological resources than were analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR.


	


Paleontological Resources


Impact CP-3: The project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)


Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, or traces of once-living organisms preserved in rocks and sediments. Paleontological resources are lithologically dependent; that is, deposition and preservation of paleontological resources are related to the lithologic unit in which they occur. If the rock types representing a deposition environment conducive to deposition and preservation of fossils are not favorable, fossils will not be present. Rock types that may contain fossils include sedimentary and volcanic formations. 


The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts on paleontological resources within the Mission Bay Plan area, including the project site. However, the project site is not considered a sensitive area for paleontological resources or unique geological features related to such resources. The project site is underlain by artificial fill and Bay Mud to a depth over 50 feet (i.e., below the depth of proposed excavation), and these soil layers are not sensitive for paleontological resources.


Proposed project construction activities would require pile driving activities which were assumed in the Mission Bay FSEIR to occur in the Mission Bay plan area, including within the project site. There is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would be substantially different from that analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


The proposed installation of piles at the project site would involve limited disruption of the underlying geologic units. As noted above, excavation at the project site would encounter only artificial fill and Bay Mud; both of these units have a low paleontological potential per Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) criteria.[footnoteRef:5] In addition, the project would not involve excavation of exposed rock outcrops that would destroy a unique geologic feature. Therefore, impacts related to paleontological resources and geologic features would be less than significant. [5:  	The SVP has established guidelines for the identification, assessment, and mitigation of adverse impacts on nonrenewable paleontological resources. Many federal, state, county, and city agencies have either formally or informally adopted the SVP’s standard guidelines for the mitigation of adverse construction-related impacts on paleontological resources. The SVP has helped define the value of paleontological resources and, in particular, indicates that geologic units of high paleontological potential are those from which vertebrate or significant invertebrate or significant suites of plant fossils have been recovered in the past (i.e., are represented in institutional collections). Areas that contain potentially datable organic remains older than the Recent era, including deposits associated with nests or middens, and areas that may contain new vertebrate deposits, traces, or trackways, are also classified as significant. Geologic units of low paleontological potential are those that are not known to have produced a substantial body of significant paleontological material. As such, the sensitivity of an area with respect to paleontological resources hinges on its geologic setting and whether significant fossils have been discovered in the area or in similar geologic units.] 



	


Human Remains


Impact CP-4: The proposed project would not disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)	Comment by Chris Kern: Discuss that this topic was not addressed in FSEIR and add impact significance conclusion as done for paleo resources above.


To date, no known human burial locations have been identified within the project site. The possibility cannot be entirely discounted, as human remains could exist anywhere. Project construction could result in direct impacts to previously undiscovered human remains during earthmoving activities. 


Under State law, human remains and associated burial items may be significant resources in two ways: they may be significant to descendant communities for patrimonial, cultural, lineage, and religious reasons and human remains may also be important to the scientific community, such as prehistorians, epidemiologists, and physical anthropologists. The specific stake of some descendant groups in ancestral burials is a matter of law for some groups, such as Native Americans (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98). In other cases, the concerns of the associated descendent group regarding appropriate treatment and disposition of discovered human burials may become known only through outreach. Beliefs concerning appropriate treatment, study, and disposition of human remains and associated burial items may be inconsistent and even conflict between descendent and scientific communities. CEQA and other State regulations concerning Native American human remains provide the following procedural requirements to assist in avoiding potential adverse effects to human remains within the contexts of their value to both descendants communities and the scientific community: 


· When an initial study identifies the existence or probable likelihood that a project would impact Native American human remains, the lead agency is to contact and work with the appropriate Native American representatives identified through the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to develop an agreement for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and any associated burial items (CEQA Guidelines Section15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98)


· If human remains are accidentally discovered, the county coroner must be contacted. If the county coroner determines that the human remains are Native American, the coroner must contact the NAHC within 24 hours. The NAHC must identify the most likely descendant (MLD) to provide for the opportunity to make recommendations for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and associated burial items. If the MLD fails to make recommendations within 24 hours of notification or the project applicant rejects the recommendations of the MLD, the Native American human remains and associated burial items must be reburied in a location not subject to future disturbance within the project site (Public Resources Code Section 5097.98).


· If potentially affected human remains/burial may have scientific significance, whether or not having significance to Native Americans or other descendent communities, then under CEQA, the appropriate mitigation of effect may require the recovery of the scientific information of the remains/burial through identification, evaluation, data recovery, analysis, and interpretation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(2)).


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


[bookmark: _GoBack]Impact C-CP: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, could result in significant impacts to cultural resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)	Comment by Chris Kern: Please also address cumulative impacts in paleo resources and human remains.


The geographic scope for potential cumulative cultural resources generally includes the Mission Bay area. Cumulative projects within the project vicinity would be required to undergo separate environmental review, as necessary. As the proposed project would have no impacts to historic architectural resources, it therefore would not contribute to any such cumulative impact. 


Similar to the proposed project as described under Impacts CP-2 and CP-4, the cumulative projects could have a significant impact on both recorded and unrecorded archeological resources, including human remains interred outside of formal cemeteries, given the substantial amount of construction-related ground disturbance that could occur. The impacts of the proposed project when considered together with similar impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects could contribute to a significant cumulative impact to cultural resources. However, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2, as standard City-required mitigation, would also apply to cumulative projects based on each project’s potential to affect archeological resources and would reduce cumulative impacts to cultural resources to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure: Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	1	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision


Project Name	2	ESA / Project No.


Type of document	Date


Preliminary  Subject to Revision


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	2	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision






Thanks,
Joyce
 
Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com


-------- Original Message --------
Subject:Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs


Date:Fri, 8 Aug 2014 20:54:28 +0000
From:Paul Mitchell <PMitchell@esassoc.com>


To:Chris Kern <Chris.Kern@sfgov.org>, "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)" <brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>,
"Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>


CC:Gary Oates <GOates@esassoc.com>, Joyce <joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Karl Heisler
<KHeisler@esassoc.com>


Catherine, Chris and Brett:
 
As promised, attached is a preliminary draft of Initial Study Cultural Resources section for the
Warriors project.  This has not been sent out the larger team. Please let us know if you have 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: Hervey, Myisha (MYR)
To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Meeting tomorrow
Date: Thursday, August 07, 2014 3:57:20 PM


No Spear & Harrison Streets.
 
Myisha Hervey
--
Direct (415)554-6695
myisha.hervey@sfgov.org
 


From: Bohee, Tiffany (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 3:56 PM
To: Hervey, Myisha (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Meeting tomorrow
 
Hi, Myisha – the Warrior’s Oakland office?  I think that’s fine, just let me know exactly where.
 
Tiffany Bohee
Executive Director
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
  Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Tel:  415-749-2588
Email:  tiffany.bohee@sfgov.org


 


From: Hervey, Myisha (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 3:42 PM
To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Meeting tomorrow
 
Hi Tiffany,
 
Regarding the meeting at 11am tomorrow, the Warriors are asking if it’s possible to meet at their offices instead?
I know it’s short notice and I have a call into John’s office as well.
 
Myisha Hervey
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall, Room 448
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Direct (415)554-6695
Fax (415)554-4565
myisha.hervey@sfgov.org
www.oewd.org
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From: Miller, Erin
To: "Tyler Frisbee"; Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); Patel, Neal
Cc: "Janice Li"; "Paolo Cosulich-Schwartz"; Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Mission Bay/Development Check-In
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 4:15:26 PM


Hi Tyler,
 
Thanks for following up.  I was hoping to have a bit more about the Warriors and Waterfront
Transportation Assessment to share with you when we meet, and I think this timing is good.  I do
have a few suggestions for other attendees based on what I’m reading in your email.
 


·        Catherine Reilly (copied here) from OCII is the Project Manager for Mission Bay and would
be able to speak to transportation plans within Mission Bay or updates to the Mission Bay
Plan if any.


 
·        Ana Vasudeo, Director Blue Greenway, SF Parks Alliance for an understanding of how the


Blue Greenway fits into/overlaps with the bicycle network along Terry Francois Boulevard
(which I admit I am not fully clear about myself).
 


Best,
Erin
 
Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Development & Transportation Integration
Urban Planning Initiatives
 
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
 
From: Tyler Frisbee [mailto:tyler@sfbike.org] 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 12:04 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Sallaberry, Mike; Patel, Neal
Cc: Janice Li; Paolo Cosulich-Schwartz
Subject: Mission Bay/Development Check-In
 
Erin and Mike,
 
I hope that you both had a great weekend. I'm following up based on previous conversations
with both of you to see if we can schedule a meeting to discuss the upcoming waterfront
developments and their related transportation developments. Generally, we're interested in
understanding better how all of these projects fit together, how they align with the new
development projects coming onboard, and how we can help support your work.
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Specifically, we're interested in talking about the following projects:
I. Lefty O'Doul (where is it in the project process? which development projects do you see it
connected to)
II. Illinois (how will this get improved, and what's the process/timeline for doing so? what
development projects is it connected to?)
III. Terry Francois (how will this get improved, and what's the process/timeline for doing so?
what development projects is it connected to?)
IV. general transportation circulation and update of Mission Bay Plan- how do all of these
new developments fit in?
 
Is there time next week when all five of us can sit down and go over these? If you give us a
few options, we'll figure out how to make one of them work on our end.
 
Thanks,
 
Tyler Emilie Frisbee
Policy Director, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
(415) 431-BIKE (2453) x313
833 Market Street, 10th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
___________________________________________________________


Improve your commute and your city
BECOME AN SF BICYCLE COALITION MEMBER TODAY!


___________________________________________________________


 


San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
Promoting the Bicycle for Everyday Transportation
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From: Bridges, George (CII)
To: Lee, Raymond C. (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Update on the Warriors RFP Process
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 2:00:07 PM


Ray/Catherine
 
Clarke and I set up a meeting to discuss the outcome of the RFP process which they plan to release
on Friday.  They plan to ask for hourly rate from firms versus submit a fee proposal for disciplines


they plan to create associations.  At the Sept 12th meeting, they will present firms they would like to


select and/or interview.  The interview will more than likely occur the week of Sept 13th or
thereafter.  They understand that I plan to attend the interviews.
 
George
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From: Hervey, Myisha (MYR)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW Check-in Conference Call
Date: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 12:18:03 PM


Hi Catherine- Ok.
 
Myisha Hervey
--
Direct (415)554-6695
myisha.hervey@sfgov.org
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 12:17 PM
To: Hervey, Myisha (MYR); Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW Check-in Conference Call
 
Yes, we have not heard back from Jesse.  Jenn and I are going to try and get hold of him.  Thanks for
keeping on top of this!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Hervey, Myisha (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 12:06 PM
To: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW Check-in Conference Call
 
Hi Lucinda,
 
Just following up.  Have you heard back from Jesse? I am guessing this call will not happen today.
 
Myisha Hervey
--
Direct (415)554-6695
myisha.hervey@sfgov.org
 


From: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 5:20 PM
To: Hervey, Myisha (MYR)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW Check-in Conference Call
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Hi Myisha,
 
Thank you.  I will get back to you as soon as I hear from Jesse. 
 
Lucinda
 


From: Hervey, Myisha (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 4:56 PM
To: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)
Subject: FW: GSW Check-in Conference Call
 
Hi Lucinda,
 
The times below you recently sent to Jennifer will work for her tomorrow (Tuesday) and Wednesday.
 
Thank you,
 
Myisha Hervey
--
Direct (415)554-6695
myisha.hervey@sfgov.org
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 4:05 PM
To: Hervey, Myisha (MYR)
Subject: Fwd: GSW Check-in Conference Call
 


Begin forwarded message:


From: "Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)" <lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org>
Date: August 11, 2014 at 3:15:50 PM PDT
To: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)" <jennifer.matz@sfgov.org>, Jesse Blout
<jblout@stradasf.com>
Subject: GSW Check-in Conference Call


Hello Jennifer and Jesse:
 
Are you available for a ½ hour conference call with Catherine Reilly and Tiffany Bohee? 
Below are some dates and time.
 
Tuesday, 8/12 
 
10:30 am
1:00 pm – 2:00 pm
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Wednesday, 8/13
 
9:00 am – 10:00 am
11:30 am
 
Thank you.
 
Lucinda Nguyen
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
City and County of San Francisco


One South Van Ness Ave., 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
P 415.749.2458
F 415.749.2585
E lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org
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From: Shannon Fiala
To: Joe LaClair
Cc: Hamalian, Seth; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Laura Tam
Subject: Re: Mission Creek tour for ULI
Date: Friday, August 01, 2014 6:11:53 PM


Pardon me, I meant Joe and Seth.


On Fri, Aug 1, 2014 at 6:11 PM, Shannon Fiala <sfiala@spur.org> wrote:
Thanks, Joe and Nick. These look great.


On Fri, Aug 1, 2014 at 9:29 AM, Joe LaClair <joel@bcdc.ca.gov> wrote:
Hi Shannon


Let me know if this is OK.


Joe


From: Seth Hamalian <SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com>
Date: Friday, August 1, 2014 9:14 AM
To: Shannon Fiala <sfiala@spur.org>, Catherine Reilly <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Cc: Laura Tam <ltam@spur.org>, Joe LaClair <joel@bcdc.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: Mission Creek tour for ULI


Hi Shannon,


The attached bio is what I typically provide, but not really brief - let me know if you have a word
count you were shooting for and I can definitely trim it down down.


Seth Hamalian
Managing Principal
Mission Bay Development Group, LLC
410 China Basin Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
P: (415) 355-6612
F: (415) 355-6692
C: (415) 939-6234


From: Shannon Fiala [sfiala@spur.org]
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 1:04 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Laura Tam; Hamalian, Seth; LaClair Joe
Subject: Re: Mission Creek tour for ULI


Catherine, Joe, Seth,


Thanks so much for confirming your participation for the tour. Could you send me a
brief bio and headshot at your earliest convenience for the conference program? 
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Best,
Shannon


On Tue, Jul 29, 2014 at 6:00 PM, Reilly, Catherine (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Hi, Laura – Seth and I can both help out, though we will have to skip out early (maybe when
you turn it over to the Giants to talk about Mission Rock).  Also, we can talk about seismic and
financing, but won’t be the best to speak to sea level rise.


Thanks


 


Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/


 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014


 


From: Laura Tam [mailto:ltam@spur.org] 
Sent: Saturday, July 26, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Shannon Fiala
Cc: Hamalian, Seth; Reilly, Catherine (CII); LaClair Joe


Subject: Mission Creek tour for ULI


 


Hi Seth, Catherine and Joe -


 


I wanted to follow up on Shannon's request for your participation in a tour of Mission
Bay & Mission Creek for ULI guests at the Building the Resilient City conference. The
tour would be on the afternoon of September 3 from 1-4 pm and would likely have
50+ guests from all over the country - you can see a list of the the conference's
attendees on its site.
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The draft itinerary (below) will be revised - it is too much for 3 hours - but we still
would like to know if you could speak to the group sometime that afternoon. Let me
know and Shannon or I will get back to you with details once we have finalized the
plan.


 


Many thanks


Laura


 


On Mon, Jul 14, 2014 at 2:33 PM, Shannon Fiala <sfiala@spur.org> wrote:


Hi Seth, Catherine and Joe,


 


As a part of ULI's Resilient City Conference in San Francisco on September 4-5, Laura
Tam and I have been assisting Elliot Stein in arranging mobile workshops to two areas
that showcase local resiliency efforts: Mission Creek and Ocean Beach. 


 


If you are available on Wednesday, September 3rd between 1-4pm, we would love
to have you speak with these conference tour participants.  


 


Suggested itinerary:


1-1:30: Drive from the Hyatt along the Embarcadero to Mission Bay. Talk about the
Port and how the waterfront has been developed and redeveloped and its resiliency
challenges which include seismic, sea level rise, and lack of funding


1:30: Stop at TBD location in Mission Bay. Informational presentation about Mission
Bay and the challenge of planning and paying for it. Possible speakers: Seth Hamalian
and/or Catherine Reilly


2:15: Bus tour of Mission Bay. See UCSF, Warriors site, waterfront, maybe Pier 70.


2:45: Stop at Pier 48 for a talk about the Piers and Mission Rock. Possible speakers:
Fran Weld from the Giants or someone else from the Mission Rock team, such as Phil
Williamson or Brad Benson from the Port.


3:00: Walk across Mission Rock to 3rd St, visit the Mission Bay park, stop and talk
about vulnerability of Mission Creek and potential solutions. Possible speakers: Laura
Tam or Joe LaClair. Then walk up along the north side of the creek to complete this
walking part of the tour.
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4:00: Pick up at AT&T Park for bus transport back to hotel.


 


Please let me know if you have any questions about the tour or conference and whether
you could attend.


 


Thanks,
Shannon


 


--


Shannon Fiala
Ocean Beach Master Plan - Assistant Project Manager


SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
415.385.6925
sfiala@spur.org


SPUR | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | Join


Read SPUR's Agenda for Change


spur.org/agendaforchange >>


 


--


Laura Tam
Sustainable Development Policy Director


SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City
(415) 644-4289
ltam@spur.org
@lauraetam


SPUR | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | Join


 


Read SPUR's Agenda for Change
spur.org/agendaforchange >>
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-- 
Shannon Fiala
Ocean Beach Master Plan - Assistant Project Manager


SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
415.385.6925
sfiala@spur.org


SPUR | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | Join


Read SPUR's Agenda for Change
spur.org/agendaforchange >>


-- 
Shannon Fiala
Ocean Beach Master Plan - Assistant Project Manager


SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
415.385.6925
sfiala@spur.org


SPUR | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | Join


Read SPUR's Agenda for Change
spur.org/agendaforchange >>


-- 
Shannon Fiala
Ocean Beach Master Plan - Assistant Project Manager


SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
415.385.6925
sfiala@spur.org


SPUR | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | Join


Read SPUR's Agenda for Change
spur.org/agendaforchange >>
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From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Aidan Poile; White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 12:01:21 PM


Aidan,
 
Thanks for sending this over, we will take a look at the presentation this afternoon.  Do you have
time for a quick call I should be free between 2:30-3:30pm?  Please plan to  bring a projector and
laptop to the meeting. 
 
Best,
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 
 
 


From: Aidan Poile [mailto:apoile@TNDC.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:54 AM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII); White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
 
All,
Attached is a pdf of the slides for the CAC presentation.  I’ve also attached a narrative for the TNDC
slides, which will give you more info on the content.
 
The design portion that we presented last week was about 8 minutes, so our architects are planning
to present the same information, with minor adjustments to reflect the different audience.  We
aren’t proposing changes to the slides though.
 
Please let me know if you have comments or suggestions.  Please also let me know what we’ll need
to bring for the presentation (laptop, projector, etc.)
 
Thanks,
Aidan
 


From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:20 PM
To: Aidan Poile; White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
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Hi Aidan,
 
I am part of the Mission Bay Team and interface a lot with the CAC.  I think a brief TNDC intro would
be great for the community.  I don’t think the services and management staff need to attend, but
Dan should be able to comment generally on services management.  Let’s set up a time to chat after
you send us over your presentation tomorrow.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 
 
 


From: Aidan Poile [mailto:apoile@TNDC.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:11 PM
To: White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
 
Jeff,
Thanks again.  Everyone here is thrilled that we were selected.
 
I should be able to get you a draft of the materials by midday Wednesday.  We’re planning to
present a modified version of the PowerPoint presentation we presented last week.  In addition to
the items you noted below, we were planning to give a very brief intro to TNDC, since we haven’t
developed in the neighborhood before.  If you don’t think this is necessary we can omit this.
 
I also wanted to let you know that Anne is out of town, so Dan will be doing the presentation of the
design.  I’ll communicate the time constraints to him.
 
Finally, we were planning to have our services and management staff attend the meeting to answer
questions.  We don’t want to overwhelm the meeting though, so if you think this isn’t necessary,
please let me know.
 
Thanks,
 


Aidan Poile
Senior Project Manager
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TNDC
apoile@tndc.org
415.358.3971
 
 


From: White, Jeffrey (CII) [mailto:jeffrey.white@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 2:59 PM
To: Aidan Poile; Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
 
Hi Katie and Aidan,
 
Congratulations again on being selected! We are very excited about your proposal and moving the
project forward.
 
A few things to check in on:
 


1.        Pam Sims will be the development specialist/project manager and your main point of
contact on the project. She’s been on vacation but is back on Monday.


2.        For the CAC meeting on Thursday – the meeting starts at 5:00, but your item won’t likely be
up until 7:00. You’ll be after an item on the Warriors project.


3.        I’d suggest getting there no later than 6:30. I won’t be able to be at the meeting, but Ethan
is planning on it. Ethan will briefly introduce the agenda item (and request that the CAC vote
to recommend the selection to the OCII commission of your team) and then turn it over to
your team. I’d suggest Aidan spending just a few minutes on the program – low income with
20% formerly homeless, retail, robust services and 826 concept.  And then have Anne
Tourney show the concept design. Since the meeting will likely already be long, please
mention to Anne to speak only for less than 10 minutes. We want to respect the CAC’s time.


4.       Please send us the materials you plan on presenting – we’d like to review it before the
meeting. Do you think you can have the materials to us by mid day tomorrow
(Wednesday)?


5.        Next steps after Thursday…OCII staff plans to provide an Informational Memo to the
Commission for their Sept 2 describing the results of the selection panel.  I’d suggest having
one person from your team come to that commission meeting, just in case there are any
questions. There is no presentation.


6.        Then, we’d like to proceed to Loan Committee for your predevelopment loan request early
as late September.


7.        Once the loan is approved, we’re hoping to go to our October 21 Commission meeting
seeking approval of the loan and the Exclusive Negotiations Agreement with TNDC for the


development of 1300 4th Street.
 


Thanks,
Jeff
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Jeff White
Housing Program Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
tel: 415 749 2488
jeffrey.white@sfgov.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: Update on GSW
Date: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:28:00 PM


Jennifer – Lila and I were able to catch up with Jesse and Clarke.  They are working on the PPT and
will  go over it with us tomorrow afternoon (I included you on an invite and we’ll be doing a go-to
meeting).  You should also have received an invite for a call with Jesse on the schedule tomorrow
morning (another go-to meeting).
 
It sounds like Craig met up with John R for drinks last night and they talked through some issues.  I
was going to email John to see if he could give someone a briefing of what they discussed and get
any of his direction prior to his vacation so we can carry the flag forward.  Alternatively, if you were
planning on chatting with him this week and I was going to see if you could ask what his discussion
was like and pass it on since his staff won’t overlap before John heads out for vacation. 
 
Finally, I forgot to ask if there was anything from last week’s meeting with John and Tiffany that
wasn’t discussed at the design meeting that would be good to know.


Thanks!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Hervey, Myisha (MYR)
To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Meeting tomorrow
Date: Thursday, August 07, 2014 3:41:41 PM


Hi Tiffany,
 
Regarding the meeting at 11am tomorrow, the Warriors are asking if it’s possible to meet at their offices instead?
I know it’s short notice and I have a call into John’s office as well.
 
Myisha Hervey
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall, Room 448
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Direct (415)554-6695
Fax (415)554-4565
myisha.hervey@sfgov.org
www.oewd.org
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From: Bohee, Tiffany (CII)
To: Hervey, Myisha (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Meeting tomorrow
Date: Thursday, August 07, 2014 3:56:16 PM


Hi, Myisha – the Warrior’s Oakland office?  I think that’s fine, just let me know exactly where.
 
Tiffany Bohee
Executive Director
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
  Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Tel:  415-749-2588
Email:  tiffany.bohee@sfgov.org


 


From: Hervey, Myisha (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 3:42 PM
To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Meeting tomorrow
 
Hi Tiffany,
 
Regarding the meeting at 11am tomorrow, the Warriors are asking if it’s possible to meet at their offices instead?
I know it’s short notice and I have a call into John’s office as well.
 
Myisha Hervey
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall, Room 448
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Direct (415)554-6695
Fax (415)554-4565
myisha.hervey@sfgov.org
www.oewd.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Green, Andrea (CPC)
Subject: RE: Today"s Meeting
Date: Monday, August 11, 2014 11:15:00 AM


Thanks, Andrea.  When does John get back from vacation (since I know the question will come up). 
Glad you are getting some down time as well!
 
Do you have access to David and Josh’s calendar if I want to try and schedule something for early
next week?
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Green, Andrea (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 11:04 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Today's Meeting
 


Hey there, Catherine,
 
Unless something on John’s calendar gets cancelled, he has no time before leaving on vacation
on Friday.  So, for now, the meeting will have to wait until next week with Josh/David.  I will
let you know if John’s schedule changes before Friday.
 
My weekend was good.  I hope yours was as well.  FYI – my vacation starts on
Wednesday….returning to the office on 8/26.
 
Take care,
Andrea
 
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 11, 2014 9:23 AM
To: Green, Andrea (CPC)
Subject: Today's Meeting
 
Andrea – we ended up cancelling today’s meeting since Josh had to go out of town unexpectedly. 
Let me know if John has any time this week to do w a video conference with the Warriors’ team, or if
he would rather just wait until Josh/David are back next week.
 
I’m around if you want to chat.  Thanks (and hope you had a great weekend).



mailto:andrea.green@sfgov.org
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Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)
Subject: RE: Proposed visit to San Francisco Thursday 4 - Friday 5 September
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 8:27:00 PM
Attachments: 2014.02.07 Vert Dev.pdf


MB Project Overview - 1 Page March 2013.pdf


Seth thought he could make it and will double check when he gets back from vacation.  Attached is
the MB summary and the development map (we haven’t had time to updated it, so it still has some
of the incorrect information).  Once you get a better idea of who they are interested in meeting
with, I can outreach to the various players.  My suggestions would be:
 


-          Seth – master developer
-          Private Residential Developer – Michael Cohen, Andrea Jones (though not in town much)


-          Affordable Housing – Mercy Housing (Senior Housing and 1180 4th Street)
-          Biotech – Steve Richardson (ARE), Catherine Sharpe (Fibrogen) – they may already be put in


touch with biotech folks through UCSF
-          Warriors – Jesse Blout


 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Bohee, Tiffany (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:45 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)
Subject: RE: Proposed visit to San Francisco Thursday 4 - Friday 5 September
 
Thanks.  Can you see if Seth might be available to meet with them as well?  He is welcome to join us
at 9 am on Fri, Sept 5 or he can meet them down in Mission Bay at time that works for him.  Any
other ideas?  Related?  BOSA? Gladstone? ARE?   Fibrogen? Just a few names of development
entities that might be receptive to meeting with them.
 
Lucinda – can you see if Todd Rufo of OEWD might be able to join us? Myisha is his assistant at
OEWD.  Thank you.
 
Tiffany Bohee
Executive Director
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
  Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Tel:  415-749-2588
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ARDEN
Bosa - 267 Residential Units



Estimated Completion September 2015



SOMA HOTEL
Stanford Hotel Group - 250 Room 4-star hotel



Estimated Complete: November 2016



BLOCK 1
Strada - 350 Residential Units / 25,000 sq ft retail 



Estimated Complete: 2016-2017



CHANNEL MISSION BAY 
UDR - 315 Residential Units / 9,000 sq ft retail



Completed January 2014



SOL
Equity Residential - 273 Rental Units



Estimated Complete: July 2015



KAISER MEDICAL CENTER - Alexandria
245,000 sq ft Life Sciences Building



Estimated Completion 2015



1670 OWENS GARAGE - Alexandria
803 spaces - Completed September 2009



VENUE 
Summerhill  - 147 Rental Units / 9,000 sq ft retail



Completed January 2014



1450 OWENS - Alexandria
60,000 sq ft Life Sciences Building



(future)



BLOCK 40
Available Site



FOCIL-MB, LLC
 Approx. 700,000 square feet



Medical or Commercial Office



BLOCK N4P3
Available Site - FOCIL-MB, LLC



129 Residential Units:



Up to 84 market-rate rental units;



and at least 45 affordable rental units



500 sq ft retail space



PUBLIC SAFETY BUILDING
City and Coutny of SF - 280,000 sq ft SF Police Dept Headquarters 



Hall of Justice, District Police Station, District Fire Station 



Estimated Complete: November 2014



GLADSTONE INSTITUTES
180,000 square feet research and lab facility



Completed  November 2004



1550 OWENS GARAGE - Alexandria
 Entitled for approximately 300 spaces (future)



1500 OWENS - Alexandria
165,000 sq ft Life Sciences Building



Completed September 2009



450 SOUTH ST. GARAGE
Alexandria - 1424 spaces - Completed August 2009



GAP INC. / OLD NAVY 
Hines - 285,000 sq ft office



Completed November 2002



500 TERRY FRANCOIS BOULEVARD 
TMG Partners (Meraki / Cisco) - 305,000 sq ft commercial office  



Completed May 2008



455 MISSION BAY BOULEVARD 
Alexandria - 225,000 sq ft office and 4,600 sq ft retail



Lab/Office: Bayer, Nektar Therapeutics - Completed October 2010



STRATA
Urban Housing Group 



192 Rental Units / 9,900 sq ft retail  - Completed March 2009



RADIANCE / MADRONE
Bosa Development
418 Condominium Units / 10,000 sq ft retail 



Block 10A (Radiance) 99 Units - Completed June 2008 



Block 10 (Madrone) 329 Units - Completed: October 2012



ALEXANDRIA LIFE SCIENCE &
TECHNOLOGY CAMPUS



153,000 sq ft life science office and lab space



10,000 sq ft ground floor retail



Completed  December 2006 UCSF MEDICAL CENTER
UCSF - Cancer, Womens’, and Childrens’ Hospital



Phase 1: 289-beds (Estimated Complete: Februaray 2015) 



and 600-space parking structure 



Phase 2: 550-beds total 



MB360
BRE Properties 
Block 5: 172 Rental Units / 17k sq ft retail. Est. Complete: May 2014



Block 11: 188 Rental Units. Est. Complete: September 2014   



OFFICE / LAB CAMPUS
Salesforce.com - Approximately 14-acres, 2 million sq ft 



Commercial Office / Corporate Headquarters Facility



EDGEWATER
UDR



193 Rental Units



Completed September 2007



PARK TERRACE
Opus West Development
110 Condominium Units



500 sq ft retail space



Completed September 2007



ARTERRA
Intracorp



269 Condominium Units



800 sq ft retail



Completed August 2008



255 BERRY
Signature Properties



100 condominium units



Completed May 2004



235 BERRY
Signature Properties



99 condominium units



Completed March 2007



AVALON II
Avalon Bay - 313 rental units



including 19 affordable units



8600 square feet of retail space



Completed October 2006



THE BEACON
 Centurian



595 condominium units



including 27 affordable units



with 45,000 sq ft office



and 83,000 sq ft retail



Completed March 2004



CRESCENT COVE
The Related Companies



236 Affordable Rental Units



Completed June 2007



RICH SORRO COMMONS
City and County of San Francisco - 100 Rental Apartments



Very Low Income family units with on-site child care 



9,850 sq ft retail space. Completed June 2002



MISSION CREEK SENIOR COMMUNITY
City and County of San Francisco - 140 Rental Units



Affordable Senior Housing, w/ on site health services.



7,800 sq ft retail and Public Library. Completed July 2006



AVALON I
Avalon Bay - 250 Rental Units, including 21 affordable units



7,800 sq ft retail space. Completed March 2003



THE GLASSWORKS
Santa Fe Partners - 39 Condominiums



19,000 sq. ft. office; 7,800 sq. ft retail. Completed June 2003



MISSION WALK
Bridge Housing



131 Affordable Units



Completed September 2009



AVALON III
Avalon Bay - 260 rental units



11,200 sq ft retail space



Completed September 2009



FIBROGEN LIFE SCIENCE
Alexandria - 450,000 sq ft commercial office



Completed September 2008



1180 FOURTH STREET 
Mercy Housing - 150 Affordable Rental Units



Estimated Complete: June 2014



BLOCKS 6 EAST and 6 WEST
City and County of SF - 233 Affordable Rental Units for Families



BLOCKS 9 and 9A
City and County of San Francisco - 150 Affordable Units, For-Sale



BLOCK 4 EAST
City and County of SF - 100 Affordable Rental Units for Seniors



BLOCKS 7 EAST and 7 WEST 
Related - Approx. 200 Affordable Rental Units (7W)



Family House - 80 Extended-Stay Residences (7E) for Families 



of Patients at UCSF Medical Center Benioff Children’s Hospital 



UCSF ACADEMIC OFFICE BUILDING
UCSF - 263,000 sq ft Faculty Offices and Support Space



Estimated Complete: early 2015



CAMPUS HOUSING
UCSF - 430 units for over 750 students



Completed September 2005



SANDLER NEUROSCIENCES CENTER - UCSF
237,000 sq ft of lab and research space



Completed January 2012



SMITH CARDIOVASCULAR
RESEARCH BUILDING - UCSF



236,000 sq ft lab, educational space



Completed September 2010



ROCK HALL - UCSF
170,000 sq ft of research space



Completed August 2003



WILLIAM J. RUTTER CENTER - UCSF
155,000 square feet of educational, social & recreational space



Completed  October 2005



THIRD STREET GARAGE
UCSF - 822 spaces (Phase 1) - Completed February 2006



GENENTECH HALL - UCSF
385,000 sq ft research and educational building



Completed October 2002



 QB3
California Institute for



Quantitative Biosciences
UCSF



152,000 sq ft research building



Completed November 2004



BLOCK 3 EAST
SF Redevelopment Agency - 97 Affordable Rental Units



BLOCK 12 WEST
City and County of San Francisco



125 Affordable Units, For-Sale



HELEN DILLER CANCER
RESEARCH CENTER- UCSF



162,000 sq ft lab, educational space



Completed June 2009



MISSION CREEK PARK
City and County of San Francisco - An 18-acre contiguous 



waterfront park, with picnic areas, basketball, volleyball, 



tennis, kayak facilities, dog-friendly play area, 



waterfront esplanade, community garden, pedestrian and bicycle paths.



MISSION BAY DRIVE
MEDIAN & CIRCLE (P10)



City and County of San Francisco
Approx. 1 acre of green streetscape / landscape



with innovative stormwater treatment bioswales



Completed November 2011



PARKS P16 - P17 - P18 
City and County of San Francisco - 2.6 acres of public open space



Completed March 2009 - October 2010
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MARKET RATE RESIDENTIAL



AFFORDABLE RESIDENTIAL



HOTEL



GROUND LEVEL RETAIL



COMMERCIAL OFFICE / BIOTECH LAB



UCSF CAMPUS 



UCSF MEDICAL CENTER - HOSPITAL



PARKS & PUBLIC OPEN SPACE



PUBLIC FACILITY (SCHOOL, POLICE / FIRE, ETC)



SAN FRANCISCO BAY TRAIL



MUNI METRO LIGHT RAIL



LIGHT RAIL STATION         



CALTRAIN / FUTURE HIGH SPEED RAIL



CALTRAIN DEPOT



LEGEND
AREAS MAPPED IN DARKER COLOR ARE EITHER COMPLETED OR 



CURRENTLY UNDER CONSTRUCTION



RESIDENTIAL
Entitled for 6000 residential units, including 4200+ market 



rate units and over 1800+ affordable units 



RESIDENTIAL
Entitled for 6000 residential units, including 4200+ market 



rate units and over 1800+ affordable units 



UCSF CAMPUS
43 acre campus with 2.65 million square feet of new 



classroom, community, and research space



OFFICE / BIOTECH LAB
4.4 million square feet of commercial or medical office 



space, and biotechnology research laboratories



RETAIL
At least 280,000 square feet of new neighborhood-serving 



retail and commercial space



PARKS & OPEN SPACE
49 acres of new parks, plazas, sports fields, playgrounds,



and publicly accessible open space 



INFRASTRUCTURE
Projected $700 million in new streets, streetscape, public 



utilities, pedestrian amenities, and traffic improvements 



UCSF MEDICAL CENTER
UCSF’s new 550-bed Children’s, Women’s, and Cancer 



specialty hospital situated on 14.5 acres 
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What’s Happening At 



MISSION BAY



















OFFICE OF COMMUNITY INVESTMENT AND INFRASTRUCTURE  



 



 March 2014 



Mission Bay North & South Redevelopment Projects  
 
San Francisco’s new Mission Bay development covers 303 acres of land between the San Francisco Bay 



and Interstate-280.  The Board of Supervisors established the Mission Bay North and South 



Redevelopment Project Areas in November 1998.  Development is controlled through the Redevelopment 



Plans and Designs for Development, Owner Participation Agreements between the Office of Community 



Investment and Infrastructure (OCII), as the Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency, and 



original master developer, Catellus Development Corporation (now held by FOCIL-MB, LLC), and 



Interagency Cooperation Agreements, which commit all City departments to the Mission Bay 



Infrastructure Plans.  



 



Mission Bay is a mixed-use, transit-oriented development that was designated in 2010 by the California 



Department of Housing and Community Development as a Gold State Catalyst Project Community, 



recognizing it being a national model for sustainable growth.  The maximum development program for 



Mission Bay includes: 



• 6,400 housing units, with up to 1,850 (29%) affordable to moderate, low, and very low-income 



households.  OCII sponsored non-profit developers will build  up to 1,515 of the affordable units on 



14.9 acres of land contributed by the master developer in Mission Bay North and South.   



• 4.4 million sq. ft. of high-tech/office/life science/biotechnology commercial space. 



• A new UCSF research campus containing 2.65 million sq. ft. of building space on 43 acres of land 



donated by the master developer and the City. 



• A state-of-the art, 550-bed UCSF medical center serving children, women, and cancer patients. 



• 400,000 sq. ft. of city and neighborhood-serving retail space. 



• A 250-room hotel. 



• 41 acres of new public open space, including parks along Mission Creek and along the bay, plus 8 



acres of open space within the UCSF campus. 



• A new 500-student public school, new public library and new fire and police stations and other 



community facilities. 



The master developer will construct more than $700 million in public infrastructure in Mission Bay, to be 



financed through special assessments and increased property taxes generated by the development.  Upon 



completion, the right-of-way and utility improvements will be accepted for operation and maintenance by 



the City.  OCII will operate the park system, funded by annual assessments against private property in the 



redevelopment areas.  Mission Bay is served by transit by Muni’s new 3
rd



 Street Light Rail system, bus 



lines, and the regional serving Caltrain.  



Mission Bay is expected to create more than 30,000 new permanent jobs, in addition to hundreds of 



ongoing construction jobs. Development began in 2000 and will take place over 20 to 30 years.  Total 



development cost for Mission Bay is expected to reach almost $9 billion. 



To date, 3,917  housing units, including 672 affordable units, have been constructed in Mission Bay.  An 



additional 1050 units are under construction, including 150 affordable units.  More than 1.7 million 



square feet of commercial office and biotechnology lab space has been built.  About 60% of the UCSF 



campus has been developed, including seven research buildings, a campus community center, and a 



university housing development.  More than 15 acres of new non-UCSF parks and open space have also 



been completed.  The first phase of the UCSF medical center is under construction, and is expected to 



open in early 2015. 



Project Manager:  Catherine Reilly, 415-749-2516, catherine.reilly@sfgov.org 



Assistant Project Manager:  Lila Hussain, 415-749-2431, lila.hussain@sfgov.org 
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:26 AM
To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)
Subject: RE: Proposed visit to San Francisco Thursday 4 - Friday 5 September
 
I have a standing meeting with the PUC on Friday at 9AM, but can send someone else.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Bohee, Tiffany (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:13 AM
To: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: Proposed visit to San Francisco Thursday 4 - Friday 5 September
 
Catherine – See the attached below. I’m available at 8:30 or 9 am on Friday, Sept. 5.  Let Lucinda
know if you can attend.  Thanks.
 
 
Tiffany Bohee
Executive Director
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
  Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Tel:  415-749-2588
Email:  tiffany.bohee@sfgov.org


 


From: Mike Hefferan [mailto:MHefferan@usc.edu.au] 
Sent: Sunday, August 03, 2014 11:38 PM
To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII)
Subject: Proposed visit to San Francisco Thursday 4 - Friday 5 September
 
Dear Tiffany,
 
Greetings from Australia!
 



mailto:tiffany.bohee@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/

mailto:tiffany.bohee@sfgov.org

mailto:MHefferan@usc.edu.au





I would like to advise that on Thursday, the 4th and Friday, the 5th of September, a small executive
group from our region will be visiting San Francisco and would like the opportunity to meet with you
and some of your colleagues.
 
A list of our delegation is attached and includes our Mayor and the local council CEO, the chair of
our regional hospital authority, myself and another executive of our university.
 
The Sunshine Coast region is located approximately 100 kilometres of our state capital, Brisbane and
is a rapidly developing area. A major project in our region is the construction of a $1.8 billion dollar
university hospital and the surrounding precinct, close to the university. Some details of this project
can be found on this link http://www.health.qld.gov.au/scuhospital/.
 
The main objective of our short visit is to meet with colleagues at the UCSF Mission Bay campus to
discuss their project and to develop further research and education links.
 
Very important to both the San Francisco and Sunshine Coast precincts are the complementary
development of the surrounding areas and the encouragement and direction of suitable investment
and development by the local government and planning authorities. A number of our delegation
have a particular interest in that and we would hope that we would be able to meet with you and
your colleagues to discuss your approach, challenges and opportunities you have encountered at the
Mission Bay project and at other similar development precincts.
 


We would hope that we might be able to spend some time with you in the morning of Friday, 5th


September but would fit in whatever time if this schedule does not suit.
 
Given the time frame for planning is now short, your early response is much appreciated.
 
Whilst I have visited UCSF in 2010, those involved in the development sector are not known to us.
We would like to make the most of our short visit by meeting with a number of those parties. Would
you be so kind to recommend some names from the development and wider community who may
have an interest in meeting with us. One would suppose that BOMA, would have an interest, but
there might also be individual developers, housing authorities, and the like.
 
Thank you in advance for your assistance and look forward to hearing from you.
 
Regards,
Mike
 
Professor Michael J Hefferan
Pro Vice-Chancellor (Engagement) and Professor Property and Development
B1.15-1.16 Office of Engagement
Tel: +61 7 5456 5169 | Fax: +61 7 5456 5057 | Mobile: 0414 014 241| Email: MHefferan@usc.edu.au | Web:
www.usc.edu.au
 
 
 



http://www.health.qld.gov.au/scuhospital/

mailto:MHefferan@usc.edu.au

http://www.usc.edu.au/





 
University of the Sunshine Coast, Locked Bag 4, Maroochydore DC, Queensland, 4558 Australia.
CRICOS Provider No: 01595D
Please consider the environment before printing this email.
This email is confidential. If received in error, please delete it from your system.








From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: FW: Warriors workforce letter of commitment
Date: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 7:07:00 PM
Attachments: Warriors Community Workforce Agreement.PDF


FYI
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Lee, Raymond C. (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 12:03 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Warriors workforce letter of commitment
 
Hi Catherine,
 
Attached is a copy of the letter of commitment for reference.
 
Ray



mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/




















From: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)
To: Lee, Olson (MYR); Cheu, Brian (MYR); Yanga, Teresa; OCII-EveryoneOU=OCII
Subject: Update your items on forward calendars by 11:00 a.m. today
Date: Monday, August 11, 2014 8:53:42 AM
Attachments: SuccessorCommissionCalendar-noLastDate 8.11.14.pdf


OversightBoardCalendar-noLastDate 8.11.14.pdf


Hi All:
 
Please update your items on forward calendars (Commission & Oversight Board) by 11:00
a.m. today.
 
Note:       Check “O.B. Action Required” box if applicable
                Add Info Memo title as a place holder even it is not on agenda
                Remember to fill in ROPS No. and Enforceable Obligation fields
                Please do not use all caps for your item.
 
Thank you.
 
 
Lucinda Nguyen
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
City and County of San Francisco


One South Van Ness Ave., 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
P 415.749.2458
F 415.749.2585
E lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org
 



mailto:lucinda.nguyen@sfgov.org

mailto:olson.m.lee@sfgov.org
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Proposed Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure Calendar (Draft)



Meeting Date Short Description Project Area Subject Matter Lead Person ROPS # EnforceableObligation OB Action Req



8/19/2014 Commending and expressing 
appreciation of Theo Ellington



Administration 	Commending and expressing appreciation of Theo 
Ellington for his services upon the occasion of is 
departure from his position as commissioner of the 
Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure



Action Tiffany Bohee



8/19/2014 Consenting to former Commissioner 
Theo Ellington’s work with the Golden 
State Warriors



Administration Consenting to former Commissioner Theo Ellington’s 
work with the Golden State Warriors regarding the 
Warriors’ proposed development of an arena, office and 
retail project on Blocks 29-32 in Mission Bay South; 
Mission Bay South Redevelopment Project Area.



Action Tiffany Bohee



8/19/2014 Approving OCII Investment Policy 
Amendment



Administration Approving OCII Investment Policy Amendment Action Leo Levenson



8/19/2014 Approving OCII Debt Policy 
Amendment



Administration Approving OCII Debt Policy Amendment Action Leo Levenson



8/19/2014 Authorize 1st Amendment to 
Disbursement Agreement



Hunters Point Authorize 1st Amendment to the Disbursement 
Agreement with HV Partnership 2, LP, a California 
limited partnership, to extend the timing of a 
disbursement condition to November 1, 2014, and 
increase the disbursed amount from $1.7 million from 
$2.5 million for ongoing infrastructure work associated 
with the development of approximately 107 very low- and 
low-income rental units pursuant to the Hunters View 
Phase II-III Rental Housing Loan Agreement for an 
amount not to exceed $3.4 milion, Middle Point and West 
Point Roads; Bayview Hunters Point Redevelopment 
Project Area



Consent



8/19/2014 Transbay Block 7 Affordable Housing 
Predevelopment Loan



Transbay Authorizing a Loan Agreement with Mercy Housing 
California 64, L.P., a California limited partnership, in the 
amount of $2,976,612 for predevelopment activities 
related to the development of 84 affordable housing units 
plus one manager's unit at Transbay Block 7, and 
adopting environmental findings pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act; Transbay 
Redevelopment Project Area



Action Elizabeth 
Colomello



239 OPA/DDA/Construction



8/19/2014 Personnel Policy Administration Updating Personnel Policy to include Sexual Harassment 
and Workplace Violence



Action April Ward
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Meeting Date Short Description Project Area Subject Matter Lead Person ROPS # EnforceableObligation OB Action Req



8/19/2014 Transbay Block 7 Affordable Housing 
Schematic Design revision



Transbay Approving a revision to the Transbay Block 7 Schematic 
Design Package, originally approved by the Commission 
on April 16, 2013, to reorganize some of the ground floor 
uses to create building efficiencies and add a story to 
increase the number of affordable units from 77 to 85; 
Transbay Redevelopment Project Area.



Action Elizabeth 
Colomello



239 OPA/DDA/Construction



8/19/2014 Approval of Fiscal Consultant 
Contract (contractor TBD) for Tax 
Allocation Bond Refunding



All 
Redevelopment 
Project Areas



Approval of Fiscal Consultant Contract (contractor TBD) 
for Tax Allocation Bond Refunding



Action John Daigle 345



9/2/2014 Approval of an ENA with Golub to 
purchase and develop a commercial 
project on Transbay Block 5



Transbay Authorizing, pursuant to the Transbay Implementation 
Agreement, the Executive Director to execute an 
Exclusive Negotiation Agreement with Golub Real Estate 
Corp, for a proposed commercial project on Block 5 
(Block 3718, Lots 025 and 027), located on Howard 
Street between Beale and Main Streets; Transbay 
Redevelopment Project Area



Action Courtney Pash Implementation Agreement



9/2/2014 Disposition of Leasehold Interests in 
Port-owned Property



Rincon Point-
South Beach



Consistent with Chapter 310 of the California Statutes of 
1987, the South Beach Leases and the Redevelopment 
Dissolution Law, authorizing a Memorandum of 
Agreement ("MOA") with the Port of San Francisco 
("Port") that (1) terminates the South Beach Leases for 
all of the South Beach Property including those that 
comprise the South Beach Harbor Project and (2) 
terminates the Rincon Park Agreements on the terms 
described in the MOA, given that the Successor Agency 
has determined that the last of the improvements 
proposed by the Redevelopment Plan is complete and 
the Port has determined that termination of the South 
Beach Leases and the Rincon Park Agreements is in the 
best interest of the Public Trust.



Action Tracie 
Reynolds



Port Leases



9/2/2014 ROPS 14-15B Workshop All 
Redevelopment 
Project Areas



Workshop on the Recognized Obligation Payment 
Schedule for January 1, 2015 to June 30, 2015 (ROPS 
14-15B)



Workshop Leo Levenson



9/2/2014 Intention to select a respondent to 
RFP for affordable housing and 
service provider at 1300 4th Street in 
Mission Bay South



Mission Bay 
(South)



Receipt of submissions to a Request for Proposals and 
intention to select a respondent for a 135-unit affordable 
housing project at 1300 4th Street in the Mission Bay 
South Redevelopment Project Area



Info Memo Ethan Warsh Mission Bay South OPA
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Meeting Date Short Description Project Area Subject Matter Lead Person ROPS # EnforceableObligation OB Action Req



9/2/2014 RFP to provide infrastructure 
engineering support services for the 
Hunters Point Shipyard and 
Candlestick Point areas



Hunters Point 
Shipyard



Notice of intent to issue a Request for Proposals to 
provide infrastructure engineering support services for 
the Hunters Point Shipyard and Candlestick Point areas 
for a one-year period, with two one-year extensions to be 
exercised at the Executive Director’s discretion;Hunters 
Point Shipyard and  Bayview Hunters Point Project Areas



Info Memo Thor 14/15A - l Phase 1 and 2 DDA’s DRDAP and ICA



9/2/2014 First Amendment to PSC with Hawk 
Engineers, Inc. (HPS Phase 2 and 
Candlestick Point)



Hunters Point 
Shipyard



Authorizing a First Amendment to the Personal Services 
Contract with Hawk Engineers, Inc., a California 
corporation, to increase the contract amount by $50,000, 
to provide infrastructure technical support services at the 
Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 2 and Candlestick Point, 
for a total aggregate amount not to exceed $100,000; 
Hunters Point Shipyard Project Area and the Bayview 
Hunters Point Project Area.



Action Thor ROPS 381 Enforceable Obligation: Phase 2 DDA and ICA



9/2/2014 First Amnt to PSC with Hawk 
Engineers, Inc. (HPS Phase 1)



Hunters Point 
Shipyard



Authorizing a First Amendment to the Personal Services 
Contract with Hawk Engineers, Inc., a California 
corporation, to increase the contract amount by $50,000, 
to provide infrastructure technical support services at the 
Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 1, for a total aggregate 
amount not to exceed $100,000; Hunters Point Shipyard 
Project Area.



Action Thor ROPS 381 Enforceable Obligation: Phase 1 DDA and ICA



9/2/2014 Planning MOU Amendment All 
Redevelopment 
Project Areas



Authorizing an Amended and Restated Memorandum of 
Understanding between the San Francisco Office of 
Community Investment and Infrastructure, the Successor 
Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency, 
and the City and County of San Francisco, through its 
San Francisco Planning Department, to extend the term 
of the memorandum of understanding by a year, expand 
the scope of work to provide design and environmental 
review services  for the Golden State Warriors’ Pavilion 
Project, and increase the budget by $705,326, for a total 
aggregate amount of not to exceed $1,155,326



Action Immanuel 
Bereket



9/12/2014 Approval of a variation from the 
Transbay Redevelopment Plan in 
exchange for $13.85 million dollars for 
affordable housing



Transbay Approval of a variation from Section 4.9.3 of the 
Transbay Redevelopment Plan for the mixed-use tower 
project at 181 Fremont Street in exchange for payment 
by the Developer of $13.85 million dollars to OCII for the 
provision of affordable housing within the Transbay 
Redevelopment Project Area.



Action Courtney Pash Implementation Agreement



9/12/2014 Approval of Form of Bond Purchase 
Agreement and Bond Indentures for 
Tax Allocation Bond Refunding



All 
Redevelopment 
Project Areas



Approval of Form of Bond Purchase Agreement and 
Bond Indentures for Tax Allocation Bond Refunding



Action John Daigle 345
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Meeting Date Short Description Project Area Subject Matter Lead Person ROPS # EnforceableObligation OB Action Req



9/12/2014 Authorizing a Master Development 
Agreement with Double Rock 
Ventures LLC, and CP Development 
Co.



Bayview Hunters 
Point



Authorizing a Master Development Agreement with 
Double Rock Ventures LLC, and CP Development Co., 
LP, for the Development of 256 Replacement Public 
Housing Units, 248 Additional Units of Low-Income 
Family Rental Housing; 382 Market-Rate Units; 43 
Inclusionary Units 281 Workforce Units, Alice Griffith 
Public Housing Site, 211 Cameron Way; and Adopting 
Environmental Findings Pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act; Bayview Hunters Point 
Redevelopment Project Area



Action Elizabeth 
Colomello



9/12/2014 Block 49 Ground Lease Hunters Point 
Shipyard



Approving a Ground Lease with AMCAL Pacific Pointe 
Fund, L.P., and authorizing an Assignment and 
Assumption Agreement with HPS Development Co., 
L.P., for Block 49, both for a 60-unit affordable housing 
project serving families at 50 percent area median 
income; pursuant to the 6th Amendment to the Phase 1 
Hunters Point Shipyard Disposition and Development 
Agreement; Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Area



Action Pam Sims n/a Phase 1 DDA (6th amnt)



9/12/2014 Authorizing a Second Amendment to 
the Phase 2 DDA to effectuate the 
transfer of Candlestick Park from 
OCII  to CP Dev Co.



Hunters Point 
Shipyard



Adopting environmental findings pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act and approving, 
subject to the approval of the Oversight Board of the City 
and County of San Francisco, a Second Amendment to 
the Disposition and Development Agreement for 
Candlestick Point and Phase 2 of the Hunters Point 
Shipyard with CP Development Co., LP, a Delaware 
limited partnership, to effectuate the transfer of the 
Candlestick Park stadium site to CP Development Co, 
LP; Hunters Point Shipyard and Bayview Hunters Point 
Redevelopment Project Areas



Action Ethan Warsh Phase 2 DDA



9/12/2014 Transfer of Moscone North 
Convention Center to the City and 
County of San Francisco



Yerba Buena 
Center



Informing the Commission of the transfer of Moscone 
North Convention Center to the City pursuant to an 
enforceable obligation (the 1988 Project Lease) upon 
payment of the outstanding bonds and deferred rental 
payments.



Info Memo Denise 
Zermani



1988 Project Lease



9/12/2014 Permit to Enter with CCSF for 
Moscone expansion work



Yerba Buena 
Center



Permit to Enter with the City and County of San 
Francisco for work on OCII's Yerba Buena Gardens 
property related to the expansion of the Moscone Center 
North and South.



Action Denise 
Zermani



1988 Moscone North Lease.



9/12/2014 Approval of ENA with Tishman Speyer 
to purchase a portion of Block 1 and 
develop a mixed-income residential 
project



Transbay Approval of an Exclusive Negotiation Agreement with 
Tishman Speyer to purchase Assessor's Block 3740, Lot 
27 from OCII  to develop a mixed-income residential 
project on Transbay Block 1, Transbay Project Area



Action Courtney Pash 115 Implementation Agreement, AB 812
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Meeting Date Short Description Project Area Subject Matter Lead Person ROPS # EnforceableObligation OB Action Req



10/7/2014 Approving a Major Phase Application 
for a for sale residential projects on 
Blocks 55 East and West for 66 
housing units



Hunters Point 
Shipyard



Approving a Major Phase Application for a for sale 
residential projects on Blocks 55 East and West for 66 
housing units at the Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 1, 
including a) Schedule of Performance Report, b) a Major 
Phase and Project Housing Data Table, and c) 
Schematic Designs, d) form of Phase 1 DDA  Vertical 
Disposition and Development Agreement; and adopting 
environmental findings pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act; Hunters Point Shipyard 
Project Area



Action Thor N/A Phase 1 Vertical DDA



10/7/2014 Amended and Restated Tenant 
Improvement Loan -- Yoshi's SF -- 
Fillmore Heritage Center



Western Addition 
A-2



Authorizing an Amended and Restated Loan Agreement 
with Fillmore Development Commercial, a California 
limited liability company ("FDC"), and Fillmore Live LLC, 
a California limited liability company ("Fillmore Live") that 
(1) transfers all obligations under the Loan Agreement 
with Yoshi's SF to FDC and Fillmore Live, (2) reduces 
the principal amount owed under the Loan Agreement by 
the amount lost in the Yoshi's SF's bankruptcy, and (3) 
accelerates the repayment schedule, all associated with 
a 28,000-square-foot space at the Fillmore Heritage 
Center at 1330 Fillmore Street.



Action Tracie 
Reynolds



127 TI Loan Agreement with Yoshi's SF



10/7/2014 Approval of the Schematic Designs 
and DDA with Avant Housing and 
Bridge Housing for Transbay Block 9



Transbay Approval of the Schematic Designs and Disposition and 
Development Agreement with Avant Housing and 
BRIDGE Housing for purchase and development of 
Transbay Block 9



Action Courtney Pash 105 Implementation Agreement



10/7/2014 Fourth Amendment to the Hunters 
Point Shipyard Phase 1 Design for 
Development



Hunters Point 
Shipyard



Adopting environmental review findings pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act and authorizing a 
Fourth Amendment to the Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 
1 Design for Development to adjust densities, heights, 
and lot coverage, as well as make other changes; 
Hunters Point Shipyard Project Area



Action Thor Phase 1 DDA, Section 2



10/7/2014 Warriors Pavilion Project Major Phase Mission Bay 
(South)



Workshop on the Major Phase for the Warriors Pavilion 
Project on Blocks 29 to 32 in the Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment Project Area



Public Hea Catherine 
Reilly



87 MBS OPA
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Meeting Date Short Description Project Area Subject Matter Lead Person ROPS # EnforceableObligation OB Action Req



10/7/2014 Major Phase Application for a 
residential project with HPS 
Development Co. LP, on Block 48



Hunters Point 
Shipyard



Adopting environmental review findings pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act, and conditionally 
approving a Major Phase Application for a residential 
project with HPS Development Co. LP, on Block 48____, 
generally bounded by ____  and _______, for ___ 
housing units at the Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 1, 
including a) Schedule of Performance Report, b) a Major 
Phase and Project Housing Data Table, and c) a 
combined Basic Conceptual and Schematic Designs, 
and d) form of Phase 1 DDA Vertical Disposition and 
Development Agreement; Hunters Point Shipyard Project 
Area



Action Thor Vertical DDA



10/7/2014 Seventh Amendment to the Hunters 
Point Shipyard Phase 1 Disposition 
and Development Agreement



Hunters Point 
Shipyard



Resolution adopting environmental findings pursuant to 
the California Environmental Quality Act; Authorizing an 
amendment to an Enforceable Obligation under the 
Dissolution Law approving a Seventh Amendment to the 
Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 1 Disposition and 
Development Agreement between the Successor Agency 
to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of 
San Francisco and HPS Development Co., LP; Hunters 
Point Shipyard Project Area.



Action Thor Phase 1 DDA



10/7/2014 Approval of Underwriters for Tax 
Allocation Bond refunding



All 
Redevelopment 
Project Areas



Approval of Underwriters (TBD) for Tax Allocation Bond 
refunding



Action John Daigle 345



10/7/2014 Third Amendment to Ground Lease -- 
Commercial Parcel -- Fillmore 
Heritage Center



Western Addition 
A-2



Authorizing a Third Amendment to the Ground Lease 
Agreement with Fillmore Development Commercial LLC, 
a California limited liability company, and SN Fillmore 
LLC, a California limited liability company (the "Ground 
Lease"), that (1) accelerates the repayment of 
$3,006,328 owed under the Ground Lease, (2) repays  
$171,582 in common-area-maintenance charges, and (3) 
repays $660,000, plus interest, in costs associated with 
tenant improvements, all related to the commercial 
space at the Fillmore Hertiage Center at 1330 Fillmore 
Street.



Action Tracie 
Reynolds



124 Ground Lease with FDC



10/21/2014 RFQ for Real Estate Attorney Panel All 
Redevelopment 
Project Areas



Intention to issue a Request for Qualifications to 
establish a panel of real estate attorneys to provide legal 
services related to the disposition of OCII-owned 
property, pursuant to the Successor Agency's Long-
Range Property Management Plan approved by the State 
Department of Finance, on an as-needed basis for a 
three-year term; All current and expired Redevelopment 
Project Areas



Info Memo Denise 
Zermani



147, 373
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Meeting Date Short Description Project Area Subject Matter Lead Person ROPS # EnforceableObligation OB Action Req



10/21/2014 Approval of a First Amendment to the 
MOU with DPW to provide 
construction administration services 
for Folsom St, Transbay



Transbay Approval of a First Amendment to the Memorandum of 
Understanding with DPW in the amount of $______ to 
provide construction management and administration 
services for the Folsom Streetscape Improvements 
Project, Transbay Project Area



Action Courtney Pash 115 Transbay Implementation Agreement



10/21/2014 Approving amendments to the Major 
Phase 1 Plan Submission, CP 
Streetscape Plan, and CP Design for 
Development



Hunters Point 
Shipyard



Adopting environmental findings pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act and approving 
amendments to the Major Phase CP 1 Plan 
Submission,Candlestick Point Streetscape Plan, and 
Candlestick Point Design for Development, including 
those caused by changes to street widths at Candlestick 
Point, pursuant to Disposition and Development 
Agreement with CP Development Co., LP for Hunters 
Point Shipyard and  Bayview Hunters Point Project Areas



Action Ethan Warsh Phase 2 DDA



10/21/2014 HPS Building #606 Lease Hunters Point 
Shipyard



Authorizing an Amended and Restated Lease with the 
City and County of San Francisco Police Department 
Forensic Facility on Parcel E at the Hunters Point 
Shipyard, to extend the term from October 1, 2014 to 
September 30, 2015, subject to one-year time extensions 
as authorized by the Executive Director until the 
conveyance of Parcel E to the Office of Community 
Investment and Infrastructure; Hunters Point Shipyard 
Project Area



Action Thor ROPS14-15A The Conveyance Agreement



11/4/2014 Workshop and update on the 
progress of the U.S. Department of 
the Navy’s remediation program at the 
Hunters Point Shipyard



Hunters Point 
Shipyard



Workshop and update on the progress of the U.S. 
Department of the Navy’s remediation program at the 
Hunters Point Shipyard; Hunters Point Shipyard 
Redevelopment Project Area



Workshop Ethan Warsh



11/18/2014 Block 7W Ground Lease Mission Bay 
(South)



Approval of the ground lease for the Block 7 West 
affordable housing project; Mission Bay South 
Redevelopment Project Area



Action Pam Sims 87 MBS OPA - Housing Program



12/4/2014 Replacement Kitchen Relocation Plan Hunters Point 
Shipyard



Release of Hunters Point Shipyard Replacement Kitchen 
Relocation Plan for 30 day public comment period and 
subsequent commisison consideration.



Info Memo Amabel Akwa-
Asare
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Meeting Date Short Description Project Area Subject Matter Lead Person ROPS # EnforceableObligation OB Action Req



12/9/2014 Awarding a contract to (TBD) for the 
Building 813 Stabilization in the 
amount of ( $TBD)



Hunters Point 
Shipyard



Authorizing the Executive Director to award contract No. 
HPS _______ to_________, the lowest responsive and 
responsible bidder, as allowed under California Public 
Contract Code in an amount not to exceed $________, 
for a period of _____months, for stabilization work on 
Building 813 at the Hunters Point Shipyard; and 
authorizing the Executive Director to enter into a lien 
and/or any other documents necessary to effectuate the 
above transaction; Pursuant the Grant Agreement with 
the U.S. Economic and Development Administration; 
Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area



Other Kevin Masuda 13-14A 62 EDA Grant Agreement



12/16/2014 Authorizing the Executive Director to 
Accept the Navy’s Tender of Parcel D-
2, UC-1, UC-2, and G on HPSY



Hunters Point 
Shipyard



Authorizing the Executive Director to Accept the Navy’s 
Tender of Parcel D-2, UC-1, UC-2, and G on HPSY and 
Adopting environmental findings pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act; Pursuant to the 
Candlestick Point and Phase 2 of the Hunters Point 
Shipyard Disposition and Development Agreement; 
Hunters Point Shipyard Redevelopment Project Area



Action Ethan Warsh 75 Conveyance Agreement



12/16/2014 Authorizing a panel of real estate 
attorneys



All 
Redevelopment 
Project Areas



Authorizing the establishment of a panel of real estate 
attorneys to provide  real estate transactional legal 
services related to the disposition of OCII-owned 
property on an as-needed basis for a three-year term in 
an aggregate amount not to exceed $_________, subject 
to the availability of funds; All Redevelopment Project 
Areas and Expired Redevelopment Project Areas



Action Denise 
Zermani



147, 373
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Proposed Oversight Board Calendar (Draft)



Meeting Date Short Description Project Area Subject Matter Lead Person ROPS # EnforceableObligation



9/8/2014 Authorize transfer of 474 Natoma 
Street to MOHCD



South of Market Resolution authorizing the transfer of fee simple 
ownership and assignment of the ground lease and 
permanent loan for 474 Natoma Street (Assessor's 
Parcel Number xx, Lot xx) to the Mayor’s Office of 
Housing and Community Development as Successor 
Housing Agency.



Consent Kevin 
Kitchingham



9/8/2014 ROPS 14-15B Workshop All 
Redevelopment 
Project Areas



Workshop on the Recognized Obligation Payment 
Schedule for January 1, 2015 to June 30, 2015 (ROPS 
14-15B)



Workshop Leo Levenson



9/8/2014 Disposition of Leasehold Interests in 
Port-owned Property



Rincon Point-
South Beach



Consistent with Chapter 310 of the California Statutes of 
1987, the South Beach Leases and the Redevelopment 
Dissolution Law, authorizing a Memorandum of 
Agreement ("MOA") with the Port of San Francisco 
("Port") that (1) terminates the South Beach Leases for 
all of the South Beach Property including those that 
comprise the South Beach Harbor Project and (2) 
terminates the Rincon Park Agreements on the terms 
described in the MOA, given that the Successor Agency 
has determined that the last of the improvements 
proposed by the Redevelopment Plan is complete and 
the Port has determined that termination of the South 
Beach Leases and the Rincon Park Agreements is in the 
best interest of the Public Trust.



Action Tracie 
Reynolds



Port Lease



9/22/2014 Authorizing a Second Amendment to 
the Phase 2 DDA to effectuate the 
transfer of Candlestick Park from 
OCII  to CP Dev Co.



Hunters Point 
Shipyard



Adopting environmental findings pursuant to the 
California Environmental Quality Act and approving, a 
Second Amendment to the Disposition and Development 
Agreement for Candlestick Point and Phase 2 of the 
Hunters Point Shipyard with CP Development Co., LP, a 
Delaware limited partnership, to effectuate the transfer of 
the Candlestick Park stadium site to CP Development 
Co, LP; Hunters Point Shipyard and Bayview Hunters 
Point Redevelopment Project Areas



Action Ethan Warsh N/A Phase 2 DDA



9/22/2014 YBG Permit to Enter - Moscone 
Expansion



Yerba Buena 
Center



Permit to Enter with the City and County of San 
Francisco for work on OCII's Yerba Buena Gardens 
property related to the expansion of the Moscone Center 
North and South



Action Denise 
Zermani



N/A Property Management of OCII-owned property
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Meeting Date Short Description Project Area Subject Matter Lead Person ROPS # EnforceableObligation



9/22/2014 YBG Bike Station Permit to Enter Yerba Buena 
Center



Authorizing a two-year extension of a permit to enter with 
the City and County of San Francisco, a municipal 
corporation, acting by and through its Municipal 
Transportation Agency and Alta Bicycle Share, Inc., an 
Oregon corporation, for a bike share station at Yerba 
Buena Gardens; former Yerba Buena Center 
Redevelopment Project Area



Action Denise 
Zermani



N/A Property Management of OCII-owned property



9/22/2014 Approval of Form of Bond Purchase 
Agreement and Bond Indentures for 
Tax Allocation Bond Refunding



All 
Redevelopment 
Project Areas



Approval of Form of Bond Purchase Agreement and 
Bond Indentures for Tax Allocation Bond Refunding



Action John Daigle 345



9/22/2014 ROPS 14-15B Approval All 
Redevelopment 
Project Areas



Approval of the Recognized Obligation Payment 
Schedule for January 1, 2015 to June 30, 2015 (ROPS 
14-15B), inlcuding the Administrative Budget for the 
Successor Agency, and supporting documentation



Action Leo Levenson



9/22/2014 Approving the Transfer of Moscone 
North Convention Center to the City 
and County of San Francisco



Yerba Buena 
Center



Transfer of Moscone North Convention Center to the City 
pursuant to an enforceable obligation (the 1988 Project 
Lease) upon payment of the outstanding bonds and 
deferred rental payments.



Action Denise 
Zermani



1988 Project Lease



10/13/2014 Amended and Restated TI Loan 
Agreement -- Yoshi's SF -- Fillmore 
Heritage Center



Western Addition 
A-2



Authorizing an Amended and Restated Loan Agreement 
with Fillmore Development Commercial, a California 
limited liability company ("FDC"), and Fillmore Live LLC, 
a California limited liability company ("Fillmore Live") that 
(1) transfers all obligations under the Loan Agreement 
with Yoshi's SF to FDC and Fillmore Live, (2) reduces 
the principal amount owed under the Loan Agreement by 
the amount lost in the Yoshi's SF's bankruptcy, and (3) 
accelerates the repayment schedule, all associated with 
a 28,000-square-foot space at the Fillmore Heritage 
Center at 1330 Fillmore Street.



Action Tracie 
Reynolds



127 TI Loan Agreement with Yoshi's SF



10/13/2014 Third Amendment -- Ground Lease -- 
Fillmore Heritage Center



Western Addition 
A-2



Authorizing a Third Amendment to the Ground Lease 
Agreement with Fillmore Development Commercial LLC, 
a California limited liability company, and SN Fillmore 
LLC, a California limited liability company (the "Ground 
Lease"), that (1) accelerates the repayment of 
$3,006,328 owed under the Ground Lease, (2) repays  
$171,582 in common-area-maintenance charges, and (3) 
repays $660,000, plus interest, in costs associated with 
tenant improvements, all related to the commercial 
space at the Fillmore Hertiage Center at 1330 Fillmore 
Street.



Action Tracie 
Reynolds



124 Ground Lease with FDC
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Meeting Date Short Description Project Area Subject Matter Lead Person ROPS # EnforceableObligation



10/27/2014 Seventh Amendment to the Hunters 
Point Shipyard Phase 1 Disposition 
and Development Agreement



Hunters Point 
Shipyard



Resolution adopting environmental findings pursuant to 
the California Environmental Quality Act; Authorizing an 
amendment to an Enforceable Obligation under the 
Dissolution Law approving a Seventh Amendment to the 
Hunters Point Shipyard Phase 1 Disposition and 
Development Agreement between the Successor Agency 
to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of 
San Francisco and HPS Development Co., LP, and 
Authorizing Actions Consistent with the Seventh 
Amendment; Finding that the Seventh Amendment is in 
the Best Interests of Taxing Entities; Hunters Point 
Shipyard Project Area



Action Thor Phase 1 DDA
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "corinnewoods"; Theo Ellington
Subject: RE: conact info for CAC members
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 8:50:00 AM


Theo – we do not typically release the CAC contact information outside of the City family to protect
privacy.  I can email the CAC with your contact information and ask them if they are ok for me to
release their information to you.
 
Alternatively, Strada seems to have most folks contact info, so you may want to see what they have
and what understanding they have with individual members for contacting them on this project.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: corinnewoods [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 6:35 PM
To: Theo Ellington
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: conact info for CAC members
 
No. You'll have to get the CAC roster from Catherine or Lila at OCII if they'll share it.
Otherwise they will forward any messages and can ask the CAC members to share their
contact information with you. 
Corinne
 
Sent from my Galaxy S®III


-------- Original message --------
From: Theo Ellington 
Date:08/04/2014 5:56 PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: corinnewoods@cs.com 
Subject: conact info for CAC members


Hello Corinne –
 
Do you have a CAC roster with contact info that you can share with me?
 
I want to make sure we keep our records in order.
 
TE



mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com
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Theo Ellington | Director, Public Affairs


Golden State Warriors 


ph# 510-986-2278  | tellington@warriors.com


1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
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From: Shannon Fiala
To: Joe LaClair
Cc: Hamalian, Seth; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Laura Tam
Subject: Re: Mission Creek tour for ULI
Date: Friday, August 01, 2014 6:11:38 PM


Thanks, Joe and Nick. These look great.


On Fri, Aug 1, 2014 at 9:29 AM, Joe LaClair <joel@bcdc.ca.gov> wrote:
Hi Shannon


Let me know if this is OK.


Joe


From: Seth Hamalian <SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com>
Date: Friday, August 1, 2014 9:14 AM
To: Shannon Fiala <sfiala@spur.org>, Catherine Reilly <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Cc: Laura Tam <ltam@spur.org>, Joe LaClair <joel@bcdc.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: Mission Creek tour for ULI


Hi Shannon,


The attached bio is what I typically provide, but not really brief - let me know if you have a word
count you were shooting for and I can definitely trim it down down.


Seth Hamalian
Managing Principal
Mission Bay Development Group, LLC
410 China Basin Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
P: (415) 355-6612
F: (415) 355-6692
C: (415) 939-6234


From: Shannon Fiala [sfiala@spur.org]
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 1:04 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Laura Tam; Hamalian, Seth; LaClair Joe
Subject: Re: Mission Creek tour for ULI


Catherine, Joe, Seth,


Thanks so much for confirming your participation for the tour. Could you send me a brief
bio and headshot at your earliest convenience for the conference program? 


Best,
Shannon
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On Tue, Jul 29, 2014 at 6:00 PM, Reilly, Catherine (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Hi, Laura – Seth and I can both help out, though we will have to skip out early (maybe when you
turn it over to the Giants to talk about Mission Rock).  Also, we can talk about seismic and
financing, but won’t be the best to speak to sea level rise.


Thanks


 


Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/


 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014


 


From: Laura Tam [mailto:ltam@spur.org] 
Sent: Saturday, July 26, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Shannon Fiala
Cc: Hamalian, Seth; Reilly, Catherine (CII); LaClair Joe


Subject: Mission Creek tour for ULI


 


Hi Seth, Catherine and Joe -


 


I wanted to follow up on Shannon's request for your participation in a tour of Mission
Bay & Mission Creek for ULI guests at the Building the Resilient City conference. The
tour would be on the afternoon of September 3 from 1-4 pm and would likely have 50+
guests from all over the country - you can see a list of the the conference's attendees on
its site.


 


The draft itinerary (below) will be revised - it is too much for 3 hours - but we still
would like to know if you could speak to the group sometime that afternoon. Let me
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know and Shannon or I will get back to you with details once we have finalized the plan.


 


Many thanks


Laura


 


On Mon, Jul 14, 2014 at 2:33 PM, Shannon Fiala <sfiala@spur.org> wrote:


Hi Seth, Catherine and Joe,


 


As a part of ULI's Resilient City Conference in San Francisco on September 4-5, Laura
Tam and I have been assisting Elliot Stein in arranging mobile workshops to two areas
that showcase local resiliency efforts: Mission Creek and Ocean Beach. 


 


If you are available on Wednesday, September 3rd between 1-4pm, we would love to
have you speak with these conference tour participants.  


 


Suggested itinerary:


1-1:30: Drive from the Hyatt along the Embarcadero to Mission Bay. Talk about the Port
and how the waterfront has been developed and redeveloped and its resiliency challenges
which include seismic, sea level rise, and lack of funding


1:30: Stop at TBD location in Mission Bay. Informational presentation about Mission
Bay and the challenge of planning and paying for it. Possible speakers: Seth Hamalian
and/or Catherine Reilly


2:15: Bus tour of Mission Bay. See UCSF, Warriors site, waterfront, maybe Pier 70.


2:45: Stop at Pier 48 for a talk about the Piers and Mission Rock. Possible speakers: Fran
Weld from the Giants or someone else from the Mission Rock team, such as Phil
Williamson or Brad Benson from the Port.


3:00: Walk across Mission Rock to 3rd St, visit the Mission Bay park, stop and talk about
vulnerability of Mission Creek and potential solutions. Possible speakers: Laura Tam or
Joe LaClair. Then walk up along the north side of the creek to complete this walking part
of the tour.


4:00: Pick up at AT&T Park for bus transport back to hotel.
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Please let me know if you have any questions about the tour or conference and whether
you could attend.


 


Thanks,
Shannon


 


--


Shannon Fiala
Ocean Beach Master Plan - Assistant Project Manager


SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
415.385.6925
sfiala@spur.org


SPUR | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | Join


Read SPUR's Agenda for Change


spur.org/agendaforchange >>


 


--


Laura Tam
Sustainable Development Policy Director


SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City
(415) 644-4289
ltam@spur.org
@lauraetam


SPUR | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | Join


 


Read SPUR's Agenda for Change
spur.org/agendaforchange >>


-- 
Shannon Fiala
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Ocean Beach Master Plan - Assistant Project Manager


SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
415.385.6925
sfiala@spur.org


SPUR | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | Join


Read SPUR's Agenda for Change
spur.org/agendaforchange >>


-- 
Shannon Fiala
Ocean Beach Master Plan - Assistant Project Manager


SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
415.385.6925
sfiala@spur.org


SPUR | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | Join


Read SPUR's Agenda for Change
spur.org/agendaforchange >>
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Subject: RE: Mission Bay/Development Check-In
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 9:25:00 AM


I got the sense they may have already outreached to them, but could have been on the old site.  I
would ask Clarke what the status is.
 
As for David, I am always up to chat with him.  Been too long.  Next week?  This one is a mess. J
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 9:04 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Mission Bay/Development Check-In
 
Thanks.  We left it with me to finish te meeting notes with some action items. Sorry, I've
gotten way behind!  
 
I want to engage the SFBC is a way that is helpful for the Warriors and effective for the BC.
Not exactly sure how best to do that. I will reach out to Mike Sallaberry for his thoughts. Do
you know if the Warriors have reached out at all to them?
 
I can also touch base w David. Or maybe we call him together?  


-Erin Miller
 
* Please excuse typos. This was sent from my iPhone 
 
 


On Aug 12, 2014, at 7:04 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Erin – where did we leave this?  David Beaupre at the Port is also a good source of info
on the Blue Greenway in MB (he’s our go-to guy for MB and has been pretty involved
in the BG project).
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
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1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
From: Tyler Frisbee [mailto:tyler@sfbike.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 7:17 PM
To: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA)
Cc: Sallaberry, Mike (MTA); Patel, Neal; Janice Li; Paolo Cosulich-Schwartz; Reilly,
Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Mission Bay/Development Check-In
 
Great! Do you want to reach out to them to ask them to join us, or should we?
 
Best,
Tyler


Tyler Emilie Frisbee
Policy Director, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
(415) 431-BIKE (2453) x313
833 Market Street, 10th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
___________________________________________________________


Help Us Spread the Word: Safe Streets, Not Gridlock
SUPPORT THE SF BICYCLE COALITION EDUCATION FUND TODAY!


___________________________________________________________


<image001.jpg> <image002.jpg> <image001.jpg> <image002.jpg>
San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
Promoting the Bicycle for Everyday Transportation
 


On Tue, Aug 5, 2014 at 4:15 PM, Miller, Erin <Erin.Miller@sfmta.com> wrote:
Hi Tyler,
 
Thanks for following up.  I was hoping to have a bit more about the Warriors and
Waterfront Transportation Assessment to share with you when we meet, and I think
this timing is good.  I do have a few suggestions for other attendees based on what I’m
reading in your email.
 


·        Catherine Reilly (copied here) from OCII is the Project Manager for Mission Bay and
would be able to speak to transportation plans within Mission Bay or updates to the
Mission Bay Plan if any.


 


·        Ana Vasudeo, Director Blue Greenway, SF Parks Alliance for an understanding of
how the Blue Greenway fits into/overlaps with the bicycle network along Terry
Francois Boulevard (which I admit I am not fully clear about myself).
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Best,
Erin
 
Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Development & Transportation Integration
Urban Planning Initiatives
 
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
 
From: Tyler Frisbee [mailto:tyler@sfbike.org] 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 12:04 PM
To: Miller, Erin; Sallaberry, Mike; Patel, Neal
Cc: Janice Li; Paolo Cosulich-Schwartz
Subject: Mission Bay/Development Check-In
 
Erin and Mike,
 
I hope that you both had a great weekend. I'm following up based on previous
conversations with both of you to see if we can schedule a meeting to discuss the
upcoming waterfront developments and their related transportation developments.
Generally, we're interested in understanding better how all of these projects fit
together, how they align with the new development projects coming onboard, and
how we can help support your work.
 
Specifically, we're interested in talking about the following projects:
I. Lefty O'Doul (where is it in the project process? which development projects
do you see it connected to)
II. Illinois (how will this get improved, and what's the process/timeline for doing
so? what development projects is it connected to?)
III. Terry Francois (how will this get improved, and what's the process/timeline
for doing so? what development projects is it connected to?)
IV. general transportation circulation and update of Mission Bay Plan- how do
all of these new developments fit in?
 
Is there time next week when all five of us can sit down and go over these? If
you give us a few options, we'll figure out how to make one of them work on our
end.
 
Thanks,
 
Tyler Emilie Frisbee
Policy Director, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
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(415) 431-BIKE (2453) x313
833 Market Street, 10th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
___________________________________________________________


Improve your commute and your city
BECOME AN SF BICYCLE COALITION MEMBER TODAY!


___________________________________________________________
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From: Aidan Poile
To: Hussain, Lila (CII); White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
Date: Wednesday, August 13, 2014 11:56:01 AM
Attachments: MB6E_Presentation_CAC.pdf


Presentation Outline.CAC.8.12.14.docx


All,
Attached is a pdf of the slides for the CAC presentation.  I’ve also attached a narrative for the TNDC
slides, which will give you more info on the content.
 
The design portion that we presented last week was about 8 minutes, so our architects are planning
to present the same information, with minor adjustments to reflect the different audience.  We
aren’t proposing changes to the slides though.
 
Please let me know if you have comments or suggestions.  Please also let me know what we’ll need
to bring for the presentation (laptop, projector, etc.)
 
Thanks,
Aidan
 


From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:20 PM
To: Aidan Poile; White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
 
Hi Aidan,
 
I am part of the Mission Bay Team and interface a lot with the CAC.  I think a brief TNDC intro would
be great for the community.  I don’t think the services and management staff need to attend, but
Dan should be able to comment generally on services management.  Let’s set up a time to chat after
you send us over your presentation tomorrow.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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Tenderloin Neighborhood 
Development Corporation 



 Developer, Owner, Property Manager,  
 Supportive Service Provider 
 
Mithun l Solomon 
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1. Cover Slide





2. Intro Slide 





3. TNDC – Overview and Experience 





TNDC is a community-based affordable housing developer, property manager and social service provider.  We were founded in 1981, and since then we’ve developed over 2,500 units in 33 buildings in San Francisco.  We currently own and manage 32 buildings, provide direct services at 23 buildings, and operate the Tenderloin After School Program. Our buildings provide affordable housing for 2,519 San Francisco households as well as 42 commercial tenants.





We’re a leader in supportive housing for families, with buildings in several neighborhoods in the City serving low-income and formerly homeless families.  Most of these family buildings are also mixed-use, providing commercial space for small local businesses.





We wanted to provide one example of a building that we own and manage that has a very similar program to 1300 Fourth, and that was also designed by Mithun l Solomon.  Our Mosaica building, pictured here, is located in the Mission neighborhood and like 1300 Fourth Street, the building serves low-income families with a portion of units setaside for formerly homeless families.





4.  Mosaica Retail 





Mosaica also includes a commercial component and provides a great example of how we incorporate lively retail spaces for small, local businesses into our family buildings.  The building has 10 spaces ranging from under 500 sf to almost 1,600 sf.  Located in a PDR district, we have to attract and retain tenants that meet a narrow set of guidelines.  We have done this successfully, with tenants that include the Bike Kitchen, a nonprofit that teaches people how to repair bicycles.





5. 1300 Fourth Street Program


The proposed program for 1300 Fourth Street includes the following:


· 135 units affordable to low-income families.  The units are distributed evenly across one, two, and three bedroom units, w/ 45 each.


· 80% of the units will be designated for families earning 50% ami, while the remaining 20% will be reserved for formerly homeless families with incomes below 30% ami.


· The development will include over 9,500 sf of retail space specifically designed to accommodate small local businesses.


· TNDC will be the property manager and will provide 24 hour property management for the building, including Night Manager and an on-site manager’s unit.


· We are a leader in providing supportive housing in the San Francisco, and our services staff will work closely with our management team to help tenants stabilize and maintain their housing, through a wide array of service offerings.





6. 826 Intro Slide 


· Finally our proposal includes Out of School Time programming. We have been working with 826 Valencia’s Executive Director, to develop a potential satellite location in this building, complete with Out of School Time offerings for young people and a retail store, like their pirate store in the Mission.  





7. 826 Overview and Programs 





You might know 826 Valencia from their work in the Mission, where they have been serving students ages six to eighteen with their creative and expository writing skills.  





[bookmark: _GoBack]Their work is about providing one-on-one attention through a trained volunteer force, publishing student writing, and partnering with schools/families.  They do this through a range of programs that take place during the school day, afterschool, in the evenings, on weekends, and during the summer.


 


8. 826 Retail 





In addition to their programs, they plan to bring their signature Pirate Store, pictured here, which is their interactive retail front to the service space.  The store is a dynamic, creative environment which I believe would instantaneously create a lively atmosphere at the corner of 4th and China Basin Streets.





Design (Slides 9-31)





32. Conclusion 





We are very excited to be working in Mission Bay and we’re looking forward to working with you on this project.   We’re happy to answer any questions you may have about our proposal.






 


From: Aidan Poile [mailto:apoile@TNDC.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:11 PM
To: White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
 
Jeff,
Thanks again.  Everyone here is thrilled that we were selected.
 
I should be able to get you a draft of the materials by midday Wednesday.  We’re planning to
present a modified version of the PowerPoint presentation we presented last week.  In addition to
the items you noted below, we were planning to give a very brief intro to TNDC, since we haven’t
developed in the neighborhood before.  If you don’t think this is necessary we can omit this.
 
I also wanted to let you know that Anne is out of town, so Dan will be doing the presentation of the
design.  I’ll communicate the time constraints to him.
 
Finally, we were planning to have our services and management staff attend the meeting to answer
questions.  We don’t want to overwhelm the meeting though, so if you think this isn’t necessary,
please let me know.
 
Thanks,
 


Aidan Poile
Senior Project Manager
TNDC
apoile@tndc.org
415.358.3971
 
 


From: White, Jeffrey (CII) [mailto:jeffrey.white@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 2:59 PM
To: Aidan Poile; Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
 
Hi Katie and Aidan,
 
Congratulations again on being selected! We are very excited about your proposal and moving the
project forward.
 
A few things to check in on:
 


1.        Pam Sims will be the development specialist/project manager and your main point of
contact on the project. She’s been on vacation but is back on Monday.


2.        For the CAC meeting on Thursday – the meeting starts at 5:00, but your item won’t likely be
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up until 7:00. You’ll be after an item on the Warriors project.
3.        I’d suggest getting there no later than 6:30. I won’t be able to be at the meeting, but Ethan


is planning on it. Ethan will briefly introduce the agenda item (and request that the CAC vote
to recommend the selection to the OCII commission of your team) and then turn it over to
your team. I’d suggest Aidan spending just a few minutes on the program – low income with
20% formerly homeless, retail, robust services and 826 concept.  And then have Anne
Tourney show the concept design. Since the meeting will likely already be long, please
mention to Anne to speak only for less than 10 minutes. We want to respect the CAC’s time.


4.       Please send us the materials you plan on presenting – we’d like to review it before the
meeting. Do you think you can have the materials to us by mid day tomorrow
(Wednesday)?


5.        Next steps after Thursday…OCII staff plans to provide an Informational Memo to the
Commission for their Sept 2 describing the results of the selection panel.  I’d suggest having
one person from your team come to that commission meeting, just in case there are any
questions. There is no presentation.


6.        Then, we’d like to proceed to Loan Committee for your predevelopment loan request early
as late September.


7.        Once the loan is approved, we’re hoping to go to our October 21 Commission meeting
seeking approval of the loan and the Exclusive Negotiations Agreement with TNDC for the


development of 1300 4th Street.
 


Thanks,
Jeff
 
 
 
 
Jeff White
Housing Program Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
tel: 415 749 2488
jeffrey.white@sfgov.org
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From: Hervey, Myisha (MYR)
To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Meeting tomorrow
Date: Thursday, August 07, 2014 5:30:37 PM
Importance: High


Ok, so we are keeping the  meeting here at City Hall . Sorry for the back and forth but appreciate the flexibility.
 
See you tomorrow morning!
 
Myisha Hervey
--
Direct (415)554-6695
myisha.hervey@sfgov.org
 


From: Bohee, Tiffany (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 3:58 PM
To: Hervey, Myisha (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Meeting tomorrow
 
Ok.  That’s even better.
 
Tiffany Bohee
Executive Director
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
  Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Tel:  415-749-2588
Email:  tiffany.bohee@sfgov.org


From: Hervey, Myisha (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 3:57 PM
To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Meeting tomorrow
 
No Spear & Harrison Streets.
 
Myisha Hervey
--
Direct (415)554-6695
myisha.hervey@sfgov.org
 


From: Bohee, Tiffany (CII) 
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 3:56 PM
To: Hervey, Myisha (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Meeting tomorrow
 
Hi, Myisha – the Warrior’s Oakland office?  I think that’s fine, just let me know exactly where.
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Tiffany Bohee
Executive Director
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
  Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Tel:  415-749-2588
Email:  tiffany.bohee@sfgov.org


 


From: Hervey, Myisha (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, August 07, 2014 3:42 PM
To: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Meeting tomorrow
 
Hi Tiffany,
 
Regarding the meeting at 11am tomorrow, the Warriors are asking if it’s possible to meet at their offices instead?
I know it’s short notice and I have a call into John’s office as well.
 
Myisha Hervey
Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City Hall, Room 448
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
Direct (415)554-6695
Fax (415)554-4565
myisha.hervey@sfgov.org
www.oewd.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Wong, Phillip (MYR); Simmons, Rhonda (MYR)
Cc: Bloom, Marissa (MYR); Mulligan, Pat (MYR)
Subject: RE: GSW Design Meeting
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 10:33:00 AM


Hi, Rhonda – we had included you (and Pat) on the invite list per Tiffany’s commitment to
keep your team was in the loop on the design/schedule as it pertains to OEWD staffing. 
Talking with Pat, it may be that the design is still too early in the stage to give much
information since we are still at the big picture level vs. type of construction/materials/etc. 
We will provide Pat a project description (I am checking one thing before sending what we
have) and as we get further in the design and have a better sense of type of
construction/timing, make sure that Pat is involved.  We also met with Pat yesterday to go
over the workforce commitments that the GSW had made on the previous site.  He was very
helpful on providing the background.


Thank you


Catherine Reilly
Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014


_____________________________________________
From: Wong, Phillip (MYR)
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 6:56 PM
To: Simmons, Rhonda (MYR)
Cc: Bloom, Marissa (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: GSW Design Meeting


Hi Rhonda,


I was a little out of the loop.  I’m very sorry for the back and forth.  Catherine Reilly will
confirm.


Best,


Phillip C. Wong


**Please note: I will be out of the office August 5, 2014 through August 22, 2014.**
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--


Project Assistant


Office of Economic and Workforce Development


City Hall, Room 448


1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place


San Francisco, CA 94102-4653


Office: 415-554-6512


Email: phillip.c.wong@sfgov.org


_____________________________________________
From: Wong, Phillip (MYR)
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 6:31 PM
To: Simmons, Rhonda (MYR)
Cc: Bloom, Marissa (MYR)
Subject: RE: GSW Design Meeting


Hi Rhonda,


I’m sorry, this was a mistake. Please disregard.


Best,


Phillip C. Wong


**Please note: I will be out of the office August 5, 2014 through August 22, 2014.**


--


Project Assistant


Office of Economic and Workforce Development


City Hall, Room 448


1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place


San Francisco, CA 94102-4653


Office: 415-554-6512


Email: phillip.c.wong@sfgov.org
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-----Original Appointment-----
From: Wong, Phillip (MYR) On Behalf Of Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 4:48 PM
To: Simmons, Rhonda (MYR); Bloom, Marissa (MYR); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: FW: GSW Design Meeting
When: Friday, August 08, 2014 11:00 AM-12:30 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: TBD


Hi Rhonda,


Jennifer is hoping that you can attend.


Best regards,


Phillip


-----Original Appointment-----
From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2014 5:34 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Rahaim, John (CPC); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Watty, Elizabeth (CPC); Arce,
Pedro (CII); Winslow, David (CPC); Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Clarke Miller; Kate Aufhauser; Miller-
Blankinship, Erin (MTA); David Carlock (david.carlock@machetegroup.com); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Jesse
Blout; Van de Water, Adam (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); craig@snohetta.com; Ben Draa; David Manica;
Kate Grimes; Bridges, George (CII); Simmons, Rhonda (MYR); Mulligan, Pat (MYR); Wong, Phillip (MYR)
Subject: GSW Design Meeting
When: Friday, August 08, 2014 11:00 AM-12:30 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada).
Where: TBD
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From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
Date: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 5:41:48 PM


Are you still here?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 5:30 PM
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
 
Lila – I looked at what was discussed for the similar presentation for Block 13E.  Let me know when
you have a minute and I can tell you what it was like.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Hussain, Lila (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:20 PM
To: Aidan Poile; White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
 
Hi Aidan,
 
I am part of the Mission Bay Team and interface a lot with the CAC.  I think a brief TNDC intro would
be great for the community.  I don’t think the services and management staff need to attend, but
Dan should be able to comment generally on services management.  Let’s set up a time to chat after
you send us over your presentation tomorrow.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
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From: Aidan Poile [mailto:apoile@TNDC.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:11 PM
To: White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
 
Jeff,
Thanks again.  Everyone here is thrilled that we were selected.
 
I should be able to get you a draft of the materials by midday Wednesday.  We’re planning to
present a modified version of the PowerPoint presentation we presented last week.  In addition to
the items you noted below, we were planning to give a very brief intro to TNDC, since we haven’t
developed in the neighborhood before.  If you don’t think this is necessary we can omit this.
 
I also wanted to let you know that Anne is out of town, so Dan will be doing the presentation of the
design.  I’ll communicate the time constraints to him.
 
Finally, we were planning to have our services and management staff attend the meeting to answer
questions.  We don’t want to overwhelm the meeting though, so if you think this isn’t necessary,
please let me know.
 
Thanks,
 


Aidan Poile
Senior Project Manager
TNDC
apoile@tndc.org
415.358.3971
 
 


From: White, Jeffrey (CII) [mailto:jeffrey.white@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 2:59 PM
To: Aidan Poile; Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
 
Hi Katie and Aidan,
 
Congratulations again on being selected! We are very excited about your proposal and moving the
project forward.
 
A few things to check in on:
 


1.        Pam Sims will be the development specialist/project manager and your main point of
contact on the project. She’s been on vacation but is back on Monday.
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2.        For the CAC meeting on Thursday – the meeting starts at 5:00, but your item won’t likely be
up until 7:00. You’ll be after an item on the Warriors project.


3.        I’d suggest getting there no later than 6:30. I won’t be able to be at the meeting, but Ethan
is planning on it. Ethan will briefly introduce the agenda item (and request that the CAC vote
to recommend the selection to the OCII commission of your team) and then turn it over to
your team. I’d suggest Aidan spending just a few minutes on the program – low income with
20% formerly homeless, retail, robust services and 826 concept.  And then have Anne
Tourney show the concept design. Since the meeting will likely already be long, please
mention to Anne to speak only for less than 10 minutes. We want to respect the CAC’s time.


4.       Please send us the materials you plan on presenting – we’d like to review it before the
meeting. Do you think you can have the materials to us by mid day tomorrow
(Wednesday)?


5.        Next steps after Thursday…OCII staff plans to provide an Informational Memo to the
Commission for their Sept 2 describing the results of the selection panel.  I’d suggest having
one person from your team come to that commission meeting, just in case there are any
questions. There is no presentation.


6.        Then, we’d like to proceed to Loan Committee for your predevelopment loan request early
as late September.


7.        Once the loan is approved, we’re hoping to go to our October 21 Commission meeting
seeking approval of the loan and the Exclusive Negotiations Agreement with TNDC for the


development of 1300 4th Street.
 


Thanks,
Jeff
 
 
 
 
Jeff White
Housing Program Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
tel: 415 749 2488
jeffrey.white@sfgov.org
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From: corinnewoods
To: Theo Ellington
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: conact info for CAC members
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 6:34:57 PM


No. You'll have to get the CAC roster from Catherine or Lila at OCII if they'll share it.
Otherwise they will forward any messages and can ask the CAC members to share
their contact information with you. 
Corinne


Sent from my Galaxy S®III


-------- Original message --------
From: Theo Ellington 
Date:08/04/2014 5:56 PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: corinnewoods@cs.com 
Subject: conact info for CAC members 


Hello Corinne –


 


Do you have a CAC roster with contact info that you can share with me?


 


I want to make sure we keep our records in order.


 


TE


 


 


Theo Ellington | Director, Public Affairs


Golden State Warriors 


ph# 510-986-2278  | tellington@warriors.com


1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
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From: Joe LaClair
To: Hamalian, Seth; Shannon Fiala; Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Laura Tam
Subject: Re: Mission Creek tour for ULI
Date: Friday, August 01, 2014 9:29:39 AM
Attachments: Short Bio.docx


Hi Shannon


Let me know if this is OK.


Joe


From: Seth Hamalian <SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com>
Date: Friday, August 1, 2014 9:14 AM
To: Shannon Fiala <sfiala@spur.org>, Catherine Reilly <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Cc: Laura Tam <ltam@spur.org>, Joe LaClair <joel@bcdc.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: Mission Creek tour for ULI


Hi Shannon,


The attached bio is what I typically provide, but not really brief - let me know if you have a word count 
you were shooting for and I can definitely trim it down down.


Seth Hamalian
Managing Principal
Mission Bay Development Group, LLC
410 China Basin Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
P: (415) 355-6612
F: (415) 355-6692
C: (415) 939-6234


From: Shannon Fiala [sfiala@spur.org]
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 1:04 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Laura Tam; Hamalian, Seth; LaClair Joe
Subject: Re: Mission Creek tour for ULI


Catherine, Joe, Seth,


Thanks so much for confirming your participation for the tour. Could you send me a brief bio 
and headshot at your earliest convenience for the conference program? 


Best,
Shannon


On Tue, Jul 29, 2014 at 6:00 PM, Reilly, Catherine (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> 
wrote:
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[bookmark: _GoBack]As BCDC’s Chief Planning Officer, Mr. LaClair directs the Commission's planning program, serves as technical advisor to the Commission and staff and provides liaison with governmental and private agencies on planning matters. He holds a Bachelor of Arts degree in Economics from the University of Oregon, and a Masters in Landscape Architecture and a Masters in City and Regional Planning from the University of California at Berkeley. He joined BCDC’s staff in 1992 and, he became BCDC’s Chief Planner in 2007. Mr. LaClair led the Commission’s Bay Plan policy project to address climate change and sea level rise and is currently focusing his efforts on developing the Bay Area’s regional climate change resilience strategy.









Hi, Laura – Seth and I can both help out, though we will have to skip out early (maybe when you 
turn it over to the Giants to talk about Mission Rock).  Also, we can talk about seismic and 
financing, but won’t be the best to speak to sea level rise.


Thanks


 


Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/


 


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014


 


From: Laura Tam [mailto:ltam@spur.org] 
Sent: Saturday, July 26, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Shannon Fiala
Cc: Hamalian, Seth; Reilly, Catherine (CII); LaClair Joe


Subject: Mission Creek tour for ULI


 


Hi Seth, Catherine and Joe -


 


I wanted to follow up on Shannon's request for your participation in a tour of Mission Bay 
& Mission Creek for ULI guests at the Building the Resilient City conference. The tour 
would be on the afternoon of September 3 from 1-4 pm and would likely have 50+ guests 
from all over the country - you can see a list of the the conference's attendees on its site.


 


The draft itinerary (below) will be revised - it is too much for 3 hours - but we still would 
like to know if you could speak to the group sometime that afternoon. Let me know and 
Shannon or I will get back to you with details once we have finalized the plan.


 


Many thanks



tel:415-749-2516

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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http://resilientcity.uli.org/





Laura


 


On Mon, Jul 14, 2014 at 2:33 PM, Shannon Fiala <sfiala@spur.org> wrote:


Hi Seth, Catherine and Joe,


 


As a part of ULI's Resilient City Conference in San Francisco on September 4-5, Laura 
Tam and I have been assisting Elliot Stein in arranging mobile workshops to two areas that 
showcase local resiliency efforts: Mission Creek and Ocean Beach. 


 


If you are available on Wednesday, September 3rd between 1-4pm, we would love to 
have you speak with these conference tour participants.  


 


Suggested itinerary:


1-1:30: Drive from the Hyatt along the Embarcadero to Mission Bay. Talk about the Port 
and how the waterfront has been developed and redeveloped and its resiliency challenges 
which include seismic, sea level rise, and lack of funding


1:30: Stop at TBD location in Mission Bay. Informational presentation about Mission Bay 
and the challenge of planning and paying for it. Possible speakers: Seth Hamalian and/or 
Catherine Reilly


2:15: Bus tour of Mission Bay. See UCSF, Warriors site, waterfront, maybe Pier 70.


2:45: Stop at Pier 48 for a talk about the Piers and Mission Rock. Possible speakers: Fran 
Weld from the Giants or someone else from the Mission Rock team, such as Phil 
Williamson or Brad Benson from the Port.


3:00: Walk across Mission Rock to 3rd St, visit the Mission Bay park, stop and talk about 
vulnerability of Mission Creek and potential solutions. Possible speakers: Laura Tam or Joe 
LaClair. Then walk up along the north side of the creek to complete this walking part of the 
tour.


4:00: Pick up at AT&T Park for bus transport back to hotel.


 


Please let me know if you have any questions about the tour or conference and whether you 
could attend.


 


Thanks,
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Shannon


 


--


Shannon Fiala
Ocean Beach Master Plan - Assistant Project Manager


SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
415.385.6925
sfiala@spur.org


SPUR | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | Join


Read SPUR's Agenda for Change


spur.org/agendaforchange >>


 


--


Laura Tam
Sustainable Development Policy Director


SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City
(415) 644-4289
ltam@spur.org
@lauraetam


SPUR | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | Join


 


Read SPUR's Agenda for Change
spur.org/agendaforchange >>


-- 
Shannon Fiala
Ocean Beach Master Plan - Assistant Project Manager


SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
415.385.6925
sfiala@spur.org
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Read SPUR's Agenda for Change
spur.org/agendaforchange >>
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
Date: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 5:30:00 PM


Lila – I looked at what was discussed for the similar presentation for Block 13E.  Let me know when
you have a minute and I can tell you what it was like.  Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Hussain, Lila (CII) 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:20 PM
To: Aidan Poile; White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
 
Hi Aidan,
 
I am part of the Mission Bay Team and interface a lot with the CAC.  I think a brief TNDC intro would
be great for the community.  I don’t think the services and management staff need to attend, but
Dan should be able to comment generally on services management.  Let’s set up a time to chat after
you send us over your presentation tomorrow.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 
 
 


From: Aidan Poile [mailto:apoile@TNDC.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:11 PM
To: White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
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Jeff,
Thanks again.  Everyone here is thrilled that we were selected.
 
I should be able to get you a draft of the materials by midday Wednesday.  We’re planning to
present a modified version of the PowerPoint presentation we presented last week.  In addition to
the items you noted below, we were planning to give a very brief intro to TNDC, since we haven’t
developed in the neighborhood before.  If you don’t think this is necessary we can omit this.
 
I also wanted to let you know that Anne is out of town, so Dan will be doing the presentation of the
design.  I’ll communicate the time constraints to him.
 
Finally, we were planning to have our services and management staff attend the meeting to answer
questions.  We don’t want to overwhelm the meeting though, so if you think this isn’t necessary,
please let me know.
 
Thanks,
 


Aidan Poile
Senior Project Manager
TNDC
apoile@tndc.org
415.358.3971
 
 


From: White, Jeffrey (CII) [mailto:jeffrey.white@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 2:59 PM
To: Aidan Poile; Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
 
Hi Katie and Aidan,
 
Congratulations again on being selected! We are very excited about your proposal and moving the
project forward.
 
A few things to check in on:
 


1.        Pam Sims will be the development specialist/project manager and your main point of
contact on the project. She’s been on vacation but is back on Monday.


2.        For the CAC meeting on Thursday – the meeting starts at 5:00, but your item won’t likely be
up until 7:00. You’ll be after an item on the Warriors project.


3.        I’d suggest getting there no later than 6:30. I won’t be able to be at the meeting, but Ethan
is planning on it. Ethan will briefly introduce the agenda item (and request that the CAC vote
to recommend the selection to the OCII commission of your team) and then turn it over to
your team. I’d suggest Aidan spending just a few minutes on the program – low income with
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20% formerly homeless, retail, robust services and 826 concept.  And then have Anne
Tourney show the concept design. Since the meeting will likely already be long, please
mention to Anne to speak only for less than 10 minutes. We want to respect the CAC’s time.


4.       Please send us the materials you plan on presenting – we’d like to review it before the
meeting. Do you think you can have the materials to us by mid day tomorrow
(Wednesday)?


5.        Next steps after Thursday…OCII staff plans to provide an Informational Memo to the
Commission for their Sept 2 describing the results of the selection panel.  I’d suggest having
one person from your team come to that commission meeting, just in case there are any
questions. There is no presentation.


6.        Then, we’d like to proceed to Loan Committee for your predevelopment loan request early
as late September.


7.        Once the loan is approved, we’re hoping to go to our October 21 Commission meeting
seeking approval of the loan and the Exclusive Negotiations Agreement with TNDC for the


development of 1300 4th Street.
 


Thanks,
Jeff
 
 
 
 
Jeff White
Housing Program Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
tel: 415 749 2488
jeffrey.white@sfgov.org
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From: Albert, Peter
To: Katy Liddell (clliddell@me.com); kliddell2001@yahoo.com; "Bruce Agid"; Alice Rogers (arcomnsf@pacbell.net)
Cc: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Reilly, Catherine (CII); liz.brisson@sfcta.org
Subject: Check in on WTA and SoMa pilot
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 7:57:45 PM


Hi, Katie:
I was glad to talk to you tonight and also glad Erin and I weren’t necessary to the Mission Bay CAC
meeting.  We would have gone if transportation were on the agenda, and I/we will be at future
meetings when it is – but Catherine and Tiffany both assured us tonight’s meeting wasn’t focused on
transportation.
 
That said, we did work much in last month with the Warriors to ensure that access to the new Arena
is pedestrian-safe, that driveways and loading areas don’t obscure access to transit, that bike
parking and bikeshare are given adequate space and are on bike paths, etc.  If the Warriors or OCII
represented these cooperative developments,  I’m happy to report they are correct.
 
SoMa Pilot:
I’m glad to hear you’ve been working with Erin and would welcome a check-in by phone so Erin and
I can give you updates, discuss other aspects, etc. 
I am holding 1:30-5 open next Wednesday afternoon (Aug 20) for a half-hour phone call.  It would
be great to have Alice and Bruce there, too.  I use this email to see if Erin is also free that day, or if
we’d need to find another time next week.
 
WTA 2.0
I outlined how Liz has been working to revamp her scope to support new analysis based on the
Warrior’s new site and still review the broader waterfront network. The SFMTA just authorized
adequate funding for Liz to accomplish this, and we’ll soon be “on the road” giving our two-agency
updates about the WTA.  We don’t really need to worry that we’ve lost time vis-à-vis the EIRs of the
Warriors, Giants or Pier 70, since the EIRs of all three of these projects are still much farther ahead
thn Liz’s projected completion of her phase.
 
We should talk soon about how to set up a WTA update/discussion with the community.  We’ll make
sure our website is updated accordingly.
 
Best regards,
Peter Albert
Manager, SFMTA Urban Planning Initiatives
SF Municipal Transportation Agency
1 South Van Ness Ave, Seventh Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
(: 415.701.4328
: 415.701.4735
*: peter.albert@sfmta.com
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From: Theo Ellington
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); corinnewoods
Subject: RE: conact info for CAC members
Date: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 9:56:53 AM


Hello Catherine,
 
Thanks for the reply.
 
Would be great if you can forward my info over.
 
I am looking to chat with a few members and make myself available for questions prior to the


meeting on Aug 14th.
 
Thanks,
TE
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 8:51 AM
To: corinnewoods; Theo Ellington
Subject: RE: conact info for CAC members
 
Theo – we do not typically release the CAC contact information outside of the City family to protect
privacy.  I can email the CAC with your contact information and ask them if they are ok for me to
release their information to you.
 
Alternatively, Strada seems to have most folks contact info, so you may want to see what they have
and what understanding they have with individual members for contacting them on this project.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: corinnewoods [mailto:corinnewoods@cs.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 6:35 PM
To: Theo Ellington
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: conact info for CAC members
 
No. You'll have to get the CAC roster from Catherine or Lila at OCII if they'll share it.
Otherwise they will forward any messages and can ask the CAC members to share their
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contact information with you. 
Corinne
 
Sent from my Galaxy S®III


-------- Original message --------
From: Theo Ellington 
Date:08/04/2014 5:56 PM (GMT-08:00) 
To: corinnewoods@cs.com 
Subject: conact info for CAC members


Hello Corinne –
 
Do you have a CAC roster with contact info that you can share with me?
 
I want to make sure we keep our records in order.
 
TE
 


 


Theo Ellington | Director, Public Affairs


Golden State Warriors 


ph# 510-986-2278  | tellington@warriors.com


1011 Broadway | Oakland, CA | 94607
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Subject: RE: GSW Design Meeting
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 6:01:00 PM


She was invited, but declined.  Pat may come.  Basically, I think they are interested in the design as it
relates to the type of construction and associated trades.  I will be providing Pat with the draft Project
Description since it may be more helpful at this point in the design as we are at the type of construction
stage of design yet.


Catherine Reilly
Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014


-----Original Message-----
From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 2:43 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: GSW Design Meeting


Rhonda at this meeting?


> On Aug 4, 2014, at 2:16 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
>
>
>
> <meeting.ics>
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From: Hamalian, Seth
To: Shannon Fiala; Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Laura Tam; LaClair Joe
Subject: RE: Mission Creek tour for ULI
Date: Friday, August 01, 2014 9:15:55 AM
Attachments: Hamalian Bio 2014 0801.docx


Hi Shannon,


The attached bio is what I typically provide, but not really brief - let me know if you have a word count
you were shooting for and I can definitely trim it down down.


Seth Hamalian
Managing Principal
Mission Bay Development Group, LLC
410 China Basin Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
P: (415) 355-6612
F: (415) 355-6692
C: (415) 939-6234


From: Shannon Fiala [sfiala@spur.org]
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 1:04 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Laura Tam; Hamalian, Seth; LaClair Joe
Subject: Re: Mission Creek tour for ULI


Catherine, Joe, Seth,


Thanks so much for confirming your participation for the tour. Could you send me a brief bio
and headshot at your earliest convenience for the conference program? 


Best,
Shannon


On Tue, Jul 29, 2014 at 6:00 PM, Reilly, Catherine (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Hi, Laura – Seth and I can both help out, though we will have to skip out early (maybe when you
turn it over to the Giants to talk about Mission Rock).  Also, we can talk about seismic and
financing, but won’t be the best to speak to sea level rise.


Thanks


 


Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
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Seth Hamalian


Managing Principal, Mission Bay Development Group


 


Seth is the Managing Principal of Mission Bay Development Group, whose flagship project, Mission Bay, is a public/private partnership for the redevelopment of a 303 acre former rail yard along San Francisco’s waterfront.  At full build-out, Mission Bay will include 6,400 new units of housing, a new NBA arena for the Golden State Warriors, and 9 million square feet of new research, classroom, medical, lab, and office, including the University of California, San Francisco medical center and biotech research campus.  The project includes five light rail stops, a commuter rail line, and future high-speed rail stop, $700 million of investment in utilities, a brand new street grid and parks, and a total of over $12 billion of public and private investment. 





As the head of Mission Bay Development Group, Seth is responsible for all acquisitions and dispositions, transaction structuring and negotiations, asset management, and interface with public agencies, partners and capital providers.  Prior to founding Mission Bay Development Group, Seth spent 13 years in real estate private equity investing and lending, most recently as a Managing Director with Farallon Capital Management, LLC, a San Francisco-based hedge fund with $20 billion under management. Prior to that he worked for iStar Financial, a publicly-traded mortgage REIT, and Starwood Capital Group, a real estate opportunity fund.  This financial and transactional background provides Mission Bay Development Group with a unique understanding of and access to the capital markets, in addition to their deep development and public/private partnership expertise. 





Seth attended the University of Pennsylvania’s where, as part of their dual degree program, he received a bachelor of science in economics, with concentrations in real estate and finance, from the Wharton School, and a bachelor of arts from the college of arts and science in urban studies, and was elected to Phi Beta Kappa.  Seth grew up in the San Francisco Bay Area in Oakland, California.  He is a member of the Urban Land Institute, and serves on the boards of the East Bay College Fund, Youth Radio, and YMCA of the East Bay.
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PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014


 


From: Laura Tam [mailto:ltam@spur.org] 
Sent: Saturday, July 26, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Shannon Fiala
Cc: Hamalian, Seth; Reilly, Catherine (CII); LaClair Joe


Subject: Mission Creek tour for ULI


 


Hi Seth, Catherine and Joe -


 


I wanted to follow up on Shannon's request for your participation in a tour of Mission Bay
& Mission Creek for ULI guests at the Building the Resilient City conference. The tour
would be on the afternoon of September 3 from 1-4 pm and would likely have 50+ guests
from all over the country - you can see a list of the the conference's attendees on its site.


 


The draft itinerary (below) will be revised - it is too much for 3 hours - but we still would
like to know if you could speak to the group sometime that afternoon. Let me know and
Shannon or I will get back to you with details once we have finalized the plan.


 


Many thanks


Laura


 


On Mon, Jul 14, 2014 at 2:33 PM, Shannon Fiala <sfiala@spur.org> wrote:


Hi Seth, Catherine and Joe,


 


As a part of ULI's Resilient City Conference in San Francisco on September 4-5, Laura
Tam and I have been assisting Elliot Stein in arranging mobile workshops to two areas that
showcase local resiliency efforts: Mission Creek and Ocean Beach. 
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If you are available on Wednesday, September 3rd between 1-4pm, we would love to
have you speak with these conference tour participants.  


 


Suggested itinerary:


1-1:30: Drive from the Hyatt along the Embarcadero to Mission Bay. Talk about the Port
and how the waterfront has been developed and redeveloped and its resiliency challenges
which include seismic, sea level rise, and lack of funding


1:30: Stop at TBD location in Mission Bay. Informational presentation about Mission Bay
and the challenge of planning and paying for it. Possible speakers: Seth Hamalian and/or
Catherine Reilly


2:15: Bus tour of Mission Bay. See UCSF, Warriors site, waterfront, maybe Pier 70.


2:45: Stop at Pier 48 for a talk about the Piers and Mission Rock. Possible speakers: Fran
Weld from the Giants or someone else from the Mission Rock team, such as Phil
Williamson or Brad Benson from the Port.


3:00: Walk across Mission Rock to 3rd St, visit the Mission Bay park, stop and talk about
vulnerability of Mission Creek and potential solutions. Possible speakers: Laura Tam or Joe
LaClair. Then walk up along the north side of the creek to complete this walking part of the
tour.


4:00: Pick up at AT&T Park for bus transport back to hotel.


 


Please let me know if you have any questions about the tour or conference and whether you
could attend.


 


Thanks,
Shannon


 


--


Shannon Fiala
Ocean Beach Master Plan - Assistant Project Manager


SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
415.385.6925
sfiala@spur.org
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SPUR | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | Join


Read SPUR's Agenda for Change


spur.org/agendaforchange >>


 


--


Laura Tam
Sustainable Development Policy Director


SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City
(415) 644-4289
ltam@spur.org
@lauraetam


SPUR | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | Join


 


Read SPUR's Agenda for Change
spur.org/agendaforchange >>


-- 
Shannon Fiala
Ocean Beach Master Plan - Assistant Project Manager


SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
415.385.6925
sfiala@spur.org


SPUR | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | Join


Read SPUR's Agenda for Change
spur.org/agendaforchange >>
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Watty, Elizabeth (CPC)
Subject: RE: GSW Design Meeting
Date: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 10:47:00 AM


Thanks and yes, Josh will be able to attend.  It was the one time that worked for John R.


Catherine Reilly
Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII)
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/


PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014


-----Original Message-----
From: Watty, Elizabeth (CPC)
Sent: Tuesday, August 05, 2014 10:46 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: GSW Design Meeting


Catherine,
Both Dave Winslow and I will be out if the office this Friday. I haven't spoken with josh but hopefully he
can attend.
Thanks,
Liz


Sent from my iPhone


> On Aug 5, 2014, at 10:42 AM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
>
> Please note that we will be meeting at City Hall this Friday.  Thank you
>
> <meeting.ics>
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From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Aidan Poile; White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
Date: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:19:55 PM


Hi Aidan,
 
I am part of the Mission Bay Team and interface a lot with the CAC.  I think a brief TNDC intro would
be great for the community.  I don’t think the services and management staff need to attend, but
Dan should be able to comment generally on services management.  Let’s set up a time to chat after
you send us over your presentation tomorrow.
 
Thanks,
 
 
Lila Hussain
Assistant Project Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure


One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
Phone: 415-749-2431
Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org
 
 
 


From: Aidan Poile [mailto:apoile@TNDC.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:11 PM
To: White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
 
Jeff,
Thanks again.  Everyone here is thrilled that we were selected.
 
I should be able to get you a draft of the materials by midday Wednesday.  We’re planning to
present a modified version of the PowerPoint presentation we presented last week.  In addition to
the items you noted below, we were planning to give a very brief intro to TNDC, since we haven’t
developed in the neighborhood before.  If you don’t think this is necessary we can omit this.
 
I also wanted to let you know that Anne is out of town, so Dan will be doing the presentation of the
design.  I’ll communicate the time constraints to him.
 
Finally, we were planning to have our services and management staff attend the meeting to answer
questions.  We don’t want to overwhelm the meeting though, so if you think this isn’t necessary,
please let me know.
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Thanks,
 


Aidan Poile
Senior Project Manager
TNDC
apoile@tndc.org
415.358.3971
 
 


From: White, Jeffrey (CII) [mailto:jeffrey.white@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 2:59 PM
To: Aidan Poile; Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
 
Hi Katie and Aidan,
 
Congratulations again on being selected! We are very excited about your proposal and moving the
project forward.
 
A few things to check in on:
 


1.        Pam Sims will be the development specialist/project manager and your main point of
contact on the project. She’s been on vacation but is back on Monday.


2.        For the CAC meeting on Thursday – the meeting starts at 5:00, but your item won’t likely be
up until 7:00. You’ll be after an item on the Warriors project.


3.        I’d suggest getting there no later than 6:30. I won’t be able to be at the meeting, but Ethan
is planning on it. Ethan will briefly introduce the agenda item (and request that the CAC vote
to recommend the selection to the OCII commission of your team) and then turn it over to
your team. I’d suggest Aidan spending just a few minutes on the program – low income with
20% formerly homeless, retail, robust services and 826 concept.  And then have Anne
Tourney show the concept design. Since the meeting will likely already be long, please
mention to Anne to speak only for less than 10 minutes. We want to respect the CAC’s time.


4.       Please send us the materials you plan on presenting – we’d like to review it before the
meeting. Do you think you can have the materials to us by mid day tomorrow
(Wednesday)?


5.        Next steps after Thursday…OCII staff plans to provide an Informational Memo to the
Commission for their Sept 2 describing the results of the selection panel.  I’d suggest having
one person from your team come to that commission meeting, just in case there are any
questions. There is no presentation.


6.        Then, we’d like to proceed to Loan Committee for your predevelopment loan request early
as late September.


7.        Once the loan is approved, we’re hoping to go to our October 21 Commission meeting
seeking approval of the loan and the Exclusive Negotiations Agreement with TNDC for the


development of 1300 4th Street.
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Thanks,
Jeff
 
 
 
 
Jeff White
Housing Program Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
tel: 415 749 2488
jeffrey.white@sfgov.org
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "Shannon Fiala"; Joe LaClair
Cc: Hamalian, Seth; Laura Tam
Subject: RE: Mission Creek tour for ULI
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 8:32:00 AM
Attachments: Bio for Catherine Reilly.docx


Head Shot 2.jpg


Here are mine.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 
From: Shannon Fiala [mailto:sfiala@spur.org] 
Sent: Friday, August 01, 2014 6:12 PM
To: Joe LaClair
Cc: Hamalian, Seth; Reilly, Catherine (CII); Laura Tam
Subject: Re: Mission Creek tour for ULI
 
Pardon me, I meant Joe and Seth.
 


On Fri, Aug 1, 2014 at 6:11 PM, Shannon Fiala <sfiala@spur.org> wrote:
Thanks, Joe and Nick. These look great.
 


On Fri, Aug 1, 2014 at 9:29 AM, Joe LaClair <joel@bcdc.ca.gov> wrote:
Hi Shannon
 
Let me know if this is OK.
 
Joe
 


From: Seth Hamalian <SHamalian@mbaydevelopment.com>
Date: Friday, August 1, 2014 9:14 AM
To: Shannon Fiala <sfiala@spur.org>, Catherine Reilly <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
Cc: Laura Tam <ltam@spur.org>, Joe LaClair <joel@bcdc.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: Mission Creek tour for ULI
 
Hi Shannon,
 
The attached bio is what I typically provide, but not really brief - let me know if you have a word count
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Bio for Catherine Reilly





[bookmark: _GoBack]Catherine Reilly works for the Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure/OCII (the Successor Agency to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency) as the Project Manager for the Mission Bay Redevelopment Area.  In this role, she helps oversee the redevelopment of the 303-acre Mission Bay area, located to the south of AT&T Park.  At build-out, Mission Bay will be the City’s newest neighborhood, with 6,400 new residential units (up to 29% affordable); 4.4 million square feet of office/biotechnology/sports arena space; 43-acre University of California, San Francisco research campus and 550-bed hospital; 400,000 square feet of retail and 250-bed hotel; 49 acres of public open space; and new library, school, and police and fire stations.  Prior to working at OCII, Catherine was a planning consultant focusing on General Plans and environmental review throughout California.  She has a Masters in Regional Planning from the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill, and undergraduate degrees in Environmental Studies and Anthropology from the University of California, Santa Cruz.








you were shooting for and I can definitely trim it down down.
 
Seth Hamalian
Managing Principal
Mission Bay Development Group, LLC
410 China Basin Street
San Francisco, CA 94158
P: (415) 355-6612
F: (415) 355-6692
C: (415) 939-6234
 
 


From: Shannon Fiala [sfiala@spur.org]
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 1:04 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Laura Tam; Hamalian, Seth; LaClair Joe
Subject: Re: Mission Creek tour for ULI


Catherine, Joe, Seth,
 
Thanks so much for confirming your participation for the tour. Could you send me a brief bio
and headshot at your earliest convenience for the conference program? 
 
Best,
Shannon
 


On Tue, Jul 29, 2014 at 6:00 PM, Reilly, Catherine (CII) <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:
Hi, Laura – Seth and I can both help out, though we will have to skip out early (maybe when you turn
it over to the Giants to talk about Mission Rock).  Also, we can talk about seismic and financing, but
won’t be the best to speak to sea level rise.


Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 
From: Laura Tam [mailto:ltam@spur.org] 
Sent: Saturday, July 26, 2014 1:50 PM
To: Shannon Fiala
Cc: Hamalian, Seth; Reilly, Catherine (CII); LaClair Joe
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Subject: Mission Creek tour for ULI
 
Hi Seth, Catherine and Joe -
 
I wanted to follow up on Shannon's request for your participation in a tour of Mission Bay &
Mission Creek for ULI guests at the Building the Resilient City conference. The tour would
be on the afternoon of September 3 from 1-4 pm and would likely have 50+ guests from all
over the country - you can see a list of the the conference's attendees on its site.
 
The draft itinerary (below) will be revised - it is too much for 3 hours - but we still would
like to know if you could speak to the group sometime that afternoon. Let me know and
Shannon or I will get back to you with details once we have finalized the plan.
 
Many thanks
Laura
 


On Mon, Jul 14, 2014 at 2:33 PM, Shannon Fiala <sfiala@spur.org> wrote:
Hi Seth, Catherine and Joe,
 
As a part of ULI's Resilient City Conference in San Francisco on September 4-5, Laura Tam
and I have been assisting Elliot Stein in arranging mobile workshops to two areas that
showcase local resiliency efforts: Mission Creek and Ocean Beach. 
 
If you are available on Wednesday, September 3rd between 1-4pm, we would love to
have you speak with these conference tour participants.  
 
Suggested itinerary:
1-1:30: Drive from the Hyatt along the Embarcadero to Mission Bay. Talk about the Port and
how the waterfront has been developed and redeveloped and its resiliency challenges which
include seismic, sea level rise, and lack of funding
1:30: Stop at TBD location in Mission Bay. Informational presentation about Mission Bay
and the challenge of planning and paying for it. Possible speakers: Seth Hamalian and/or
Catherine Reilly
2:15: Bus tour of Mission Bay. See UCSF, Warriors site, waterfront, maybe Pier 70.
2:45: Stop at Pier 48 for a talk about the Piers and Mission Rock. Possible speakers: Fran
Weld from the Giants or someone else from the Mission Rock team, such as Phil Williamson
or Brad Benson from the Port.
3:00: Walk across Mission Rock to 3rd St, visit the Mission Bay park, stop and talk about
vulnerability of Mission Creek and potential solutions. Possible speakers: Laura Tam or Joe
LaClair. Then walk up along the north side of the creek to complete this walking part of the
tour.
4:00: Pick up at AT&T Park for bus transport back to hotel.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions about the tour or conference and whether you
could attend.
 
Thanks,
Shannon
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--
Shannon Fiala
Ocean Beach Master Plan - Assistant Project Manager


SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
415.385.6925
sfiala@spur.org


SPUR | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | Join


Read SPUR's Agenda for Change
spur.org/agendaforchange >>


 
--
Laura Tam
Sustainable Development Policy Director
SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City
(415) 644-4289
ltam@spur.org
@lauraetam


SPUR | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | Join
 
Read SPUR's Agenda for Change
spur.org/agendaforchange >>


 
--
Shannon Fiala
Ocean Beach Master Plan - Assistant Project Manager


SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
415.385.6925
sfiala@spur.org


SPUR | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | Join


Read SPUR's Agenda for Change
spur.org/agendaforchange >>


 
--
Shannon Fiala
Ocean Beach Master Plan - Assistant Project Manager


SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
415.385.6925
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Read SPUR's Agenda for Change
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--
Shannon Fiala
Ocean Beach Master Plan - Assistant Project Manager


SPUR • Ideas + Action for a Better City 
415.385.6925
sfiala@spur.org


SPUR | Blog | Facebook | Twitter | Join


Read SPUR's Agenda for Change
spur.org/agendaforchange >>
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Bcc: "afelder@sfgiants.com"; "andreaj@bosadev.com"; "casharpe@Fibrogen.com"; "corinnewoods@cs.com";


"ddeibel@olympicresidentialgroup.com"; "donna@dellera.org"; "jprattmead@gmail.com";
"kbeauchamp@planning.ucsf.edu"; "kevin_simons@yahoo.com"; "lopching@yahoo.com";
"mdf@mccarthycook.com"; "melperin@chinatowncdc.org"; "sarah.davis.events@gmail.com";
"thart@shorenstein.com"; "tobylevine@earthlink.net"; "milletdick@yahoo.com"; "ad@energyonline.com";
"235_berry@sbcglobal.net"; "ad@energyonline.com"; "adamsbstar@aol.com"; "aks918@gmail.com";
"alam@fibrogen.com"; "alan.jacobe@gmail.com"; "alcasciato@stisia.com"; "alkwok36@hotmail.com";
"amanda@barkavesf.com"; "americansue@hotmail.com"; "amyethompson@me.com";
"aneches@tmgpartners.com"; "amybenedicty@sbcglobal.net"; Bruss, Andrea (BOS);
"andrew@urbanecology.org"; "andrew.mittleman@jacobs.com"; Veneracion, April (BOS);
"arcomnsf@pacbell.net"; "Arienne57@gmail.com"; "arterramgmt@gmail.com"; "asegal@loweenterprises.com";
"AYi@meritpm.com"; "Bardya_Kahrobaie@avalonbay.com"; "baylelev@juno.com"; "bbgiantsfan@yahoo.com";
"BBLopez@cgr.ucsf.edu"; "bettina.cohen@sonic.net"; "bhansen@attpark.com"; "bill@billmartinez.com";
"blossomingpresence@gmail.com"; "board@sfradiance.com"; "boatcartoon@msn.com";
"bob.berryman@ucsf.edu"; "bob.michaelian@gmail.com"; "brendonh@google.com";
"brianleepharmd@gmail.com"; "brianraffi@yahoo.com"; "bruce.h.agid@gmail.com"; "buchsons@yahoo.com";
"bvbccommodore@gmail.com"; "calleb@sbcglobal.net"; "carla4444758@yahoo.com"; Reilly, Catherine (CII);
"cathysearby@gmail.com"; "chipote2@yahoo.com"; "chrisflowers@mac.com"; "chooin@hotmail.com";
"chrisflowers@mac.com"; "christinaregina@hotmail.com"; "cindy.lima@ucsfmedctr.org"; "ckleclerc@gmail.com";
"CMiller@stradasf.com"; "cleshne@yahoo.com"; "clliddell@me.com"; "colonno@yahoo.com";
"dadaswa@att.net"; "DarrenFanelli@yahoo.com"; Beaupre, David (PRT); "David.glober@gmail.com";
"David.roberts@jacobs.com"; "david.worley@bayer.com"; "dennismackenzie@roundthediamond.com";
"dina@cehand.com"; Lutske, Debra (PUC); "donlangley@sbcglobal.net"; "dmterzian3@gmail.com";
"donna@dellera.org"; "Drinella@nektar.com"; "drsjandb@earthlink.net"; "drewuher@yahoo.com";
"drewd02@earthlink.net"; "dr.vincent@live.com"; "dschnur@chp-sf.org"; "dzaziski@siluriatech.com";
"dw@debrawalker.com"; "eboscacci@bkf.com"; "edgewater@udr.com"; "edocsmith@comcast.net";
"eelliott@ccarey.com"; "efancher@bizjournals.com"; "egirod@bkf.com"; "Eslickdesigns@mindspring.com";
"estherstearns@gmail.com"; "erikabrown@christisoncompany.com"; "Esther.Morales@ucsf.edu";
"ewray@mbaydevelopment.com"; "ewbagby@comcast.net"; "eyoung@bizjournals.com";
"fahnestk@sbcglobal.net"; "fweld@SFGIANTS.com"; "gailbrownell@gmail.com"; "gailknd@gmail.com";
"garypegueros@sbcglobal.net"; "gerry.tierney@perkinswill.com"; "GGilman@chp-sf.org"; "ggehlen@are.com";
"gtierney@smwm.com"; "gvp@mccarthycook.com"; "hai.k.tran@gmail.com"; "Han.cheol.choi@gmail.com";
"harryo@gersonoverstreet.com"; "Hms@hmsassoc.com"; "jabbott@commoninterest.com";
"jajaber83@yahoo.com"; "jarda@pacbell.net"; "jared@doumani.net"; "jbeckersf@gmail.com";
"jbair@sfgiants.com"; "j_chui@yahoo.com"; "jc@jcarpinelli.com"; Desai, Jignesh (PUC); "jdolan@pacbell.net";
"jdolin@mercyhousing.org"; "jeff_dong@hotmail.com"; "jenclary@sbcglobal.net";
"jennifer_m_wong@yahoo.com"; Robbins, Jerry (MTA); "jetodco@todco.org"; "jlink320@comcast.net";
"Jkrasnow@nektar.com"; "jmarks@cca.edu"; "jmuse@missionbayparks.org"; "jmccarthylangley@sbcglobal.net";
"Jnk@benlevi.com"; "jnunes@warriors.com"; "joe@presidiopharma.com"; Gavin, John (MYR);
"JAntonio@mbaydevelopment.com"; "joeboss@joeboss.com"; "joehum@gmail.com";
"john_decastro@yahoo.com"; "johnhsuper@att.net"; Lau, Jon (MYR); Swae, Jon (CPC); "joshnsmith@aol.com";
"j.p.minsinger@gmail.com"; "JRuddock@nektar.com"; "sjsmall560@gmail.com";
"jsmith@waldendevelopment.com"; "jstickley@sf.wrtdesign.com"; "jvega@mercyhousing.org";
"jwayland@breproperties.com"; "karen@karenchi.com"; "kbeauchamp@planning.ucsf.edu";
"kcrooks@informatica.com"; Briggs, Kenya (PUC); "keknowles@earthlink.net"; "KEriksen@nektar.com";
"kevin@greenstreetscleaners.com"; "Kevin@rpoyas.com"; "Kevin.Joiner@ucsf.edu";
"kevin_simons@yahoo.com"; "khanspers@gladstone.ucsf.edu"; "kelliott@wrnsstudio.com";
"kelvinwli@yahoo.com"; "Kieran@gmail.com"; "kit@sfbike.org"; "KRodman@tmgpartners.com";
"kwebster@storytellingmedia.com"; "lagstg@aol.com"; "larry.berry.jr@gmail.com";
"lauren.b.graham@jpmchase.com"; "lclark@paragon-re.com"; Hussain, Lila (CII); "linda@slhawk.com";
"lindsayk.eaton@gmail.com"; "linda@slhawk.com"; "lizflowers@me.com"; Lerma, Liz (DPW);
"ljuarez@Shorenstein.com"; "lkenney@udr.com"; "lonileitaker@gmail.com"; Chan, Lori (LIB);
"lstewart@mbaydevelopment.com"; "lyla.arum@gmail.com"; "management@sfradiance.com";
"marc@accessatmenterprise.com"; "marc@infielddesign.com"; "Marclevinsf@gmail.com"; "marcusli@mac.com";
"marily88@gmail.com"; "mark@cavagnero.com"; "mark@stieglitz.com"; Paez, Mark (PRT); Springer, Matt
(UCSF); "mbrady94107@yahoo.com"; "meade.boutwell@cbre.com"; "meck321@gmail.com";
"m_eckman@hotmail.com"; "meaton1339@yahoo.com"; "meiseman@nelsonnygaard.com";
"menloparko@yahoo.com"; "mentor@well.com"; "mhpyc@tingleydesign.com"; "michaelianj@yahoo.com";
"Michael.towne@ucsfmedctr.org"; "Michele.Davis@ucsf.edu"; "michesf@yahoo.com"; "mikeinssj@yahoo.com";
"milesamen@sbcglobal.net"; "monfria@aol.com"; "mtilaro@yahoo.com"; "mthomas@wrnsstudio.com";
"mustelier@gmail.com"; "tilmike11@gmail.com"; "MVillamil@meritpm.com";
"myrlem.balladares@caritasmanagement.com"; "nagbayani@MissionBayParks.org"; "nancy.tam@cbre.com";
"NConover@mercyhousing.org"; Safo, Natosha (MYR); "neighborhood@sfradiance.com";
"Nicholas.Wong@ucsf.edu"; "owen@kennerlyarchitecture.com"; "Oscarjames22@live.com";
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Subject: Golden State Warriors Presentation
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 4:50:00 PM


For those that were unable to attend last night’s Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee for the
presentation on the proposed site design for the Warriors Arena Project it is posted here:
http://www.sfocii.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=7099
 
You can email me any comments you have or provide comments online here: 
http://sfgov.org/piers3032/mission-bay-pavilion-project-feedback-form
 
Thank you and have a great weekend.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Gavin, John (MYR)
Cc: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Comment Sheet
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 8:52:00 AM


John – do you have an example comment sheet that you used at a prior GSW meeting?  If not, we’ll
make one for tonight’s meeting.


Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
To: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: maybe this is a little bit like the Warriors along 3rd Street
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 11:38:29 AM


I think it would be useful to task GSW/Strada with providing us some imagery of existing examples of raised plazas that are of the approximate dimensions for
the transition that they are proposing.
 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 01, 2014 11:37 AM
To: Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: maybe this is a little bit like the Warriors along 3rd Street
 


I saw this image on Socket Site and it made me think of the 3rd Street condition.  The actual image showed the stairs at about a 12’ rise, so I trimmed it to get


an sense of what about 8’ of stairs would feel like from the sidewalk on 3rd St.  Of course it’s only representational, but an idea….
 


 
Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Development & Transportation Integration
Urban Planning Initiatives
 
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Miller-Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Albert, Peter (MTA); Brisson, Liz
Subject: RE: Mission Bay CAC - Aug 14
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 3:26:00 PM


Sounds great.  I think if you were there, or if you give me some talking points on describing the study
and outcome in case folks need more information, it would be adequate.  We can mention in
passing when talking about next steps that this process will be on-going as well.
 
The meeting is going to be very tight, so best to look for a meeting with more room so that you get
the time the project deserves!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Miller, Erin [mailto:Erin.Miller@sfmta.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 08, 2014 2:43 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Albert, Peter (MTA); Brisson, Liz
Subject: Mission Bay CAC - Aug 14
 
Catherine,
 
Based on our talk and both my and Liz’s sense that we should keep the Waterfront Assessment
separate from the Warriors, I suggest that we do not provide an update at the Mission Bay CAC
meeting next Thursday.  I am still happy to attend if you think that is helpful, and I can always be
there to respond if anyone asks.
 
What do you think?
 
Erin
 
Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Development & Transportation Integration
Urban Planning Initiatives
 
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
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From: Miller, Erin
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Albert, Peter (MTA); Brisson, Liz
Subject: Mission Bay CAC - Aug 14
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 2:43:27 PM


Catherine,
 
Based on our talk and both my and Liz’s sense that we should keep the Waterfront Assessment
separate from the Warriors, I suggest that we do not provide an update at the Mission Bay CAC
meeting next Thursday.  I am still happy to attend if you think that is helpful, and I can always be
there to respond if anyone asks.
 
What do you think?
 
Erin
 
Erin Miller Blankinship
 
Development & Transportation Integration
Urban Planning Initiatives
 
SFMTA|Municipal Transportation Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
 
415.701.5490 (o)
415.971.7429 (m)
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From: Aidan Poile
To: White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
Date: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:11:15 PM


Jeff,
Thanks again.  Everyone here is thrilled that we were selected.
 
I should be able to get you a draft of the materials by midday Wednesday.  We’re planning to
present a modified version of the PowerPoint presentation we presented last week.  In addition to
the items you noted below, we were planning to give a very brief intro to TNDC, since we haven’t
developed in the neighborhood before.  If you don’t think this is necessary we can omit this.
 
I also wanted to let you know that Anne is out of town, so Dan will be doing the presentation of the
design.  I’ll communicate the time constraints to him.
 
Finally, we were planning to have our services and management staff attend the meeting to answer
questions.  We don’t want to overwhelm the meeting though, so if you think this isn’t necessary,
please let me know.
 
Thanks,
 


Aidan Poile
Senior Project Manager
TNDC
apoile@tndc.org
415.358.3971
 
 


From: White, Jeffrey (CII) [mailto:jeffrey.white@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 2:59 PM
To: Aidan Poile; Katie Lamont
Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
Subject: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
 
Hi Katie and Aidan,
 
Congratulations again on being selected! We are very excited about your proposal and moving the
project forward.
 
A few things to check in on:
 


1.        Pam Sims will be the development specialist/project manager and your main point of
contact on the project. She’s been on vacation but is back on Monday.


2.        For the CAC meeting on Thursday – the meeting starts at 5:00, but your item won’t likely be
up until 7:00. You’ll be after an item on the Warriors project.
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3.        I’d suggest getting there no later than 6:30. I won’t be able to be at the meeting, but Ethan
is planning on it. Ethan will briefly introduce the agenda item (and request that the CAC vote
to recommend the selection to the OCII commission of your team) and then turn it over to
your team. I’d suggest Aidan spending just a few minutes on the program – low income with
20% formerly homeless, retail, robust services and 826 concept.  And then have Anne
Tourney show the concept design. Since the meeting will likely already be long, please
mention to Anne to speak only for less than 10 minutes. We want to respect the CAC’s time.


4.       Please send us the materials you plan on presenting – we’d like to review it before the
meeting. Do you think you can have the materials to us by mid day tomorrow
(Wednesday)?


5.        Next steps after Thursday…OCII staff plans to provide an Informational Memo to the
Commission for their Sept 2 describing the results of the selection panel.  I’d suggest having
one person from your team come to that commission meeting, just in case there are any
questions. There is no presentation.


6.        Then, we’d like to proceed to Loan Committee for your predevelopment loan request early
as late September.


7.        Once the loan is approved, we’re hoping to go to our October 21 Commission meeting
seeking approval of the loan and the Exclusive Negotiations Agreement with TNDC for the


development of 1300 4th Street.
 


Thanks,
Jeff
 
 
 
 
Jeff White
Housing Program Manager
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
tel: 415 749 2488
jeffrey.white@sfgov.org
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From: Bereket, Immanuel (CII)
To: Wise, Viktoriya (CPC)
Subject: RE:
Date: Wednesday, August 06, 2014 4:01:25 PM


Hi Victoriya
 
Could you please call me? I have one more question regarding the MOU?
 
Thanks
 
 


Immanuel Bereket
Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure
Successor to the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
One South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94103
(415) 749-2495
Immanuel.Bereket@sfgov.org
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Update
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 3:18:39 PM


Nothing on 8/11. 


On Aug 4, 2014, at 3:06 PM, "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)" <joshua.switzky@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Ok so nothing on 8/11?


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 4, 2014, at 2:07 PM, "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
<jennifer.matz@sfgov.org> wrote:


Meeting is 8/8 and notice is going out. 


On Aug 4, 2014, at 9:50 AM, "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)"
<joshua.switzky@sfgov.org> wrote:


I don’t have any GSW mtgs on my calendar for Mon 8/11.
Am I supposed to?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:12 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: RE: Update
 
Thank you for the update, Jennifer (and thanks for sorting
this all out Friday).  We were planning on holding a follow-up


community workshop on Saturday the 16th.  Do you think
there will be enough information provided to still keep to
that plan?  We’d like to get a “save the date” out today for
the workshop.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and
County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST
1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Saturday, August 02, 2014 4:13 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: Update
 
Hi guys,
 
So John's schedule is the trickiest re: meetings. Right now
we have a meeting for me, Tiffany, John at 9am on 8/11
followed by a meeting with the larger/full design group with
Warriors at 11am on 8/11. Sort of weird. HOWEVER, after
much discussion with Warriors (and due in part to
Catherine's comments/concerns) the Warriors have decided
to significantly dial back what they plan to share with the
CAC on 8/14. They will NOT be showing any renderings,
pretty pictures, sketches, etc. They will not be describing the
site at a level
of detail that addresses/describes the height of the podium.
(Likewise they will not be sharing renderings, etc. with the
press.)  I feel like this gives us more breathing room to work
on outstanding issues and means that the meeting schedule
for the 11th is workable. The Warriors hope to roll out/move
forward with renderings and sketches at the CAC meeting in
September. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 11:17 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thabks, Jennifer. I appreciate your help keeping
things moving tomorrow. 
 
I also was impressed with some of the changes
they had made. The podium height and the
termination of Illinois seemed to be the biggest
areas remaining to get agreement on direction.
 
I wont be too available tomorrow since a heavy
medical day for my mom. So texting will be the
fastest way to get me to respond for anything
you need from me. 510 282 9907.  I will also
keep an eye out on the emails.
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Hope you got all your medical stuff sorted
today and can enjoy the weekend.
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
Date:07/31/2014 9:02 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)"
Subject: Re: Comments on GSW Design
 
Sorry to drop off today. Had some medical stuff
to deal with. Yes on Phillip scheduling. Yes on
an earlier big group meeting. Yes on Warriors
giving us visuals in our own space to look at. I'll
work on all of this tomorrow. I feel like the big
issue is the podium. I was enthusiastic about
what I saw today - especially along TFS and in
the plaza area and the improved northwest
corner; we agreed to disagree about the
podium for now. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 5:32 PM, "Reilly, Catherine
(CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thanks, Josh.  Was going to hit
send on a similar email.  I think
the other big topic that I’d like to


get City agreement on is the 16th


Street garage interface with
Illinois Street.
 
Unfortunately, I am out tomorrow
and I don’t have adm support to
offer up.  I’ve cc-ed Jennifer to
see if Phillip may be able to help
out with this. 
 
Also, Jennifer, would you be able
to talk with Jesse on the ability to
get something to review with the
larger group?  Talking with Clarke
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today, they would prefer to wait
closer to the CAC date (such as
next Friday) to do a leave behind.
 
I’m going to be mainly off line
until Monday, but I will try to
keep an eye out for emails over
the weekend.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and
Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the
Redevelopment Agency of the City and
County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF
THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1,
2014
 


From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014
5:18 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Comments on GSW
Design
 
So, seems like we have a
director’s level internal-city-
family meeting ASAP with John,
Tiffany and Jen to make some
decisions about how we feel
about key pieces, particularly the
plaza/podium height. To do that
we will also need some visuals
from them that we can sit around
with everyone to talk about, so
they will need to provide us with
something. I suppose we could do
another session at Strada’s office
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where they leave us alone in the
room with the model, but that
makes me a little uncomfortable.
Anyhow, do you think you could
have (a) have an admin person in
your office work with Andrea
Green to schedule a mtg and (b)
ask Strada for some visuals that
we could use for that meeting?
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014
2:18 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Switzky,
Joshua (CPC); Winslow, David
(CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-
Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Bohee,
Tiffany (CII); Rahaim, John (CPC);
Arce, Pedro (CII);
ed.reiskin@sfmta.com
Subject: Comments on GSW
Design
 
Jesse/Clarke – attached are the
City’s combined comments on the
proposed Warriors Pavilion
project.  Please let us know if you
have any questions, otherwise, we
look forward to continuing to
work on this exciting project.
 
Thank you
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and
Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the
Redevelopment Agency of the City and
County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF
THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1,
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2014
 








From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Golden State Warriors Presentation
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 4:50:11 PM


For those that were unable to attend last night’s Mission Bay Citizens Advisory Committee for the
presentation on the proposed site design for the Warriors Arena Project it is posted here:
http://www.sfocii.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=7099
 
You can email me any comments you have or provide comments online here: 
http://sfgov.org/piers3032/mission-bay-pavilion-project-feedback-form
 
Thank you and have a great weekend.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Aidan Poile
To: Hussain, Lila (CII)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 9:37:19 AM


That works for me.
Thanks,


Aidan Poile
Senior Project Manager
TNDC
apoile@tndc.org
415.358.3971


-----Original Message-----
From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2014 8:50 AM
To: Aidan Poile
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14


Hi Aidan,


I have some comments for the ppt.  Can we talk at 10am?


Lila


Sent from my iPhone


> On Aug 13, 2014, at 11:55 AM, "Aidan Poile" <apoile@TNDC.org> wrote:
>
> All,
> Attached is a pdf of the slides for the CAC presentation.  I've also attached a narrative for the TNDC
slides, which will give you more info on the content.
>
> The design portion that we presented last week was about 8 minutes, so our architects are planning
to present the same information, with minor adjustments to reflect the different audience.  We aren't
proposing changes to the slides though.
>
> Please let me know if you have comments or suggestions.  Please also
> let me know what we'll need to bring for the presentation (laptop,
> projector, etc.)
>
> Thanks,
> Aidan
>
> From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:20 PM
> To: Aidan Poile; White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
> Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
> Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
>
> Hi Aidan,
>
> I am part of the Mission Bay Team and interface a lot with the CAC.  I think a brief TNDC intro would
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be great for the community.  I don't think the services and management staff need to attend, but Dan
should be able to comment generally on services management.  Let's set up a time to chat after you
send us over your presentation tomorrow.
>
> Thanks,
>
>
> Lila Hussain
> Assistant Project Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure One South Van Ness,
> 5th Floor San Francisco, CA 94103
> Phone: 415-749-2431
> Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org<mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
>
>
>
> From: Aidan Poile [mailto:apoile@TNDC.org]
> Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:11 PM
> To: White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
> Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII);
> Sims, Pam (CII)
> Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
>
> Jeff,
> Thanks again.  Everyone here is thrilled that we were selected.
>
> I should be able to get you a draft of the materials by midday Wednesday.  We're planning to present
a modified version of the PowerPoint presentation we presented last week.  In addition to the items you
noted below, we were planning to give a very brief intro to TNDC, since we haven't developed in the
neighborhood before.  If you don't think this is necessary we can omit this.
>
> I also wanted to let you know that Anne is out of town, so Dan will be doing the presentation of the
design.  I'll communicate the time constraints to him.
>
> Finally, we were planning to have our services and management staff attend the meeting to answer
questions.  We don't want to overwhelm the meeting though, so if you think this isn't necessary, please
let me know.
>
> Thanks,
>
> Aidan Poile
> Senior Project Manager
> TNDC
> apoile@tndc.org<mailto:apoile@tndc.org>
> 415.358.3971
>
>
> From: White, Jeffrey (CII) [mailto:jeffrey.white@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 2:59 PM
> To: Aidan Poile; Katie Lamont
> Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII);
> Sims, Pam (CII)
> Subject: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
>
> Hi Katie and Aidan,
>
> Congratulations again on being selected! We are very excited about your proposal and moving the
project forward.
>
> A few things to check in on:
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>
>
> 1.       Pam Sims will be the development specialist/project manager and your main point of contact
on the project. She's been on vacation but is back on Monday.
>
> 2.       For the CAC meeting on Thursday - the meeting starts at 5:00, but your item won't likely be
up until 7:00. You'll be after an item on the Warriors project.
>
> 3.       I'd suggest getting there no later than 6:30. I won't be able to be at the meeting, but Ethan is
planning on it. Ethan will briefly introduce the agenda item (and request that the CAC vote to
recommend the selection to the OCII commission of your team) and then turn it over to your team. I'd
suggest Aidan spending just a few minutes on the program - low income with 20% formerly homeless,
retail, robust services and 826 concept.  And then have Anne Tourney show the concept design. Since
the meeting will likely already be long, please mention to Anne to speak only for less than 10 minutes.
We want to respect the CAC's time.
>
> 4.       Please send us the materials you plan on presenting - we'd like to review it before the
meeting. Do you think you can have the materials to us by mid day tomorrow (Wednesday)?
>
> 5.       Next steps after Thursday...OCII staff plans to provide an Informational Memo to the
Commission for their Sept 2 describing the results of the selection panel.  I'd suggest having one person
from your team come to that commission meeting, just in case there are any questions. There is no
presentation.
>
> 6.       Then, we'd like to proceed to Loan Committee for your predevelopment loan request early as
late September.
>
> 7.       Once the loan is approved, we're hoping to go to our October 21 Commission meeting seeking
approval of the loan and the Exclusive Negotiations Agreement with TNDC for the development of 1300
4th Street.
>
>
> Thanks,
> Jeff
>
>
>
>
> Jeff White
> Housing Program Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
> 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
> San Francisco, CA  94103
> tel: 415 749 2488
> jeffrey.white@sfgov.org<mailto:jeffrey.white@sfgov.org>
>
> <MB6E_Presentation_CAC.pdf>
> <Presentation Outline.CAC.8.12.14.docx>
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From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: "catreilly42@gmail.com"
Subject: FW: Thanks and Follow-up
Date: Friday, August 15, 2014 5:14:00 PM
Attachments: GSW CAC presentation 8.14.14.pdf


 
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 


From: Jesse Blout [mailto:jblout@stradasf.com] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 11:04 AM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII); Clarke Miller; craig@snohetta.com; David Manica
Cc: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Hussain, Lila (CII); Rick Welts
(rwelts@warriors.com)
Subject: RE: Thanks and Follow-up
 
Thanks, Catherine! Likewise on the job well done.  We thought it was a very good start to the
community process.
 
Attached is a pdf of the CAC presentation and here is the media coverage we have picked up so far.
 
KPIX-TV on Mission Bay arena plan (Aired 5:00PM)
KPIX-TV on Warriors pitch Mission Bay arena plan (Aired 6:00PM)
KPIX-TV on Mission Bay arena design (Aired 4:00AM, 5:30AM, 6:00AM, 6:30AM)
KTVU-TV on Mission Bay arena design (Aired 5:00AM, 7:00AM)
http://www.sfexaminer.com/sanfrancisco/warriors-arena-conceptual-plan-includes-2-office-
towers-plazas-retail-space/Content?oid=2875026
http://www.bizjournals.com/sanfrancisco/news/2014/08/14/golden-state-warriors-arena-project-
san-francisco.html
 
Have a great weekend
 
Jesse
 
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) [mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2014 9:53 AM
To: Jesse Blout; Clarke Miller; craig@snohetta.com; David Manica
Cc: Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Gavin, John (MYR); Hussain, Lila (CII)
Subject: Thanks and Follow-up
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Mission Bay CAC Meeting



GSW Arena Site Plan Review
August14 2014
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Key Team Members



• Craig Dykers, Snohetta



• David Manica, MANICA Architecture



• David Carlock, GSW Project Executive



• Jesse Blout, Strada Project Management



• Clarke Miller, Strada Project Management



• Gail Hunter, GSW Vice President of Public Affairs & Event Management 



• Theo Ellington, GSW Director of Public Affairs
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Overview



• GSW and Salesforce.com entered into 



a purchase agreement in April 2014 for 



12-acre Blocks 29-32



• Program Elements:



o Approximately 18,000-seat multi-



purpose arena



o Approximately 500,000 SF of office



o Between 55,000 and 95,000 SF of 



retail



o 3.2 acres of plazas and public 



space



o 700 Parking spaces



Blocks 29-32
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Projected Event Count and Attendance
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(1) Attendance levels are lower than sell out capacity due to industry-standard No Show rate. GSW playoff games will 



range from zero to a maximum of 16 based on GSW performance.
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Site Opportunities



• Opportunity to provide a cultural focal 



point at the nexus of 16th Street and 3rd



– two key N-S and E-W connectors
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main plaza
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office
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office



southeast plaza
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Public Access



• 3.2 acres of plazas and 



public spaces including:
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Public Access



• 3.2 acres of plazas and 



public spaces including:



o 3,700 SF plaza at 



northwest corner



o 57,300 SF plaza along 



3rd Street



o 12,500 SF plaza at 



southeast corner
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Main Entry Plaza Comparison



Union Square
(140’x 240’)



GSW Plaza 
(150’ x 235’)



Union Square & GSW Plaza 



Comp
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• Multiple pedestrian access 



points



• Multiple venue access points:



o Primary arena entrance 



at 3rd Street Plaza



o Secondary arena 



entrance, primary theater 



entrance at southeast 



corner



• Substantial public space:



o 3rd Street Plaza



o Southeast Plaza



Pedestrian/Bike Access
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Vehicular Access



• Loading dock access via 16th



Street



• Primary office and event 



parking access via 16th street



• Primary retail parking access 



via South Street



• Event drop-off location on 



southern half of Terry 



Francois Boulevard 
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Vehicular Access
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southern half of Terry 



Francois Boulevard 











Priv ileged and Confidential.  Not for Distribution.



Vehicular Circulation



• Vehicle circulation from 16th



Street to upper and lower 



parking levels



• Access controlled pathway to 



arena loading dock



• Vehicle circulation from 



South Street to upper and 



lower parking levels
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• Arena at 135’ (vs. 150’+ for 



comparable venues)



• Office tower at 160’, podium 



at 90’



• Retail elements at ~25’ to 40’



Building Heights
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office midrise
(+90) office 



(+160)



gate house
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roof terrace
(+39)
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office 
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roof terrace
(+46)



event hall
(+125)



event hall 
deck
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• Arena at 135’ (vs. 150’+ for 



comparable venues)



• Office tower at 160’, podium 



at 90’



• Retail elements at ~25’ to 40’



Building Heights
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Process and Schedule



• Project to follow typical Mission 



Bay Design Review and 



approval process with CAC 



consultation on Major Phase and 



Basic Concept/Schematic 



Design Package



• Project will also undergo a 



Supplemental EIR (“SEIR”) to 



look at specific transportation 



and other impacts



• SEIR must be certified before 



prior to Major Phase and 



Schematic Design approval



Milestone
Target



Completion Date



Review of Draft Major Phase (CAC/OCII/Planning) Q3/Q4 2014



Release of SEIR NOP Q4 2014



Release of Draft SEIR Q1 2015



SEIR Certification and Major Phase Approval Q3 2015
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CAC Next Steps



• Draft Major Phase review at Sept CAC meeting



• Potential workshop on Saturday following the Sept CAC meeting



• Additional potential topics for future CAC meetings:



o Transportation Management Plan (TMP)



o Pre- and post- event management strategies











Thank You












 
I just wanted to say a big thanks for the great job last night and I didn’t included everyone that was
their from your team/or worked on the PPT and preparation, so please forward my thanks
(especially Rick – always a big hit with the community). 
 
It was good to see that it does seem we are on the right track with the design and that no big
questions, other than the ones we expected, came up.  I think the community is going to be very


excited to see the next stage in September, so please hold the new dates: Thursday September 18th


at 5PM and Saturday September 20th around 10 (we can talk about the format of the
workshop/open house).
 
I would appreciate if we could get a copy of the PPT today to post, as promised to the community.
Also, I am sure you are tracking any media coverage – so could you please send along a list of any
coverage you see so that we can also monitor it.  If we find anything additional we’ll also pass it on.
 
I will turn back to finding a time for a follow-up design meeting next week later today.  And I am sure
there are a few other things hiding on my desk I have promised you.


Have a great weekend!
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 



http://www.sfredevelopment.org/






From: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
To: Nguyen, Lucinda (CII)
Cc: "Jesse Blout"; Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Bohee, Tiffany (CII)
Subject: Conference Call for GSW Check In
Date: Thursday, August 07, 2014 5:34:00 PM


Lucinda - thank you for sending out potential times for Jesse, Jennifer, Tiffany and I to have a ½
phone call.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Update
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 3:18:39 PM


Nothing on 8/11. 


On Aug 4, 2014, at 3:06 PM, "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)" <joshua.switzky@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Ok so nothing on 8/11?


Sent from my iPhone


On Aug 4, 2014, at 2:07 PM, "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
<jennifer.matz@sfgov.org> wrote:


Meeting is 8/8 and notice is going out. 


On Aug 4, 2014, at 9:50 AM, "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)"
<joshua.switzky@sfgov.org> wrote:


I don’t have any GSW mtgs on my calendar for Mon 8/11.
Am I supposed to?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:12 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: RE: Update
 
Thank you for the update, Jennifer (and thanks for sorting
this all out Friday).  We were planning on holding a follow-up


community workshop on Saturday the 16th.  Do you think
there will be enough information provided to still keep to
that plan?  We’d like to get a “save the date” out today for
the workshop.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and
County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/



mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=B2161CDA984E436B919FD2B738C5E13D-JENNIFER ENTINE MATZ

mailto:joshua.switzky@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:joshua.switzky@sfgov.org

mailto:jennifer.matz@sfgov.org

mailto:joshua.switzky@sfgov.org

http://www.sfredevelopment.org/





 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST
1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Saturday, August 02, 2014 4:13 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: Update
 
Hi guys,
 
So John's schedule is the trickiest re: meetings. Right now
we have a meeting for me, Tiffany, John at 9am on 8/11
followed by a meeting with the larger/full design group with
Warriors at 11am on 8/11. Sort of weird. HOWEVER, after
much discussion with Warriors (and due in part to
Catherine's comments/concerns) the Warriors have decided
to significantly dial back what they plan to share with the
CAC on 8/14. They will NOT be showing any renderings,
pretty pictures, sketches, etc. They will not be describing the
site at a level
of detail that addresses/describes the height of the podium.
(Likewise they will not be sharing renderings, etc. with the
press.)  I feel like this gives us more breathing room to work
on outstanding issues and means that the meeting schedule
for the 11th is workable. The Warriors hope to roll out/move
forward with renderings and sketches at the CAC meeting in
September. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 11:17 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thabks, Jennifer. I appreciate your help keeping
things moving tomorrow. 
 
I also was impressed with some of the changes
they had made. The podium height and the
termination of Illinois seemed to be the biggest
areas remaining to get agreement on direction.
 
I wont be too available tomorrow since a heavy
medical day for my mom. So texting will be the
fastest way to get me to respond for anything
you need from me. 510 282 9907.  I will also
keep an eye out on the emails.



mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org





 
Hope you got all your medical stuff sorted
today and can enjoy the weekend.
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
Date:07/31/2014 9:02 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)"
Subject: Re: Comments on GSW Design
 
Sorry to drop off today. Had some medical stuff
to deal with. Yes on Phillip scheduling. Yes on
an earlier big group meeting. Yes on Warriors
giving us visuals in our own space to look at. I'll
work on all of this tomorrow. I feel like the big
issue is the podium. I was enthusiastic about
what I saw today - especially along TFS and in
the plaza area and the improved northwest
corner; we agreed to disagree about the
podium for now. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 5:32 PM, "Reilly, Catherine
(CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:


Thanks, Josh.  Was going to hit
send on a similar email.  I think
the other big topic that I’d like to


get City agreement on is the 16th


Street garage interface with
Illinois Street.
 
Unfortunately, I am out tomorrow
and I don’t have adm support to
offer up.  I’ve cc-ed Jennifer to
see if Phillip may be able to help
out with this. 
 
Also, Jennifer, would you be able
to talk with Jesse on the ability to
get something to review with the
larger group?  Talking with Clarke
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today, they would prefer to wait
closer to the CAC date (such as
next Friday) to do a leave behind.
 
I’m going to be mainly off line
until Monday, but I will try to
keep an eye out for emails over
the weekend.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and
Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the
Redevelopment Agency of the City and
County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF
THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1,
2014
 


From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014
5:18 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Comments on GSW
Design
 
So, seems like we have a
director’s level internal-city-
family meeting ASAP with John,
Tiffany and Jen to make some
decisions about how we feel
about key pieces, particularly the
plaza/podium height. To do that
we will also need some visuals
from them that we can sit around
with everyone to talk about, so
they will need to provide us with
something. I suppose we could do
another session at Strada’s office
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where they leave us alone in the
room with the model, but that
makes me a little uncomfortable.
Anyhow, do you think you could
have (a) have an admin person in
your office work with Andrea
Green to schedule a mtg and (b)
ask Strada for some visuals that
we could use for that meeting?
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014
2:18 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Switzky,
Joshua (CPC); Winslow, David
(CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-
Blankinship, Erin (MTA); Bohee,
Tiffany (CII); Rahaim, John (CPC);
Arce, Pedro (CII);
ed.reiskin@sfmta.com
Subject: Comments on GSW
Design
 
Jesse/Clarke – attached are the
City’s combined comments on the
proposed Warriors Pavilion
project.  Please let us know if you
have any questions, otherwise, we
look forward to continuing to
work on this exciting project.
 
Thank you
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and
Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the
Redevelopment Agency of the City and
County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF
THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1,
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From: Hussain, Lila (CII)
To: Aidan Poile
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
Date: Thursday, August 14, 2014 8:49:58 AM


Hi Aidan,


I have some comments for the ppt.  Can we talk at 10am?


Lila


Sent from my iPhone


> On Aug 13, 2014, at 11:55 AM, "Aidan Poile" <apoile@TNDC.org> wrote:
>
> All,
> Attached is a pdf of the slides for the CAC presentation.  I’ve also attached a narrative for the TNDC
slides, which will give you more info on the content.
>
> The design portion that we presented last week was about 8 minutes, so our architects are planning
to present the same information, with minor adjustments to reflect the different audience.  We aren’t
proposing changes to the slides though.
>
> Please let me know if you have comments or suggestions.  Please also let me know what we’ll need
to bring for the presentation (laptop, projector, etc.)
>
> Thanks,
> Aidan
>
> From: Hussain, Lila (CII) [mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:20 PM
> To: Aidan Poile; White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
> Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
> Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
>
> Hi Aidan,
>
> I am part of the Mission Bay Team and interface a lot with the CAC.  I think a brief TNDC intro would
be great for the community.  I don’t think the services and management staff need to attend, but Dan
should be able to comment generally on services management.  Let’s set up a time to chat after you
send us over your presentation tomorrow.
>
> Thanks,
>
>
> Lila Hussain
> Assistant Project Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
> One South Van Ness, 5th Floor
> San Francisco, CA 94103
> Phone: 415-749-2431
> Email: lila.hussain@sfgov.org<mailto:lila.hussain@sfgov.org>
>
>
>
> From: Aidan Poile [mailto:apoile@TNDC.org]
> Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 4:11 PM
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> To: White, Jeffrey (CII); Katie Lamont
> Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
> Subject: RE: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
>
> Jeff,
> Thanks again.  Everyone here is thrilled that we were selected.
>
> I should be able to get you a draft of the materials by midday Wednesday.  We’re planning to present
a modified version of the PowerPoint presentation we presented last week.  In addition to the items you
noted below, we were planning to give a very brief intro to TNDC, since we haven’t developed in the
neighborhood before.  If you don’t think this is necessary we can omit this.
>
> I also wanted to let you know that Anne is out of town, so Dan will be doing the presentation of the
design.  I’ll communicate the time constraints to him.
>
> Finally, we were planning to have our services and management staff attend the meeting to answer
questions.  We don’t want to overwhelm the meeting though, so if you think this isn’t necessary, please
let me know.
>
> Thanks,
>
> Aidan Poile
> Senior Project Manager
> TNDC
> apoile@tndc.org<mailto:apoile@tndc.org>
> 415.358.3971
>
>
> From: White, Jeffrey (CII) [mailto:jeffrey.white@sfgov.org]
> Sent: Tuesday, August 12, 2014 2:59 PM
> To: Aidan Poile; Katie Lamont
> Cc: Warsh, Ethan (CII); Reilly, Catherine (CII); Hussain, Lila (CII); Sims, Pam (CII)
> Subject: 1300 4th Street proposal to CAC Aug 14
>
> Hi Katie and Aidan,
>
> Congratulations again on being selected! We are very excited about your proposal and moving the
project forward.
>
> A few things to check in on:
>
>
> 1.       Pam Sims will be the development specialist/project manager and your main point of contact
on the project. She’s been on vacation but is back on Monday.
>
> 2.       For the CAC meeting on Thursday – the meeting starts at 5:00, but your item won’t likely be
up until 7:00. You’ll be after an item on the Warriors project.
>
> 3.       I’d suggest getting there no later than 6:30. I won’t be able to be at the meeting, but Ethan is
planning on it. Ethan will briefly introduce the agenda item (and request that the CAC vote to
recommend the selection to the OCII commission of your team) and then turn it over to your team. I’d
suggest Aidan spending just a few minutes on the program – low income with 20% formerly homeless,
retail, robust services and 826 concept.  And then have Anne Tourney show the concept design. Since
the meeting will likely already be long, please mention to Anne to speak only for less than 10 minutes.
We want to respect the CAC’s time.
>
> 4.       Please send us the materials you plan on presenting – we’d like to review it before the
meeting. Do you think you can have the materials to us by mid day tomorrow (Wednesday)?
>
> 5.       Next steps after Thursday…OCII staff plans to provide an Informational Memo to the
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Commission for their Sept 2 describing the results of the selection panel.  I’d suggest having one person
from your team come to that commission meeting, just in case there are any questions. There is no
presentation.
>
> 6.       Then, we’d like to proceed to Loan Committee for your predevelopment loan request early as
late September.
>
> 7.       Once the loan is approved, we’re hoping to go to our October 21 Commission meeting seeking
approval of the loan and the Exclusive Negotiations Agreement with TNDC for the development of 1300
4th Street.
>
>
> Thanks,
> Jeff
>
>
>
>
> Jeff White
> Housing Program Manager
> Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure
> 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor
> San Francisco, CA  94103
> tel: 415 749 2488
> jeffrey.white@sfgov.org<mailto:jeffrey.white@sfgov.org>
>
> <MB6E_Presentation_CAC.pdf>
> <Presentation Outline.CAC.8.12.14.docx>
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From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
To: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Cc: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: Re: Update
Date: Monday, August 04, 2014 2:07:54 PM


Meeting is 8/8 and notice is going out. 


On Aug 4, 2014, at 9:50 AM, "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)" <joshua.switzky@sfgov.org>
wrote:


I don’t have any GSW mtgs on my calendar for Mon 8/11. Am I supposed to?
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Monday, August 04, 2014 9:12 AM
To: Matz, Jennifer (MYR)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: RE: Update
 
Thank you for the update, Jennifer (and thanks for sorting this all out Friday).  We were


planning on holding a follow-up community workshop on Saturday the 16th.  Do you
think there will be enough information provided to still keep to that plan?  We’d like to
get a “save the date” out today for the workshop.
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST 1, 2014
 


From: Matz, Jennifer (MYR) 
Sent: Saturday, August 02, 2014 4:13 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Cc: Switzky, Joshua (CPC)
Subject: Update
 
Hi guys,
 
So John's schedule is the trickiest re: meetings. Right now we have a meeting for me,
Tiffany, John at 9am on 8/11 followed by a meeting with the larger/full design group
with Warriors at 11am on 8/11. Sort of weird. HOWEVER, after much discussion with
Warriors (and due in part to Catherine's comments/concerns) the Warriors have
decided to significantly dial back what they plan to share with the CAC on 8/14. They
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will NOT be showing any renderings, pretty pictures, sketches, etc. They will not be
describing the site at a level
of detail that addresses/describes the height of the podium. (Likewise they will not be
sharing renderings, etc. with the press.)  I feel like this gives us more breathing room to
work on outstanding issues and means that the meeting schedule for the 11th is
workable. The Warriors hope to roll out/move forward with renderings and sketches at
the CAC meeting in September. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 11:17 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)" <catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>
wrote:


Thabks, Jennifer. I appreciate your help keeping things moving tomorrow. 
 
I also was impressed with some of the changes they had made. The
podium height and the termination of Illinois seemed to be the biggest
areas remaining to get agreement on direction.
 
I wont be too available tomorrow since a heavy medical day for my mom.
So texting will be the fastest way to get me to respond for anything you
need from me. 510 282 9907.  I will also keep an eye out on the emails.
 
Hope you got all your medical stuff sorted today and can enjoy the
weekend.
 
 
Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone


 


-------- Original message --------
From: "Matz, Jennifer (MYR)"
Date:07/31/2014 9:02 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
Cc: "Switzky, Joshua (CPC)"
Subject: Re: Comments on GSW Design
 
Sorry to drop off today. Had some medical stuff to deal with. Yes on
Phillip scheduling. Yes on an earlier big group meeting. Yes on Warriors
giving us visuals in our own space to look at. I'll work on all of this
tomorrow. I feel like the big issue is the podium. I was enthusiastic about
what I saw today - especially along TFS and in the plaza area and the
improved northwest corner; we agreed to disagree about the podium for
now. 


On Jul 31, 2014, at 5:32 PM, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org> wrote:
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Thanks, Josh.  Was going to hit send on a similar email.  I
think the other big topic that I’d like to get City agreement


on is the 16th Street garage interface with Illinois Street.
 
Unfortunately, I am out tomorrow and I don’t have adm
support to offer up.  I’ve cc-ed Jennifer to see if Phillip may
be able to help out with this. 
 
Also, Jennifer, would you be able to talk with Jesse on the
ability to get something to review with the larger group? 
Talking with Clarke today, they would prefer to wait closer to
the CAC date (such as next Friday) to do a leave behind.
 
I’m going to be mainly off line until Monday, but I will try to
keep an eye out for emails over the weekend.
 
Thanks
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and
County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST
1, 2014
 


From: Switzky, Joshua (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, July 31, 2014 5:18 PM
To: Reilly, Catherine (CII)
Subject: RE: Comments on GSW Design
 
So, seems like we have a director’s level internal-city-family
meeting ASAP with John, Tiffany and Jen to make some
decisions about how we feel about key pieces, particularly
the plaza/podium height. To do that we will also need some
visuals from them that we can sit around with everyone to
talk about, so they will need to provide us with something. I
suppose we could do another session at Strada’s office
where they leave us alone in the room with the model, but
that makes me a little uncomfortable. Anyhow, do you think
you could have (a) have an admin person in your office work
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with Andrea Green to schedule a mtg and (b) ask Strada for
some visuals that we could use for that meeting?
 
 


From: Reilly, Catherine (CII) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 30, 2014 2:18 PM
To: Clarke Miller; Jesse Blout
Cc: Matz, Jennifer (MYR); Switzky, Joshua (CPC); Winslow,
David (CPC); Albert, Peter (MTA); Miller-Blankinship, Erin
(MTA); Bohee, Tiffany (CII); Rahaim, John (CPC); Arce, Pedro
(CII); ed.reiskin@sfmta.com
Subject: Comments on GSW Design
 
Jesse/Clarke – attached are the City’s combined comments
on the proposed Warriors Pavilion project.  Please let us
know if you have any questions, otherwise, we look forward
to continuing to work on this exciting project.
 
Thank you
 
Catherine Reilly
Project Manager 
Office of Community Investment and Infrastructure (OCII) 
   Successor Agency to the Redevelopment Agency of the City and
County of San Francisco
1 South Van Ness Avenue, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103
415-749-2516 (direct)
http://www.sfredevelopment.org/
 
PLEASE NOTE I WILL BE OUT OF THE OFFICE FRIDAY AUGUST
1, 2014
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From: Joyce Hsiao
To: Kern, Chris (CPC)
Cc: Paul Mitchell
Subject: Fwd: Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs
Date: Friday, August 08, 2014 2:17:20 PM
Attachments: Prelim Draft GSW Mission Bay Initial Study_Cultural Only_08-08-14.docx


Hi Chris,
Please forward the sample section to the entire team, and be sure to request that
they send you comments by Aug 15, COB.  We assume that you will then forward us
the consolidated comments. We can include discussion of the comments on the
agenda for Aug 20, if necessary.
Thanks,
Joyce


Joyce S. Hsiao
Principal
Orion Environmental Associates
211 Sutter Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94108
Phone (415) 951-9503
joyce@orionenvironment.com


-------- Original Message --------
Subject:Preliminary Draft Initial Study Cultural Resources Ssection for the Warriorrs


Date:Fri, 8 Aug 2014 20:54:28 +0000
From:Paul Mitchell <PMitchell@esassoc.com>


To:Chris Kern <Chris.Kern@sfgov.org>, "Bollinger, Brett (CPC)"
<brett.bollinger@sfgov.org>, "Reilly, Catherine (CII)"
<catherine.reilly@sfgov.org>


CC:Gary Oates <GOates@esassoc.com>, Joyce
<joyce@orionenvironment.com>, Karl Heisler <KHeisler@esassoc.com>


Catherine, Chris and Brett:
 
As promised, attached is a preliminary draft of Initial Study Cultural Resources section for the
Warriors project.  This has not been sent out the larger team. Please let us know if you have 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:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:chris.kern@sfgov.org

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:PMitchell@esassoc.com

mailto:Chris.Kern@sfgov.org

mailto:brett.bollinger@sfgov.org

mailto:catherine.reilly@sfgov.org

mailto:GOates@esassoc.com

mailto:joyce@orionenvironment.com

mailto:KHeisler@esassoc.com

mailto:pmitchell@esassoc.com



Initial Study


Project Address/Title


Planning Department Case No. 20XX.XXXXE


A.	PROJECT DESCRIPTION


B.	PROJECT SETTING


C.	COMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING ZONING AND PLANS


			


			Applicable


			Not Applicable





			Discuss any variances, special authorizations, or changes proposed to the Planning Code or Zoning Map, if applicable.


			|_|


			|X|





			Discuss any conflicts with any adopted plans and goals of the City or Region, if applicable.


			|X|


			|_|





			Discuss any approvals and/or permits from City departments other than the Planning Department or the Department of Building Inspection, or from Regional, State, or Federal Agencies.


			|X|


			|_|











D.	SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS


The proposed project could potentially affect the environmental factor(s) checked below. The following pages present a more detailed checklist and discussion of each environmental factor.





			[bookmark: Check8]|_|


			Land Use


			|_|


			Air Quality


			|_|


			Biological Resources





			|_|


			Aesthetics


			|_|


			Greenhouse Gas Emissions


			|_|


			Geology and Soils





			|_|


			Population and Housing


			|_|


			Wind and Shadow


			|_|


			Hydrology and Water Quality





			|_|


			Cultural and Paleo. Resources


			|_|


			Recreation


			|_|


			Hazards/Hazardous Materials





			|_|


			Transportation and Circulation


			|_|


			Utilities and Service Systems


			|_|


			Mineral/Energy Resources





			|_|


			Noise


			|_|


			Public Services


			|_|


			Agricultural and Forest Resources





			


			


			


			


			|_|


			Mandatory Findings of Significance











	


			Topics:


			Potentially Significant Impact Identified and Analyzed in Prior EIR


			Proposed Changes to the Project Result in New or 
More Severe Impacts


			Substantial Changes Occurred With Respect to the Circumstances Under Which the Project is Undertaken that will Result in New or More Severe Impacts; or New Information is Available Showing New or More Severe Impacts


			Newly Feasible or Different Mitigation Measures or Alternatives


			Mitigation Measures in the Prior EIR and/or Newly Added Mitigation Measures Adequately Address Impacts


			Less than Significant Impact in Prior EIR or Topic Not Previously Analyzed and No Significant Project Impact 





			4.	CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES—Would the project:


			


			


			


			


			


			





			a)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			b)	Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|


			|_|





			c)	Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature?


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			|X|





			d)	Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries?


			|X|


			|_|


			|_|


			|_|


			[bookmark: Check2]|X|


			|_|








Summary of Cultural Resource Impacts in Mission Bay FSEIR


Summary of Historic Architectural Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic architectural resources present within or adjacent to the Mission Bay plan area. The Mission Bay FSEIR reported that former Fire Station 30, located at Third Street and Mission Rock Street within the Mission Bay plan area, was potentially eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); and the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges, located at China Basin Channel located adjacent to but outside the Mission Bay plan area, were determined to be eligible for listing on the NRHP.[footnoteRef:1] These historic architectural resources were not located within, or in proximity to, the Blocks 29 to 32 site. [1:  	In 1989, the Lefty O’Doul Bridge was designated City Landmark No. 194.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Visual Quality and Urban Design Impacts section determined that the proposed demolition of former Fire Station 30 would be a significant impact to this historic architectural resource, however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR further determined that the since the Lefty O’Doul and Peter Maloney Bridges were located outside the Mission Bay plan area, and those structures and their setting would not be modified under the Mission Bay project, that impacts to those historic architectural resources would be less than significant. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined the Mission Bay plan would result in a significant impact to historic architectural resources, and identified mitigation measures to reduce the impact to a less than significant level; however, the impact and associated mitigation measures are not applicable to the Blocks 29 to 32 site.


Historic and Prehistoric Archaeological Resources in Mission Bay FSEIR


The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study Cultural Resources section summarized information from the 1990 Mission Bay FEIR on historic and prehistoric resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including information from a Cultural Resources Evaluation conducted in 1987 by David Chavez & Associates, and supplemented with an archaeological resources review conducted in 1997 by David Chavez & Associates. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study indicated the overall potential for prehistoric Native American sites within the Mission Bay plan area was low, however, there was potential for historic-period archaeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area associated with the use of the area for industrial purposes and as a City landfill in the nineteenth and early twentieth century. The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study presented mapping of areas within the Mission Bay project area that had the most notable potential for subsurface historic and prehistoric cultural resources; this included the portion of the Mission Bay plan area south of and including 16th Street (i.e., immediately south of and adjacent to the project site).[footnoteRef:2] No substantial potential for archeological resources was identified in most areas composed of filled land in the former Mission Bay, including the project site, with the exception of the opposite (north) margin of Mission Bay, which was used as the City dump in the late 19th century.  [2:  	Potential historic-period resources in this area were identified as being associated with 19th century shipbuilding activities at Potrero Point (Point San Quentin), which extended northward into the southeast corner of Mission Bay nearly to 16th Street, and with a nearby glass factory. ] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR Initial Study acknowledged that construction under the Mission Bay plan could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources; however, with implementation of mitigation measures identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level. 


In summary, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including potential impacts within the vicinity of Blocks 29 to 32, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts to a less than significant level. 


Impact Evaluation


Historic Architectural Resources


Impact CP-1: The project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code. (Less than Significant)


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. However, as discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any historic architectural resources within or in proximity of the project site, and correspondingly, did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site. Given the absence of historic architectural resources on or in proximity to the project site, the construction and operation of these proposed uses would not result in any new impacts, or increase the severity of previously-identified impacts, to historic architectural resources. 


[bookmark: _GoBack]At the time of preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, several buildings and facilities were located and operating on the project site. These buildings and structures were subsequently removed, and the project site has been subject to grading, some excavation, and construction of paved surface parking lots, fencing and associated utilities on portions of the site. This change in conditions on the project site has not altered the fact that the site contains no historic architectural resources, as those facilities that were removed from the project site did not have any historic architectural status or importance, nor would it alter the effects of the project with respect to impacts on historic architectural resources. 


Pursuant to mitigation identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the sole historic architectural resource located within the Mission Bay plan area (former Fire Station 30) was evaluated and determined to be eligible for the NRHP.[footnoteRef:3] This change in conditions for this resource, however, has no effect on conditions regarding the absence of historic architectural resources at or in the vicinity of the project site. There are no other new historic architectural resources, including City Landmarks and/or historic districts, that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. Therefore, there have been no substantial changes with respect to circumstances under which the project is undertaken nor has any new information become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project.  [3:  	Former Fire Station 30 has since been rehabilitated consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, converted to provide a community meeting room and house the Arson Task Force, and integrated with the newly-constructed Public Safety Building. ] 



As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Furthermore, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce impacts historic architectural resources within the project site. Consequently, no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives to reduced project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required with respect to the currently proposed project.


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any significant impacts to historic architectural resources within the project site, and accordingly, did not require any mitigation measures for historic architectural resources that were applicable to the project site. Consequently, no previously-identified new mitigation measures to address project impacts to historic architectural resources at the project site are identified or required.


On the bases of the factors discussed above, the project would not have any new or substantially more severe effects than those identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR on historical resources as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or Article 11 of the Planning Code.


	


Archaeological Resources


Impact CP-2: The project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5? (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


As discussed above, the Mission Bay FSEIR determined that the Mission Bay plan would result in potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric- or historic-era archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, and identified mitigation measures to reduce those impacts, including within Blocks 29 to 32, to a less-than-significant level. 


The proposed project would result in the construction and operation of an arena, retail uses, office buildings, parking facilities and open space areas within the project site. Construction activities would require excavation, grading and pile driving, which could disturb potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources, should such resources be present. These types of subsurface construction activities were anticipated and analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR, and there is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would result in new significant impacts or substantially increase the severity of previously-identified significant impacts to archaeological resources.


As discussed under Historic Architectural Resources, above, since preparation of the Mission Bay FSEIR, the project site has been subject to subsurface disturbance from grading, some excavation activities and new construction. This change in conditions on the project site would not create the potential for the project to result in new or more severe impacts to potentially significant subsurface historic and prehistoric archaeological resources that may be present on the site. 


There are no other new historic or prehistoric archaeological resources that have been identified within the Mission Bay plan area beyond those previously addressed in the Mission Bay FSEIR.[footnoteRef:4] Therefore, no new information has become available that will result in new or more severe impacts associated with the proposed project. [4:  	The “Prehistoric Native American Shell Middens on Mission Bay, San Francisco” archaeological district, recently determined eligible for the National Register, is located in the South of Market neighborhood (in the vicinity of the original northern shoreline of the Mission Bay), and consequently, is not located in proximity to the project site, and moreover, is completely outside the Mission Bay plan area.] 



The Mission Bay FSEIR identified feasible mitigation measures to reduce potentially significant impacts to subsurface prehistoric or historic archeological resources within the Mission Bay plan area, including the project site, to a less than significant level. The Mission Bay FSEIR did not identify any alternatives to reduce archaeological resources at the project site. While there are no new or different mitigation measures or alternatives required to reduce project impacts to archaeological resources beyond those previously identified in the Mission Bay FSEIR, the City has since updated its standard mitigation measures for accidental discovery of archeological resources which would augment and replace the FSEIR Mitigation D.6, as specified below. 


[Reviewers: This approach to revising mitigation measures is consistent with what is used in CPEs.]


Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Implementing FSEIR Mitigation D.6: Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


The following mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect from the proposed project on accidentally discovered buried or submerged historical resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archeological resource “ALERT” sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); or utilities firm involved in soils disturbing activities within the project site. Prior to any soils disturbing activities being undertaken each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the “ALERT” sheet is circulated to all field personnel including, machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, supervisory personnel, etc. The project sponsor shall provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firm) to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the Alert Sheet. 


Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils disturbing activity of the project, the project Head Foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 


If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an archaeological consultant from the pool of qualified archaeological consultants maintained by the Planning Department archaeologist. The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the project sponsor.


Measures might include: preservation in situ of the archeological resource; an archaeological monitoring program; or an archeological testing program. If an archeological monitoring program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor immediately implement a site security program if the archeological resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions.


The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any discovered archeological resource and describing the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within the final report. 


Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO for review and approval. Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one (1) copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the transmittal of the FARR to the NWIC. The Environmental Planning division of the Planning Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on CD three copies of the FARR along with copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report content, format, and distribution than that presented above.


It is noted that, because the Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 implements FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, it does not indicate the presence of a new more severe significant impact or an impact of greater severity than was analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR. Consistent with the conclusions of the FSEIR, FSEIR Mitigation Measure D.6, as implemented through Project Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, would reduce the proposed project’s impact to a less-than-significant level. As such, the proposed project would not result in any new or substantially more severe impacts on archeological resources than were analyzed and disclosed in the FSEIR.


	


Paleontological Resources


Impact CP-3: The project would not directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)


Paleontological resources, or fossils, are the remains, imprints, or traces of once-living organisms preserved in rocks and sediments. Paleontological resources are lithologically dependent; that is, deposition and preservation of paleontological resources are related to the lithologic unit in which they occur. If the rock types representing a deposition environment conducive to deposition and preservation of fossils are not favorable, fossils will not be present. Rock types that may contain fossils include sedimentary and volcanic formations. 


The Mission Bay FEIR and FSEIR did not specifically address potential impacts on paleontological resources within the Mission Bay Plan area, including the project site. However, the project site is not considered a sensitive area for paleontological resources or unique geological features related to such resources. The project site is underlain by artificial fill and Bay Mud to a depth over 50 feet (i.e., below the depth of proposed excavation), and these soil layers are not sensitive for paleontological resources.


Proposed project construction activities would require pile driving activities which were assumed in the Mission Bay FSEIR to occur in the Mission Bay plan area, including within the project site. There is nothing specific to proposed subsurface construction activities at the project site that would be substantially different from that analyzed in the Mission Bay FSEIR. 


The proposed installation of piles at the project site would involve limited disruption of the underlying geologic units. As noted above, excavation at the project site would encounter only artificial fill and Bay Mud; both of these units have a low paleontological potential per Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) criteria.[footnoteRef:5] In addition, the project would not involve excavation of exposed rock outcrops that would destroy a unique geologic feature. Therefore, impacts related to paleontological resources and geologic features would be less than significant. [5:  	The SVP has established guidelines for the identification, assessment, and mitigation of adverse impacts on nonrenewable paleontological resources. Many federal, state, county, and city agencies have either formally or informally adopted the SVP’s standard guidelines for the mitigation of adverse construction-related impacts on paleontological resources. The SVP has helped define the value of paleontological resources and, in particular, indicates that geologic units of high paleontological potential are those from which vertebrate or significant invertebrate or significant suites of plant fossils have been recovered in the past (i.e., are represented in institutional collections). Areas that contain potentially datable organic remains older than the Recent era, including deposits associated with nests or middens, and areas that may contain new vertebrate deposits, traces, or trackways, are also classified as significant. Geologic units of low paleontological potential are those that are not known to have produced a substantial body of significant paleontological material. As such, the sensitivity of an area with respect to paleontological resources hinges on its geologic setting and whether significant fossils have been discovered in the area or in similar geologic units.] 



	


Human Remains


Impact CP-4: The proposed project would not disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries. (Topic Not Previously Analyzed; No Significant Project Impact)


To date, no known human burial locations have been identified within the project site. The possibility cannot be entirely discounted, as human remains could exist anywhere. Project construction could result in direct impacts to previously undiscovered human remains during earthmoving activities. 


Under State law, human remains and associated burial items may be significant resources in two ways: they may be significant to descendant communities for patrimonial, cultural, lineage, and religious reasons and human remains may also be important to the scientific community, such as prehistorians, epidemiologists, and physical anthropologists. The specific stake of some descendant groups in ancestral burials is a matter of law for some groups, such as Native Americans (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98). In other cases, the concerns of the associated descendent group regarding appropriate treatment and disposition of discovered human burials may become known only through outreach. Beliefs concerning appropriate treatment, study, and disposition of human remains and associated burial items may be inconsistent and even conflict between descendent and scientific communities. CEQA and other State regulations concerning Native American human remains provide the following procedural requirements to assist in avoiding potential adverse effects to human remains within the contexts of their value to both descendants communities and the scientific community: 


· When an initial study identifies the existence or probable likelihood that a project would impact Native American human remains, the lead agency is to contact and work with the appropriate Native American representatives identified through the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) to develop an agreement for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and any associated burial items (CEQA Guidelines Section15064.5 (d), Public Resources Code Section 5097.98)


· If human remains are accidentally discovered, the county coroner must be contacted. If the county coroner determines that the human remains are Native American, the coroner must contact the NAHC within 24 hours. The NAHC must identify the most likely descendant (MLD) to provide for the opportunity to make recommendations for the treatment and disposal of the human remains and associated burial items. If the MLD fails to make recommendations within 24 hours of notification or the project applicant rejects the recommendations of the MLD, the Native American human remains and associated burial items must be reburied in a location not subject to future disturbance within the project site (Public Resources Code Section 5097.98).


· If potentially affected human remains/burial may have scientific significance, whether or not having significance to Native Americans or other descendent communities, then under CEQA, the appropriate mitigation of effect may require the recovery of the scientific information of the remains/burial through identification, evaluation, data recovery, analysis, and interpretation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(c)(2)).


_________________________


Cumulative Impacts


Impact C-CP: The proposed project, in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects, could result in significant impacts to cultural resources. (Less than Significant with Mitigation)


The geographic scope for potential cumulative cultural resources generally includes the Mission Bay area. Cumulative projects within the project vicinity would be required to undergo separate environmental review, as necessary. As the proposed project would have no impacts to historic architectural resources, it therefore would not contribute to any such cumulative impact. 


Similar to the proposed project as described under Impacts CP-2 and CP-4, the cumulative projects could have a significant impact on both recorded and unrecorded archeological resources, including human remains interred outside of formal cemeteries, given the substantial amount of construction-related ground disturbance that could occur. The impacts of the proposed project when considered together with similar impacts from other reasonably foreseeable projects could contribute to a significant cumulative impact to cultural resources. However, implementation of Mitigation Measures M-CP-2, as standard City-required mitigation, would also apply to cumulative projects based on each project’s potential to affect archeological resources and would reduce cumulative impacts to cultural resources to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, with implementation of Mitigation Measure M-CP-2, the proposed project's contribution to cumulative impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.


Mitigation Measure: Mitigation Measure M-CP-2 (Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources)


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	1	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision


Project Name	2	ESA / Project No.


Type of document	Date


Preliminary  Subject to Revision


Case No. XXXX.XXXXE	2	Project Address/Title


Preliminary – Subject to Revision




